Suggested
Time:

6:30pm

6:45 pm

7:30 pm

~8:00 pm

BLOOMINGTON * MONROE COUNTY

mpo

CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE
October 23, 2013
6:30 — 8:00 p.m.
McCloskey Room (#135)

l. Call to Order and Introductions

Il.  Approval of Minutes:
a. September 25, 2013

I1l.  Communications from the Chair

IV. Reports from Officers and/or Committees
a. Project Updates
b. MTP Task Force

V. Reports from MPO Staff
VI. Old Business

VII. New Business
a. National Highway System*
b. National Truck Network*
c. Federal Functional Classification*
d. Project Selection Process Discussion

VIII. Communications from Committee Members (non-agenda items)
a. Topic suggestions for future agendas

IX. Upcoming Meetings
a. Policy Committee — November 8, 2013 at 1:30 p.m. (Council Chambers)
b. Technical Advisory Committee —November 20, 2013 at 10:00 a.m. (McCloskey Room)
c. Citizens Advisory Committee -November 20, 2013 at 6:30 p.m. (McCloskey Room)

X.  Topic Suggestions Under Consideration for Future Discussion
Communication & Public Coordination Improvements, Bike/Pedestrian Set Aside Money

Adjournment
(*Recommendations Requested / *Public comment prior to vote — limited to five minutes per speaker)

401 N. Morton Street = Suite 160 = PO Box 100 = Bloomington, IN 47402 = Web: www.bloomington.in.gov/mpo
Ph: (812) 349-3423 = Fax: (812) 349-3535 = Email: mpo@bloomington.in.gov



mpo Bloomington/Monroe County Metropolitan Planning Organization

Citizens Advisory Committee

Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes
September 25, 2013 McCloskey Conference Room 135, City Hall

Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) Minutes are transcribed in a summarized outline manner.
Audio recordings of the meeting are available in the Planning Department for reference.

Attendance
Citizens Advisory Committee (Voting Members): David Sabbagh, David Walter, Elizabeth Cox-

Ash, James Reed, Ken Campanella, Larry Jacobs, Patrick Murray, Glenn Carter, Sarah Ryterband,
Sarah Clevenger, Anita Douglas, Mary Jane Hall, Ted Miller, Paul Ash, Laurel Cornell, Jack Baker,
Morris Buckley, Ross Dybrig, Tamby Cassidy, Randy Cassidy, Larry Jacobs, Ayman Ashwaiheen,
Keith Williamson, Liz Irwin, Chaim Julian

Others in Attendance (including Non-Voting CAC Members): Jim Ude (INDOT), Sandra Flum

(INDOT), Vince Caristo (MPO Staff), Josh Desmond (MPO Staff), Anna Dragovich (MPO Staff)

V.

VI.
VII.

Call to Order and Introductions (~6:30 PM)
Approval of Minutes — The August 28, 2013 minutes were approved by the Committee.
Communications from the Chair — none

Reports from Officers and/or Committees

A. MTP Task Force — Mr. Desmond reported that the consultant continues to work on the
traffic demand model. Staff will be meeting with the consultant on October 31 for an update on
the traffic demand model. The next meeting of the Task Force will be on October 28 and they
will continue to discuss the vision statement along with goals and policies for the plan.

B. Project Updates — Ms. Dragovich read an update of 1-69 as requested by Sandra Flum.
INDOT and the Indiana Finance Authority continue to draft the request for proposal documents
and technical provisions which will be finalized in mid-October for the short-listed teams to
prepare bids. The right-of-way acquisition process has begun (appraising) with some of the
property needed for the roadway or access roads. It will take several months to acquire the
needed property. We are working with utilities to identify necessary moves or where the design
of the road can avoid utilities. This work will continue through 2014.

Reports from MPO Staff — none
Old Business - None
New Business
A. Transportation Improvement Program Amendments
1. INDOT Emergency Bridge Inspections — Ms. Dragovich explained that the TIP
amendment request is for $50,000 in FY 2014. This money would be used under
unforeseen circumstances such as a truck running in to a bridge that would require an
unscheduled, emergency bridge inspection. ***Ms. Cornell made a motion to
approve the amendment and Ms. Ryterband seconded, motion was approved by
voice vote***
2. INDOT Statewide Quality Assurance/Quality Control of Bridge Inspection Data
Ms. Dragovich explained that this amendment request is for $250,000 in FY 2014 for
Statewide quality assurance of bridge inspection data. She said that this money is used
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to make sure that bridge inspection data is filled out completely and correctly. ***Ms.
Cornell made a motion to approve the amendment and Ms. Ryterband seconded,
motion was approved by voice vote***
MCCSC - Safe Routes to Schools Non-Infrastructure — Ms. Dragovich explained
that this project was in the previous 2012 — 2015 TIP and was not included in to the
new 2014-2017 TIP by mistake. In order for MCCSC to continue to spend the money,
it needs to be in the most current TIP. She explained that this is not a new SRTS grant,
but a carryover from a previous award. ***Ms. Cornell made a motion to approve
the amendment and Ms. Cox-Ash seconded, motion was approved by voice
vote***
B. HSIP Selection Process
Mr. Desmond explained the selection process is meant to rank projects that should receive
HSIP funds. He explained that the HSIP funding source is rooted in safety mentality, the
safety category is the one with the most weight. Additionally, a project with a high
benefit/cost ratio, immediate readiness and ability to have a larger than required local
funding match are all included in the ranking system. ***Mr. Baker motioned approval
and Mr. Ash seconded, motion was approved by voice vote***
C. TA Selection Process
Mr. Desmond presented the proposed TA selection process. He explained that his allows
the MPO to prioritize projects with a selection committee. Mr. Caristo mentioned that
project readiness is weighted the most in this selection process. ***Ms. Hall motioned
approval and Mr. Ash seconded, motion was approved by voice vote***
VIII. CAC Chair and Vice-Chair Roles and Responsibility Discussion
The CAC discussed the roles and responsibilities relating to the Vice-Chair and Chair as they
represent the CAC at Policy Committee meetings. Ms. Ryterband explained that historically the
CAC didn’t have a seat at the Policy Committee. Ms. Ryterband suggested that the Chair be
required to vote at Policy Committee meetings the same way that the CAC voted. Mr. Baker
commented that in a representative democracy a person should be able to vote their conscience.
Mr. Murray agreed with Mr. Baker and mentioned that the views of the CAC should be reported
to the Policy Committee regardless of how the CAC Chair makes his vote. Discussion ensued.
***Mr. Campanella motioned to end the discussion, Ms. Irwin seconded***

IX. Communications from Committee Members

A. Topic Suggestions for Future Agendas

Mr. Carter requested that INDOT talk about IDEM report and give a summary of the report.

X. Upcoming Meetings

A. Policy Committee — September 25, 2013 (Council Chambers)

B. Technical Advisory Committee — September 25, 2013 at 10:00am (McCloskey Room)

C. Citizens Advisory Committee — September 13, 2013 at 6:30pm (McCloskey Room)
XI. Topic Suggestions under Consideration for Future Discussion

Adjournment (~8:00 PM)

These minutes were by the CAC at their regular meeting held on September 25, 2013.
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MONROE COUNTY BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
Monroe County Government Center, 501 N. Morton St., Suite 224
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TO: Indiana Department of Environmental Management, Indiana Department of Natural Resources,
Indiana Department of Transportation, U.S. Fish & Wildlife, Environmental Protection Agency, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers

FROM: Monroe County Plan Commission

DATE: Thursday, July 18, 2013

RE: Complaint of Sedimentation of Indian Creek Tributaries from 1-69 Corridor Construction
To Whom It May Concern,

After receiving numerous complaints from residents about the progressively worsening condition of
Indian Creek and its tributaries in Monroe County following storm events, the Monroe County Plan
Commission conducted an inquiry concerning its obligations under Section 802-4 (G) of the Monroe
County Zoning Ordinance (Performance Standards for Permitted Uses: Water Pollution). While the
Plan Commission clearly understands the jurisdictional prerogative of the State of Indiana within the
boundaries of its 1-69 corridor in Indian Creek Township of Monroe County, impacts of construction
activity that extend beyond that corridor are well within our purview as they relate to concerns of
Monroe County residents.

Residents with long tenure in Indian Creek Township complain that soil is running off the 1-69
construction site and into sinkholes, aquifers, wells, and streams, thereby causing harm to water supplies
and the natural environment that is part of their way of life. This harm has reached unprecedented levels
since construction began last year and appears to be increasing in intensity as construction activity
continues.

On Tuesday, June 18, 2013, and again on Tuesday, July 16, 2013, the Commission received resident
testimony, gathered evidence reports, and discussed concerns about degraded water quality in Indian
Creek Township. Some of that evidence is included with this memorandum and the testimony and
discussion is available in our meeting minutes accessible through the Monroe County Planning
Department website:
http://www.co.monroe.in.us/tsd/Government/Infrastructure/PlanningDepartment.aspx.

Clearly, the increasing degradation of water quality is affecting the potable water source for several
residents as well as the fish and wildlife communities. Typically, the extent of impact is evident only
when an underground water course carrying 1-69 road construction sediment emerges miles from the I-
69 corridor and becomes visible at roadway bridges downstream. That this increase in sediment load
both above and below ground is the result of 1-69 construction activity is irrefutable to us.

The Zoning Ordinance of Monroe County derives its authority and jurisdiction from enactment



"pursuant to the Indiana home rule and planning enabling legislation (Indiana Code § 36-1-3-4 and
Indiana Code § 36-7-4-1, et seq., as amended), and pursuant to the Monroe County Code and all other
applicable authorities and provisions of Indiana statutory and common law..." Notably, Monroe County
Code Section 802-4(G) incorporates State and Federal water quality standards including, without
limitation:

IC 13-30-2-1 “A person may not... (1) Discharge, emit, cause, allow ... any contaminant... into: (A) the
environment; ... in any form that causes of would cause pollution that violates or would violate rules,
standards, or discharge or emission requirements....”

IC 13-18-4-5)](a) “...a person may not: ... (2) cause, permit, or suffer to be thrown, run, drained, allowed
to seep, or otherwise disposed; into any of the streams or waters of Indiana any organic or inorganic
matter that causes or contributes to a polluted condition of any of the streams or waters of Indiana....”

327 IAC 15-5-7(b)(15). “Natural features, including wetlands and sinkholes, shall be protected from
pollutants associated with storm water runoff;”

We share our residents concern that violations of both the original 1993 Karst MOU (Memorandum of
Understanding) and the updated Karst Agreement must be occurring as well as direct violation of
erosion control Rule 5. The 1-69 construction activity is the only identifiable source of such a large
increase for sediment now evident in springs and streams after storm events.

As regulators, we understand that large construction projects are very difficult to manage. In this case,
the presence of karst makes the task even more difficult. However, construction personnel must abide by
rules and regulations enacted to protect the public, and those responsible for their actions must assure
that the rules and regulations imposed have the intended consequence of protection. The evidence
presented to us and our investigation of the situation indicates that the obligation for responsible action
lacks sufficient commitment. Please manage 1-69 construction activities in a manner that does not cause
harm to our resident's property and the livability of their community. We are depending upon you to
exercise your jurisdictional authority in ways that do not conflict with our obligation to residents of
Indian Creek Township and the rest of Monroe County.

The Commission expects that you will attend to our concerns about the ongoing erosion control
problems with respect to protecting our water quality as mandated by the laws of this State and Nation.
We ask that you provide an appropriate response in writing to our complaint and specify the means by
which you will substantially eliminate the off-site impacts to water quality that is now occurring for
residents of Indian Creek Township. We also ask that you provide us with any reports of inspections that
you have or do conduct during the construction activities so that we may provide our residents with
assurance of your attention to their concerns.

Respectfully,
Richard A. Martin

President,
Monroe County Plan Commission



INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Driving Indiana’s Economic Growth

1-59 Project Office PHONE: (812) 254-2831 Michael R. Pence, Governor

P.0. Box 758 FAX (812) 2564-9911 Karl B. Browning, Commissioner
60 N. Commercial Park Drive

Washington, IN 47501

September 9, 2013

Monroe County Plan Commission
Afttn: Richard Martin, President
Monree County Government Center
501 N. Morton St.; Suite 224
Bloomington, IN 47704

Re: Concerns with I-69 construction impacts to Indian Creek Township
Dear Mr. Martin:

This letter constitutes INDOT’s formal response to the letter that INDOT has received on July 18, 2013
from Richard Martin on behalf of the Monroe County Plan Commission regarding the potential impacts of the
construction of [-69 within the Indian Creek Township area.

During the week of June 17, 2013, INDOT conducted site visits with State and Federal regulatory
agencies including USEPA, USACE, FHWA, and IDEM. The representatives from ecach of these agencies were
taken to the Indian Creek Township area, particularly the area adjacent to the Thomas and Sandra Tokarski
property. The field review included detailed observations of Karst features, some of which were completed and
some that were in the process of being treated. Additionally, the representatives walked the construction areas
to inspect erosion and sediment control measures that were installed and implemented in accordance with the
required permits. In Section 4 of I-69 all contractors are contractually obligated to place signs identifying the
location of all Karst features as well as all jurisdictional streams located within their construction limits. The
signing makes conducting field visits much more efficient and practical. IDEM did issue INDOT a violation
letter which is attached. IDEM has since confirmed that the violations have been brought into compliance which
is also attached.

According to project field data, the Indian Creek area located within contract IR-33739 experienced
significant rainfall events on June 26 and 27, 2013. These events exceeded an intensity of 6 inches per hour.
The storm water quality measures included in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan for this contract are
required to be designed to withstand a rainfall intensity of up to 2 inches per hour. Due to the intensity of these
events, a number of the storm water quality measures were overwhelmed, resulting in the loss of sediment from
the project and into jurisdictional waters. Under the 401 Permit issued to INDOT for Section 4, Conditions 36
& 37 state respectively that “In areas determined to be out of compliance, corrective action to bring the area
back into compliance shall take precedence over continuation of construction activities;” and “Upon discovery,
remove all discharges of sediment into waters of the state and restore the stream channels back to the original
grades, contours, substrates, and vegetated conditions. This includes sediment discharges off right-of-way,

www.in.gov/dot/
An Eaqual Opportunity Employer



provided access has been granted by the property owner. If access is denied, IDEM shall be notified”.
Following the June 26" and 27" rain events, ficld inspections were conducted throughout the contract to
evaluate how well all of the storm water quality measures functioned, to identify the control measures that were
overwhelmed and to identify the sediment loss as a result of the event. The evaluation and identification team
included the Storm Water Specialist with IDEM who is providing I-69 Compliance Assistance. The results of
the evaluation and identification process were then provided to the contractor for corrective action. The
contractor was expected to take immediate action to start repair efforts to the overwhelmed control measures
and to initiate actions for the removal of the sediment that had been lost. The contractor immediately
dispatched labor crews that used shovels and five gallon buckets to remove sediment from sensitive areas
including streams and drainages that lead to off right of way sink holes, etc. This was the fastest methodology
that could be implemented in an effort clean up the sediment. The results were not adequate to “fully” clean up
the sediment. Also it was estimated that the use of that methodology would greatly exceed INDOT’s
expectation for timely remediation and clean-up. INDOT informed its contractors that alternative methods,
such as vacuum trucks, would be necessary to accomplish complete removal in some areas within INDOT’s
planned timeframe.

INDOT requires contractors to clearly detail how they plan to remove the sediment while not creating
additional detrimental impacts to the water quality of the jurisdictional streams and agreed that vacuum trucks
would be the most effective in achieving the desired results in this type of terrain. Attached are the required
erosion and sediment control inspection reports, post rain events and/or weekly, from June 24™ thru J uly 22M,
In accordance with contract documents, INOT is obligated to financially compensate the contractor for erosion
and sediment control work associated with rain events that exceed the design capacity of the installed features.

Force account billing information has also been attached for the weeks of June 29™, July 6™ and July 13® which
is representative of the level of effort expended by the contractor. The vacuum trucks are expensive
specialized equipment, and are in limited availability. INDOT has informed the contractor that the sediment
clean-up must be aggressively pursued to meet the expectations of the regulatory agencies.

For sediment that was lost off INDOT’s right of way, the contractor is required to acquire permission from
the private property owner to perform the removal procedure. Gohmann has been working through that process
with each of the respective landowners of the sites that have been identified. According to Project Engineer,
Gohmann just recently obtained permission from the all but one of the affected landowners in the Indian Creek
Township area. Field investigations have confirmed that the subsequent rain event from July 20, 2013, when
approximately 0.9 inches of rain were received in about a 2 hour period in the Indian Creek Township area,
caused existing sediment from the June 26, 2013, event to move further downstream. No additional failures of
the installed storm water quality measures were identified; however, the re-suspension and movement of
sediment is the Iikely cause of the discolored water that has been reported by locals in the area. The movement
of the sediment has been documented, and the cleanup will also include those areas, assuming that the
confractor is granted access from the affected property owners.

Communications from the Monroe County Planning Commission, Thomas and Sandra Tokarski and most recently
Patrick Munson also mention concerns with the construction impacts to Karst in the Indian Creek Township area. INDOT
field inspections have not identified failures of any of the protective devices implemented for the Karst features as a result
of the June 26" or T uly 20™ events. Any sediment that may have entered the Karst system was due to sediment that was
dislodged when the excessive rain overtopped or bypassed the erosion and sediment control devices and subsequently
entered Karst features outside of the I-69 right of way. INDOT attributes these issues to the extensive rainfall intensity,
not the lack of installation/implementation of the appropriate storm water quality measures or any disregard to the
requirements of the Karst agreements in place. The majority of the Karst features located within the T-69 right of way
limits have been treated according to what was agreed upon during the design phase through the MOU process, The same
process for treatment approval is being followed for those new connections that are being identified during the
construction phase. Additional oversight from Karst experts is being provided in the field not only as a resource for the
field personnel but also to assure INDOT that the contractors are following the requirements set forth to them through the
contract documents.



In the Indian Creek Township area the contractor found in several instances that the Karst features had previously
been filled in with trash and other undesirable debris by others. Photos attached provide a representation of the trash and
other debris that has been removed from Karst features in the Indian Creek Township area. Obviously this is not desirable
material to be in a feature that connects to the water source for residents in the area. A representation of the materials
being used to treat the features after excavation and to protect them during construction is also shown in that word
document. INDOT has faithfully and fully followed the conditions set forth in the 1993 Karst MOU and the I-69 Section 4
Karst and will continue to do so through the duration of the construction of 1-69.

The information contained in the letter from Patrick Munson, which is attached, appears to reference tributaries
and their location relative to the Section 4 right of way accurately. The chronological narrative and accounts of
sedimentation also appear to be fairly accurate; however, INDOT’s Karst team has not verified the time/point data in the
document against what the INDOT construction personnel have documented for sedimentation; or the rain gauge
documentation from the construction offices. On some occasions the rainfall can vary significantly from one construction
area to the next. We do not have any significant disagreement with the statements in the Munson document. However,
the statements are very general and do not include any water flow rate quantification nor sediment flux volumes. The
Munson document does not substantially prove that the referenced sediment flow is beyond anything naturally occurring
in the Karst drainage system. The Munson document also does not demonstrate a phenomenon that has not occurred
many times in the geologic history of the area or is likely to occur in the future, with or without land clearing.

INDOT was contacted by Jack Knapp after the June 26™ rain event with concerns about his well and has since
maintained constant communications with Mr. Knapp concerning this issue. Gohmann Asphalt has successfully worked
with him toward and has completed a long term solution since INDOT could not assert that the construction of I-69 did
not in any way contribute to the impacts to Mr. Knapp’s well. As a result of the complaint INDOT conducted a serious of
field investigations on the features that have been traced to Harp Spring which feeds Mr. Knapp’s well. During one of
these investigations it was observed and noted that earth disturbances including logging, unearthing and removal of tree
stumps, the placement of the unearthed stumps into a sinkhole, and soil grading activities on private property in the area is
occurring. The field investigation did not observe the installation of any storm water quality measures on the private
property to address the earth disturbance activities. Based on previous hydrogeology studies and other research by
INDOT in the area, it appears that these observed earth disturbances on private property are likely negatively impacting
Mr. Knapp’s well. Todd Stevenson with the Monroe County Planning Commission & MS4 was notified of this activity
on July 3, 2013 by INDOT. INDOT believes there to be several contributing factors to the recent reports of discolored
water in Indian Creek Township and would concur that construction of -69 was one of them during the excessively
intense rain events experienced on June 26" and 27" as well as July 20,

As for the claim in the letter that “INDOT’s obligation for responsible action lacks sufficient commitment”, INDOT
would like to point out the following:

1. INDOT continues to be dedicated to managing erosion and sediment during construction of Section 4 of 1-69 by
unprecedented staffing with qualified and experienced field personnel. Ronnie Bochm has been assigned full
time to 1-69 to assist with the daily challenges associated with meeting the conditions set forth in the Rule 5 and
Section 401/404 permits for the Corridor. Ronnie has earned the accreditation as a Certified Professional in
Erosion and Sediment Control (CPESC), which is the highest certification in the field. Additionaliy, INDOT has
contracted Bernardin Lochmueller and Associates to provide professional staffing which includes J eremy Kieffner
in the managerial role, who is also a CPESC, and one full time erosion control mspector per each [-69
construction contract for oversight in additional to ene full time INDOT employee whose sole responsibility is
erosion control inspection and reporting. The majority of the inspectors worked in the same capacity on
construction contracts over the past 3 years in Sections 1, 2 and 3 of I-69 which provided them great experience.
So the 27 miles of construction is staffed with 18 full time field inspectors and 2 CPESCs in managerial roles.



2. INDOT is committed to complying with the terms and conditions of the 1993 Karst MOU and subsequent I-69
Section 4 Karst MOU that has been entered into with DNR, IDEM and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The
agreement set guidelines for construction of transportation project in Karst regions of the State in general and
specific to 1-69 respectively. To meet the conditions of the MOUs, INDOT hosted 6 segment contract specific
meetings for the purpose of identification of known Karst features and review of proposed construction treatments
of those features. Representatives from the MOU signatories were invited to each meeting which was followed
by a field review of the features. Meeting minutes and sign in sheets reflect that Todd Stevenson, Monroe County
Drainage Engineer, attended 2 of these meetings and was given the same opportunity to provide input into the
process as the other attendees. Additionally, pre-construction Karst field reviews were contractually required to
be attended by project supervisors, both INDOT and contractor, prior to construction occurring. Contract
requirements also included field identification (signing) and installation of erosion and sediment control
protection of Karst features prior to construction commencing. INDOT also granted the request by the Monroe
County Drainage Board for a field visit to look at erosion and sediment control protection as well as Karst
management on May 6, 2013. Bill Williams, Todd Stevenson, Dana Wilkinson, Robert Auto, Scott Dompke and
Kevin Enright attended the field review. INDOT is following the requirements set forth for protection and
treatment of Karst within the 1-69 Corridor.

As INDOT receives complaints or identifies concerns with erosion control or sediment, our staff immediately begins
working on the necessary corrective action. INDOT takes the conditions and commitments that have been set through the
environmental studies and design of Section 4 of [-69 very seriously,

Questions or concerns relating to erosion and sediment control on the 1-69 Corridor can be directed to my attention at
esturgeon@indot.in.gov or (812)254-2831.

Kind regards,

Elliott Sturgeon, P.E.
I-69 Director of Operations



ATTACHMENT A

Letter from Monroe County Plan Commission, July 18, 2013
Email from Thomas and Sandra Tokarski, July 23, 2013

Letter from Patrick . Munson
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TO: Indiana Department of Environmental "Maﬂagement, Indiana Department of Natural Resources,
Indiana Department of Transportation, U.S. Fish & Wildlife, Environmental Protection Agency, U.S,
Army Corps of Engineers

FROM: Monroe County Plan Commission

DATE: Thursday, Taly 18,2013

RE: Complaint:of Sedimentation of Indian Creek Tributaties from 1-69 Corridor Construiction
To Whom It May Concern,

After receiving numerous complaints froin residents about the progressively worsening condition pf
Indian Creel and its tributaries in Monroe County following storm events, the Monroe County Plan
Coinntission conducted an inquiry concerning its obligations under Section 802-4 (G) of the Monroe
Counly Zoning Ordinance (Performance Standards for Permitted Uses: Water Pollution), While the
Plan Commission clearly understands the jurisdictional prerogative of the State of Indiana within the
boundaries of its 1-69 corridor in Indian Creek Township of Monroe County, impacts of construction
activity that extend beyond that corridor are well within our purview as they relate to concerns of
Motiroe County residents.

dian Creek Towngship complain that soil is running off the 1-69

es, aquifers, wells, and streams, thereby causing hatm to water supplies
and the natural envir o_nment that's part of theit way of life, This harm has reached unprecedented levels
since consiruction began last'year and appears to be increasing in intensity as construction activity
continues.

Residents With :'Eong %enm‘c

On Tuesday, Juie 18, 2013, and again on Tuesday, July 16, 2013, the Cominission received resident
testimony, gathiered evidencé reports, and discussed concerns about degraded water quality in Indian
Creck Township. Some of that evidence is included with this.memoranduntand the testimony and
discussion is available in ouriiigeting minutes accessible through the Moriroé Cotinty Plaiming
Department website:

http://vevew co.monroe. in.us/tsd/Government/Infrastructure/PlanningDepartment.aspx.

Cleirly, the incieasing degradation of water quality is affecting the potable water source for several
tesidents as well as the fish andwildlife cormunities. Typically, the extent of impact is evident only
when an underground water eourse carr ying 1-69 road construction sediment emer ges miles from the 1-
69 corridor and becomes visible at roadway bridges downstream. That this incredse in sedinient Joad
both above and below ground is the result of I-69 construction activity is irrefutable to us.

The Zoning Ordinance of Monroe County derives its authority -_afid_jiu‘.isdﬁipiiqn {rom ¢nactment




"pursuant to the Indiana home rule and planning endbliig legislation (Indiana Code § 36-1-3-4 and
Indiana Code § 36-7-4-1, et seq., as amended), and pursuant to the Monroe County Code and all other
applicable authorities and provisions of Tndiana statutory and common law. .." Notably, Monroe County
Code Seotion 802-4(G} incorporates State and Federal water quality standards including, without
limitation:

IC 13-30-2-1 “A person may not... (1) Discharge, emit, cause, allow ... any contaminant... info: (A) the
environment; .., in any form that catises.of would cause pollution that violates or would violate rules,
standards, or discharge or emission requirements....”

IC 13-18-4-5)(a) “...a person may not: ... (2) cause, permit, or suffer to be thrown, run, drained, allowed
to seep, or otherwise disposed; into any of the streams or waters of Indiana any organic or inorganic
matter that causes or contributes to a polluted cendition of any of the streams or waters of Indiana....”

327 IAC 15-5-7(b)(15). “Natural features, including wetlands and sinkholes, shall be protected from
pollutants assogiated with storm water runoff”

We share our residénts concern that violations of both the original 1993 Karst MOU (Memorandum of
Understanding) and the updated Kazst Agreemeitt inust be cecurring as well as direct violation of
erosion control Rule 5. The I-69 construction activity:is the only identifiable source of such a large
increase for sediment now evident in Springs and stréams after storm events.

As regulators, we understand that large construction projects are very difficult to manage. In this case,
the presence of karst makes the task even more difficult. However, construction persorinel must abide by
tules and regulations enacted to protect the public, and those responsible for their actions must assure
that the rules and regulations imposed have the intended consequence of protection. The evidence
presented to us and our investigation of the situation indicates that the obligation for responsible action
lacks sufficient commitment. Please manage 1:69 construction activities in a manner that does not cause
barm to our resident's property and the livability of their cominunity. We are depending upon you to
exercise your jurisdictional authority in ways that do not conflict with our obligation to resideiits of
Indian Creelc Towiship and the rest of Monroe County, '

The Comimission éxpects that you will attend to our éoticetns about the-ongoing erosion control
problems with respect to profécting our water quality as mandated by the laws of this State and Natio,
We ask that you provide an appropriate response in writing to our complaint and specify the means by
which you will substantially eliminate the off-site impacts to ‘water quality that is now occurrin g for
residents of Indian Creek Township. We also ask that you provide us with any teports of inspections that
you have or do conduct during the construction &ctivities so that we may provideour residents with
assurance of your attention fo their concerits.

Respectfully,
Richard A, Martin

President,
Monroe County Plan Commission
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Lemon, Janelle

From: Thomas & Sandra Tokarski [mailto:carr@bluemarble,net]

Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 8:33 AM _

To: Braun, Randy; RANDOLPH, JASON; Deborah Snyder; Scott Pruitt; Flum, Sandra; Bajor.john@epa oy Neyer, Mike
Ce: Virginia Laszewski; Bill & Jan Boyd; Rudy Savich; Mick Hariison; Julie Thamas; Scott Wells; Andy RUTT; Richard
Martin; Tim Malongy; Brian Garvey; Iris Kiesling; Patrick Stoffers

Subject: severe sedimentation in stream and karst

To All Concerned,

This is being sent as a formal complaint due to severe sedimentation of a stream in Section 4 of the I-69
highway project. This stream is designated as "Waters of the US" by the US Army Corps of Engineers. This
complaint is related to conditions observed in Indian Creek Township of Monroe County, Indiana. This is
another in a long list of complaints in this area due to the construction of 1-69.

On Saturday, 20 July, we had 0.9 inches of rain over abéut a 2 hour period,

I observed the unnamed, intermittent stream that runs throngh our property after this rainfall. Enclosed is a
photo of that stream justas water is beginning to flow on the surface. Also enclosed is a quart jar of water taken
from that strcam at the time the photo was taken. '

This intermittent stream runs below or above ground depending on the amount of rainfall received in its
drainage drea. At times, it is like a'mgiﬁg mountain torrent, or, as seéen here, it can have a low, but steady flow.
Maost of the time it appears dry, presumably because it runs undergroumnd.

This stream drains a portion of the area that has been cleared for the 1-69 ROW and is a tributary to Indian
Creek.

By the next morning, 21 July, this stream wis not running on the sijiface except in a few smallpools and
rivulets. Most of the water flow had gone uaderground. Also included here is a photo showing the thick layer of
sediment that was left on the stones in the stream bed after the water had sunk below the surface. i is assumed
that much sediment was also carried down into the karst water system belgw ground,

The rising and sicking of the water in'this stream is 2 common characteristic of this strearh and others in this
area,

T'ain assuming that the amount of sediment that is being loaded into streams thai recetve runoff from the 1-69
ROW ¢onstruction is having a detrimental impact on aquatic life, inclading amphibians. 1 can't imagine how a
salamander could live in the mud that setiled in the rocks of.our stieamn bed due to this Tateést contamination
event. In the past, I have found many salamanders under the rocks in this area, will continue to look for these
creatures in this stream bed, but a brief search yesterday turned-up nothing.

Aquatic life in general can be seriously harmed by the loading of sireams with sediment. Water tables can also
be contaminated,

Based ont ongoing problems with this project, I believe the question must be asked if it is realistic (o believe that
the 1-69 construction in this very hilly, karstic area can be done in an environmentally safe manner. I believe it
is time to take a break and reconsider all of the conseqiiences of continuing with this project. Our environment
angd our citizens deserve no less.

It-is*fﬁti'ﬁ:_ta. to ask if the construction of I-69 is being given a pass by regulatory agencies. If it is considered "tog
big to fail" by these agencies, the public needs to know that. As has been demonstrated in the financial sector,
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the actual failure of "too big to fail” projects can be catastrophic. Please do something; it is a real mess out
here,

Sincerely,

Thomas Tokarski
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20 July 2013--water sample taken from above photo of stream at the same:time as photo taker.




21 July 2013--mud precipitate left on the rocks of above stream after water had siink
below ground.
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Thomas & Sandra Tokarski
CARR

PO Box 54

Stanford, IN 47463
carr@bluemarble.net
812-825-9555
800-515-6936




TO: Monroe County Commissioners, Monroe County Plan Commission, Indiana Department of
Environmental Management, Indiana Departinent of Natural Resources, Indiana Department of
Transpottation, U.8. Fish & Wildlife, Envirommeifal Protection Agency, U.S. Corps of Engineers

RE: Sediment Pollution from 169 Construction, Southwestern Monroe County, Indiana

FROM: Patrick-J. Munson
6707 W. Rotkeast Rd.
Bloomington, TN 47403
Tel.: (812) 824-7717
Email: munson@indiana.edu

DATE; July 24, 2013
Background

My wife (Cheryl Amm Munson) and T have resided at the above address in Fndian Creek Twp. for 41 years.
Our home is 2.5 miles south of the 169 ROW where it crosses Harmony Rd. All rainfall amounts are from
a gauge in our yard,

The ROW of 169 Section 4 in southwestern Monroe Co. is about 8 miles Jong and traverses, west to east,
the entirety of Tndian Creck Twp. and then turns northeastward and erosses southeastern: Van Buren Twp.
and southwestern Perry Twyp. before connéciing to SR37.

Drainage in the relevant parts of southwestern Morroe Co. is into either west-flowing tributaries of Indian
Creek orinto east-flowing tributaries of Clear Creek, Many of the teibutaries are unnamed, so to facilitate
discussion Fve here assigned informal designations to them.

Vicior Branch, an east-flowing tributary of Cléar Creek, crosses Victor Piks between Victor Oalitic
Quarry and Miiton Lane. Its north fork crosses Rockport Rd. between Fern Hills Club and Stillions
Sawmill. Much of its headwaters are in the 169 ROW south of Kdontz Rd. and east of Harmony Rd, (in
northeastein Indian Creek Twp.).

Goodes Cave Branch, an east-flowing fributary of Clear Creek, crosses Victor Pike between Fluck Mill
Rd. and Tramway Rd. (in noithwestern Clear Creck Twp:j and crosses Rackport Rd. just south of the
juiiction of Tramway Rd. and Rockport Rd. (11% southeastein Van Buren Twp.), At riormal flow much of
th weater in the siream originates from the spring at Goodes Cave (which is about one-half milé nofth of
the 169 ROW),

Leoiiard Spring Branch, a southeast-flowing tributary.of Clear Creek, crosses Victor Pike between
Tramwiy Rd, and Dillman Rd. (in soattiwester Perty Twp.). Tts north fork crosses Bolin Lane within the
169 ROW and drains most or-adl of the I69-SR37'interchang¢ area.

Herp Spring Brarich, a west-flowing tributary of Indian Creek, runs parallel to and south of Graves Rd.
and crosses Breeden Rd, just south of the Graves Rd~-Breeden Rd. intersection (northwestern Indian
Creek Twp.). At normal flow most of its water issues from Harp Spring. The entirety of its surface
drainage is south of the 1690 ROW.




Tokarski Branch, a west-flowing tributary of Indian Creek, runs paralle] to and soutls of the west end of
Evans Rd. It crosses Burch Rd. between Evans Rd. and Tom Phillips Rél. (northwestern Indian Creek
Twp.). Much of its headwaters are in the 169 ROW.

Chronology of Sedimentation Episodes
June 26, 2013

Durinig the early morning southwestern Monroe County received 2.0% of rain, and received another 1,2
i the afternoon and evening, Four days later (June 30) 1 observed tirat Iarp Spring Branch at the bridge
on Breeden Rd. was running high and very muddy (yellow-colored). It was quickly defermined thai alt of
the muddy water was issuing from Harp Spring. The owners of the spring (Mr. and Mts. Jack Knapp,
8995 'W. Graves Rd.) told me that the muddy discharge began abruptly the day after the rains of June 26,
and alsq sald that in the 40+ years that they had lived there they had never seen anything like this.

Itis my understanding that dye-tracing has determined that much of the water from Harp Spring
originates i large swallow-holes (“swallets”) that lie immediately adjacent to the 169 ROW just west of
Harmony Rd. (about 2 miles nértheast of the spring). T examined two of these swaliow-holes in following
days and in both cases yellow mud that coated vegetation indicated that run-off from multiple dores of
denuded, stoeply sloping terrain in the 169 ROW had flowed directly into the swaflow-holes.

July 2, 2013

About 5:30 pm southwestern Monroe Co. received 0.9” of rain, most of it ocourring within a 10-13
minute period. By 8:30 pm Clear Creek:at the bridge on Fluck Mill Rd. (northwestern Clear Creek-Twp.)
was ruimning high and cartying a high concentration of yellow mud. Tt was quickly determined that 100%
of the muddy water was entering Clear Creek from Goodes Cave Braiich (which was high and very
muddy}. Much of the mud appeared to originate from where the branch crosses the 169 ROW south of
Tramway Rd. However, the branch upstream from that point (i.e. where it flows under Rockport Rd. just
south of the Tramway Rd. -Rockport Rd. intersection) was also high and vér ¥ muddy (yellow). By the
next mom]'ng the water in the branch had deciéased in volume and had largely cleared of sediment, but
bank-side vegetation was coated with yellow mud, and the surfaces of rocks in low- -velocily peols were
covered by asmuch-as 1/16" inch of yellow sediment; these indicators were traced upsiream to the large
spr mg that issues from Goodes Cave.

Goodes Cave lies about 1/4™ mile noith of Koontz R4, and % mile noith of where the 169 ROW infersecls
the Treadwaters of the north fork of Victor Branch. Supposedly the source of much of the water in Goodes
Cave Spungj ariginates to the northwest of the cave in the area of May Rd. However I know of no large-
scale land disturbances in'that area and consequently it is redsonable to conclude that sedinierit-laden ron-
off is sinking into the bed of Victor Branch and then being catried notthward o1 northeastward by one or
mote subterranean conduits to Goodes Cave, and from there down Goodes Cave Branch to Clear Creek.

On July 3 T also checked Harp Spring Branch at Breeden Rd. and Indian Creek dewnstream from the 169
crossing along Breedea Rd.; both were carrving high volumes of very m uddy (yellow) water.

July 23, 2013

Between 2:30 and 3:30 pm southwestern Mositoé Co, received 1,17 of rain, most of it ocecinring in 20

minutes. The following observations:

3:45 pm: The north fork of Vietor Branch at Rockport Rd, was very mucdy {vellow), but it was not
running very high. The le]atlvely low velmne is interesting because there is an extensive headwater
upstream from that point; 1 suspect that much of the run-off froi the 169 ROW south of Kootz Rd. wasg




sinking inte the stream bed at some point or points upstream from Rockpott Rd, and from there, perhaps,
flowing underground to Goodes Cave Spring (see above).

3:48 pm:. Goodes Cave Branch at Rockpoit Rd. was rumning clear (but see below).

3:55 pm:: Goodes Cave Branch at Victor Pike was high and very muddy (yellow), making a phume of
mud into then clear Clear Creek. The ahsence of inud ih Goodes Cave Branch at Rockport Rd. at 3:48 pm
indicates that at this time 100% of the mud at the Victor Pike crossing was coming from 169 construction
along Tramway Rd. and the east end of Lodge Rd,

4:00 pm: A surge of very muddy (yellow) water came down Clear Creek {o the confluence of Clear
Creck and Goodes Cave Branch.

4:03 pin: Leonard Springs Branch at Victor Pike (southwestern Perry Twp,) was high and very muddy
(yellow), This was the source of the muddy surge in Clear Créek at 4:00 pm, The sources of the mud in
Leonard Spring Branch were the 169 ROW construction across the main stem and along its north fork in
the vicinity of Bolin Lane and the 169-SR37 interchange.

5:15 pm: Goodes Cave Branch af Rockport Rd. by this time was high and muddy {yellow), likely from
water which by then was issuing from Goodes Cave,

7:20 pim: Indjan Creek downstrean from the 169 ROW along Breeden Rd. was high and very muddy
(yellow), and the pond in frant of the spring cave on M. Lisa Swoapss’ property was “yellowing” (this
spring cave is about ¥ mile south of the 169 ROW across Breaden Rd.).

7:26 pm: Tokarski Branch at Burch Rd. was high and very muddy (yéllow).
Concluding Comments

The entirety of the ROW of 169 Sectién 4 it Monroe Co. traverses very hifly terrain, with many hills
having very steep slopes. Further, something like 90% of thai tervain is karstic, with numerous sinkholes,
springs, sinking streams and large swallow-holes in or near the ROW. The ROW, formerly largely
covered by forests, pastures and hayfields, fas now been denuded (including the removal of most tree
roots). INDOT’s contractors have installed or constructed various devices inteaded to mitigate erosion
and sediment tun-ofl. Given what i documented above, as a result of rainfall totals in several cages of
ohly abou! one inch, these efforts have been far from-adequate; they have in fact failed dramatically.

Some appreciation of the magnitude of the problem can be seen by the following calculations. There are
“about eight miles of 169 ROW in southwestern Monroe Co. Estimating an average width of 400 feet for
the ROW this covets 388 atres. A 1.0” rain, with 50% run-off (probably a very conservative estimate
under the circumstances), results in 700,000 cubjc feet (about 5.2 million gallons) of heavily sediment-
laden water flooding into lndian Creck and Clear Creek via theirsurface and subsurface tributaries,

Rainfalls of 1.0” or greater are not abnormal i this area—they are in fact normal and .commonn.




ATTACHMENT B

IDEM Violation Letter, July, 2, 2013

IDEM Compliance Letter, September 4, 2013



INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
We Protect Hoosiers and Our Envirorment.
100 N. Senate Avenue + Indianapolis, IN 46204

(800) 451-6027 + {317) 232-8603 » wvav.idem.iN.gov

Michael R. Penco Thomas W. Easterly
Governor Commissioner

Seppember 4, 2013

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL HAND DELIVERY

Ms. Laura Hilden

Indiana Department of Transportation
100 N Senate Avenue, Room NG42
Indianapalis, IN 46204

Dear Ms. Hilden:

Re:  Inspection Summary
Project: I-69 Secticn 4, Segment 6
IDEM No.: 2011-508-28-JWR-A
County: Gréene and Monroa

In correspondence dated July 2, 2013, the Indiana Department of Environmental
Management (IDEM) notified you that the I1-69 Section 4, Segment 5 was in violation of Section
401 Water Quality Certification No, 2011-508-28-JWR-A, dated August 6, 2012.. Specifically,
the Mitchell Branch (S4-156) temporary crossing was not constructed as proposed and the
riprap discharged through the 3-sided structure over the tributary to Mitchell Branch (S4-401)
was not installed as proposed. IDEM has subsequently reviewed your correspondence dated
August 1, 2013, outlining the steps you were going fo take to bring the site in compliance and
the timeline for implermentation of the compliance measures.

on August 22, 2013, an IDEM conducted an inspection of 1-68 Section 4, Segment 5 to
verify that the violations were properly addressed. The site inspection revealed that the
temporary crossing was constructed as proposed and the riprap was sumped 3-inches through
the center of the struciure as proposed in your correspondence dated August 1, 2013. IDEM
considers the violations identified in the in the July 2, 2013, resolved:

If you have any guestions about this letter or do not have access to the Internet, contact
Jason Randolph, Project Manager, of my staff at 317-233-0467 or you may contact the Office of
Water Quality through the Indiana Depariment of Environmental Mariagement-Helpline (1-800-
451-6027). '

Sincerely,

\\/\WE‘E_ EL&#L:&,CQ

Mary E. Hollingsworth, Branch Chisf
Surface Water, Operations & Enforcement Branch
Office of Water Qualily

ce:  Wendy Melgin, USEPA-Region 5 (Mait Code WW16J)
Michelle Alien, FHWA-Indiana
Elliot Sturgeon, INDOT-{-88 Operations Manager

An Biul Opportunity Employer @ Recycled Paper

A State that Warks




INDIANA DEPARTMENT OGF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
We Protect Hoosters and Our Envirowment.

Michael R, Pence 100 North. Senate Avenue
Governor Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

{317) 232-8603
Thomas W, Easterly Toli Free (800) 4518027
Commissicner www.idem,IN,gov

July 2, 2013

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL gAND DELIVERY

Ms. Laura Hilden

Indiana Depariment of Transportation
100 N Senate Avenue, Room NB642
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Dear Ms. Hilden:

Re: [nspection Summary/Violation Latter
Project: 1-89 Section 4 Segments 6 and 7
IDEM No.: 2011-508-28-JWR-A
County: Greene and Monroe

On June 17, 2013, a representative of the Indiana Department of Environmenta
Management (IDEM), Office of Water Quality, conducted an inspection of [-69 Section 4
Segments 5, 6 and 7. This inspection was conducted pursuant to Indiana Code (IC) 13-
14-2-2. The inspection revealed violations of the Section 401 Water Quality
Certification issued for this project on August 8, 2012, and violations of the Section 401
Water Quality Certification Modification dated December 11, 2012.

During the inspection of Segments 6 and 7, the IDEM representative observed
-and documented that Gohmann Asphait and Construction, acting upon your behalf,
discharged fill material info waters of the state to construct several stream crossings
that did not meet the requirements as specified in the 401 Water Quality Certification.
On December 11, 2012, IDEM issued a modification to the Section 401 Water Quality
Certification dated August 6, 2012 for the consiruction of temporary crossings in
Segments 6 and 7. Based on the modification and the site inspection conducted June
17, 2013, IDEM found the following violations:

e Stream S4-292- Approved for a 6C-inch culvert with 1 feet of cover. A 76-inch
culvert was installed with 1 foot of cover.

e Stream S4-282(modified May 13, 2013) - Approved for two 54-inch culverts

and one 72-inch culvert with 0.5 feet of cover, At the outlet end of the
crossing, the pipes measure 80-inches, 54-inches, and 72-inches and are

Reaycled Paper @ An Bqual Opportunity Employer Please Recycle i":,




INDOT I-69 Section 4, Segments 6 and 7
Site Inspection Summary/Violation Letter
Page 2

elevated above the stream bottom causing fish passage issues. One of the -
culverts is two different sized culverts pieced together to form one culvert.

e Stream S4-245 - Approved for three 60-inch structures. The pipe sizes are
instalied as approved however, they are not spaced 2 feet apart as approved,
the outlet of the pipes are directed at the stream bank, and a filter berm is
constructed on top of the crossing increasing the overalt height of the
crossing.

« Stream S4-189 - Approved for four 60-inch culvert pipes with 1.5 foot of
cover. The structures installed measure 48-inches, 60-inches, 66-inches, and
72-inches at the inlet. The outlet of one structure measures 110-inches and
discharges directly along the toe of slope of the stream bank. This will cause
significant erosion issues during the life of the temporary crossing. A rock
filter berm is constructed on top of the crossing increasing the overall height
of the crossing.

= Several other stream crossings were noted as having rock filter berms
constructed on top of temporary crossings.

The use of rock filter berms to trap sediment on temporary crossings is not an
authorized activity within the stream. Sediment tracking onto a crossing should be
minimized by utilizing stable approaches to the crossing and incorporating a rock berm
with filter stone parallel to the stream fo trap sediment and to divert run-off away from
the crossing. The crossings are to be designed to convey stream flow over the middle
of the structure. Sediment that is tracked onto the crossing has a high potential to wash
through the riprap voids and discharge into a water of the state. In addition, using a
filter berm on the top of the crossing as a sediment trapping measure is not effective
due {o vertical movement of sediment through the riprap and failure of the filter berm
when the structure is overtopped during storm events; which results in discharging the
filter berm material and any sediments into waters of the state.

You must respond within thirty (30) days of the date of this letter with a carrective
action plan and prospective schedule for implementation. Failure to respond in a timely
and sufficient manner to this Violation Letter may result in further action, including a
referral to IDEM's Office of Water Quality Enforcement Section.



INDOT 169 Section 4, Segments 6 and 7
Site Inspection Summary/Violation Letter
Page 3

If you have any questions about this letter or de not have access to the Internet,
contact Jason Randolph, Project Manager, of my staff at 317-233-0467 or you may
contact the Office of Water Quality through the Indiana Department of Environmental
Management Helpline {1-800-451-8027).

Sincerely,

Mary E. Hollingsworth, Branch Chief
Surface Water, Operations & Enforcement Branch
Office of Water Quality

cc.  Wendy Melgin, USEPA-Region 5 (Mail Code WWW16J)
Elliot Sturgeon, INDOT-1-89 Operations Manager
Randy Braun, Section Chief Wetlands and Storm Water
Ronnie Boehm, 1-69 Storm Water Compliance Assistance
Steve Sperry, INDOT-OES
Jeremy Kieffner, Bernardin Lochmueiler and Associates



INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
We Protect Hoosiers and Our Environment,
100 N. Senate Avenue * Indianapolis, IN 46204
(800) 451-6027 + {317) 232-8603 » www.idem.IN.gov

Michas! R, Pence Thomas W, Easterly
Govamar Commissioner

September 4, 2013

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL HAND DELIVERY

Ms. Laura Hilden

indiana Department of Transportation
100 N Senate Avenue, Roormn N642
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Dear Ms. Hilden:

Re: Inspection Summary"
Project: I-69 Section 4, Segments 6 & 7
IDEM No.: 2011-508-28-JWR-A
County: Greene and Monros

. In correspondence dated July 2, 2013, the Indiana Department of Environmental
Management (IDEM) notified you that the |-69 Section 4, Segments 6 & 7 were in violation
of Section 401 Water Quality Ceriification No. 2011-508-28-JWR-A, dated August 6, 2012,
Specifically, the 4 Indian Creek temporary crossings were not constructed as proposed.
IDEM has subsequenily reviewed your correspondence dated August 1, 2013, outlining the
steps you were gaing to take to bring the site in compliance and the timeline for
implementation of the compliance measures.

On August 22, 2013, an IDEM representative conducted an inspection of -69
Section 4, Segment 8 & 7 to verify that the violations were properly addressed. The site
inspection revealed that the temporary crossings were constructed as proposed in your
correspondence dated August 1, 2013. IDEM considers the violations identified in the
correspondence dated July 2, 2013, resolved.

If you have any questions abeut this letter or do not have access to the Internet,
contact Jason Randolph, Project Manager, of my staff at 317-233-0467 or you may contact
the Office of Water Quality through the Indiana Depariment of Environmental Management
Helpline (1-800-451-8027).

Sincerely,

MML LAM\Q

Mary E. Hollingsworth, Branch Chief
Surface Water, Operations & Enforcement Branch
Office of Water Quality

cc:  Wendy Melgin, USEPA-Regicn 5 {Mail Code WW16J)
Michelle Allen, FHWA-Indiana

An Equat Opportunity Employer @ Recycled Paper

A State that Works




ATTACHMENT C

Erosion and sediment control reports from June 24" thru July 22" for IR-33739

Force Account Billing Summaries for weeks of June 29™, July 6™ and July 13th



Off-Site Sediment Noted heginning 6/24

Sta.:

1)
2)
3)
4}
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)

1049+00
1101450
13107+00
1250400 (Landowner does not believe there is an issue, case to be forwarded to IDEM)
1228+00
1225+00
1240+00
163+00*
173+00*

10} 176+00*
11) 995+00

*These locations have been cleaned satisfactorily at one point after the 6/24/13 Rain Events, however,
these locations are currently still being quantified after the recent rain event on 7/23/13. There may be
Off-Site Sediment at these locations again.

All other locations are currently slated for sediment removat beginning 7/25/13. Petitt Environmental
has started one crew on 7/25/13 for Off Site Removal as well as another crew beginning as early as

7/28/13.

Off-Site sediment removal is currently pending and none of the locations above are officially “clean” as
of 7/26/13
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i / s S BERNARDIN 6200 Vogel Road
27 | LOCHMUELLER & Evansville, IN 47715 Cm‘-‘

ASSOCIATES, INC. Phone: (812) 4796200 2 :ra '
Stormwater Construction Site Inspection Report
Project Name [I-80 [Section |4 — |Segment/Package [68&7  |Contract |IR-33735 W
. 909+00 Line A 1255+00 Line A
Station From 140+00 Line C Station To 15 15+00 Line C
June 24-25, 2013
Date of Inspection  [June 26, 2013 Post-Storm  |Time 9:00am ET
) June 27, 2013 Posi-Storm
Inspector’s Name(s) Danika Fleck, BLA, inc.

- . Erosion Control Measure Instaliation, Pipe Installation, Karst
Describe Present Phase of the Construction | 40 5 e 4 st niization

Type of Inspection: [X[Daily | [During storm event | X [Post-storm event | [Other:
w P s

Has there been a storm event since the last inspection? [X]Yss | [No
if yes, provide:

Storm Date; Storm Duration {hrs): Approximate Amount of Precipitation:
06/26/13 (early morming and  Extended 2.0 and 7/10 inches ({INDCT Field
afternoon} Office)
2.5 and 1% inches {Gohmann Field
Office}
Weather at time of this inspection:
Clear | [Cloudy [ [Rain | [Stlest | |[Fog | [Snowing | [High Winds
X|Other: Partly Cloudy {Temperature: 85-90°F

Have any discharges occurred since the last inspection?  [X[Yes | [No
If yes, describe: Several areas throughout the project are described in the table
Are there any discharges at the time of inspection? L)L]Yes |_INo
i yes, describe: Several areas throughout the project are described in the table

Non-Compliance/General Comments

Describe any incidents of non-compliance or general comments pot described above:

Portions of several Indian Creek temporary crossings have suffered damage due to increased flow within
the stream due 1o rainfali-runoff events. Rock/stone/debris was discharged into Indian Creek at the
locations of damage to the temporary crossings. May want to consider different materials (stone/rock size,
etc.) at the temporary crossings to reduce the potentiat for future/additional damages to the temporary
crossings. Any and all changes/medifications (thai are not in accordance with the approved plans and
specifications) to the temporary crossings require approval from INDOT OES, Hydraulics, and IDEM,
PRIOR to implementation.

Many of the sediment traps that are installed are not constructed according to standards and
specifications (i.e. the fraps do not dewater, the side slopes are constructed steeper than specified, the
length to width ratio of the trap pool arsas is not in accordance with specifications, efc.). Please evaluate
all sediment traps and madify/reconstruct the traps in accordance with standards and specifications.
Refer to the Indiana Storm Water Quality Manual for construction details, standards, and specifications
efc.

Recommend that sediment traps (#9, #13, #34, #28, #30, #24, #25, #26, #27, #20, #21, #23 as indicated
on the BWPPP) be installed prior to any future disturbances in these areas.

All construction entrances should be continually monitored for clean-up of sediment and tracking onto
public roadways. All stream crossings should be continually cleaned during ail construction activities.

The area behind the chacks and traps should not be constructed lower than the rock areas. To get the
capacity needed in these areas, the areas behind the fraps should be expanded by increasing the length
and/or the width. ,

Inspection Checilist | Page 1



Many of the diversion channels and difches have checks installed, but the checks are not installed from

toe to crest; therefore, these channgals are not stahilized. Need to stabilize all diversion channels and
ditches appropriately during ¢enstruction to prevent erosion.

All areas that are left undisturbed for more than 7 days should be temporarily seeded following INDOT
standard specifications for femporary seeding.

Describe corrective actions implemented sirce the last inspection:

995+00

995+00

Right

pravent sediment migrating o stream. Maintenance of fiffer
cioth on bank of siream.-COMPLETE

May consider barm on top of pipe at outiet end be bullt larger to

1000+00

1000+00

Right

Sediment trap filled in with filter stone; no capacity.-
CONMPLETE

1072450

1072+50

Left

Rack filter berm maintenance.-COMPLETE

Sediment has been pushed up to the same height as rock filter
berm at the karst. Vehicles have run over the berm in this area.

1099+00

1098+00

Right

Temporary crossing maintenance. Rock observed in stream .~
COMPLETE

1100+00

11C0+00

Center

Rock observed in jurisdictional stream.-COMPLETE

1158+00

1158+00

Left

Construction entrance maintenance north and south on Burch
Road. Need to remove sediment and add rack -COMPLETE

163+00

163+00

Right

Rock filter berm east and west of culvert 1/3 full of sediment;
needs removal. Sediment has fallen off haul road down into
riprap of outlet of Jurisdictional Stream. Appropriate and

crossing to prevent sediment going potentially into stream.-
CONPLETE

effective sediment control measures should be evaluated at the

156+00

156+00

Right

Check dam 1/3 full of sediment; needs removal -COMPLETE

155+00

165+00

Right

at rock berm adjacent to trap on west side of wingwall,
Sediment deposited at east side of wingwall at rock berm.-
COMPLETE

Debris/sediment deposited on fiter stone of sediment trap and

154+50

154+50

Left

Sediment/water has washed out check dam at wingwall,
Sediment deposited onto riprap of Jurisdictionat Stream.-
COMPLETE

153+00

163+00

teft

Sediment overtopped check dam at end of ditch.-COMPLETE

143+00

143+00

Right

Filter storie not installed at riprap at outlet end of pipe.-
COMPLETE

SEGMENT 6

7 210+00 813+50 Right Sediment deposited at silt fence and check dams. N
11 923+00 923+00 Right Sediment deposited on filter stone of sediment trap. N
11 829+00 932450 Right Slopes of Sediment Trap #3 not stabilized. {See Photo) Y
12 933+06 933+00 Left Slopes of Sediment Basin #4 not stabilized. Y
12 934+00 934+00 Left Slopes of Sediment Basin #5 not stabilized. Y

Partial failure of temporary crassing at Indian Creek,

Effective sediment control measures/methods ara
24 834+00 934+00 Left necessary at both sides of the crossing to prevent sediment N

from going onte crossing and potentially into stream. (See

Photo)
59 036+00 936400 Center g;g;r;ete washout failure. Part of liner fell into pit. (See N
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Sediment is discharged onte Carmichael Road (opsn to
public use) and into the roadside ditch due to inadequate-
14,15] 936+00 936-+00 Righ¥/Left/Center |ineffective erosion and sediment control measures o Y
coincide with the earth disturbance activity that is occurring
at this location. (See Photo)

. Check dams installed within diversion ditch but are not toe
1 966+00 971+00 Le#t and Right to crast; therefore ihe diversion channels are not stabilized. Y

Sediment Trap not constructed to specifications. The lengih

11 973+50 673+50 Lef to width rafio is not 2:1.

Sediment Trap not canstructed to specifications. The length

1 976+50 976+50 heft io width ratio is not 2:1.

Rock filter berm is not lower than top of siit fence and not

14 980+50 980+50 Right flush with silt fence.

Check dams over 1/3 full of sediment and partial failure;

1 980+00 985+25 Left A .
maintenance required,

] 980+00 0B5+25 Left Check dams mstalled_ wﬁrfln dlyersmn .d|tch but n'c.:t toe fo v
crest; therefore the diversion channel is not stabllized. :

. Check dams installed within diversion diich but not toe to
-
L 882450 985+00 Left crest; therefore the diversion channel is not stabilized. M

Sediment trap not constructed fo specifications. The length

11 985+00 985+00 Right to width ratio is not 2:1.

Sediment trap not construgted to specifications. The length

M 992+50 952+50 Right to width ratio is not 21,

11 004+50 094450 Right Sedl.ment Trap not c?nstructed to specifications. The length
to width ratio 's not 2:1.

15 §04+475 894+75 Right Waod chip berm ran over by uiility instaltation. Y

Rock filter berm overtopped by sediment north of pipe.
Failure of woodchip berm (connected fo rock berm} south of
pipe. ¥YWoodchips and rock observed on stream bank. (See
Photo)

15 285+00 995+00 Right

Partial failure of check dam in lost stream. Sadiment
7 999+50 999+50 Center deposited on fiter stone and some rockisediment washed M
: off check dam towards jurisdictional stream,

Sediment traps on all 4 guadranis of temporary crossing not
11 1000+00 1000+00 Right constructed to specifications. The length to width ratio is not
2:1,

Water/sediment accumulationftrapping upen the temporary
crossings is not authorized by the water quality permits for
the project. Effective sediment control measures/methods
are necessary at both sides of the crossing to prevent
watet/sediment from going onfo crossing and potentially
into stream.

24 1000+00 1000+G0 Right

24 1000+00 1000+00 Center Sediment trap failure at temporarny crossing. N

Two rock berms tie into wood chip berm, high failure
15 1003+00 1003+00 Left potential. Install hook at end of rock berm to actas a Y
sediment trap or continue rock bem. (See Phota)

SEGMENT 7

Filter berm failure at jurisdictional stream. Sediment and

15 039+00 1038+00 baft rock observed in stream. (S=e Photo)

Pipe-around failure. Stream flowing around pipe-around

27 1039+50 1039450 Left dam. (See Photo)

Pricr to rain event, pipe-around installed 8* above bottom of
pipe. Reconfigure pipe-around to be flush with bottom of
pipe. After rain event, pipe-around failure. Pipe could not be
located in stream; may be off-site. :

20 1046+00 1046+00 Right

. Failure of chack dams located at constricted jurisdictional
! 1048+00 104900 Rigtt ditch. Rock and sediment observed in stream. (See Photo)

i 1080+00 1065+00 Left Check dams installed within ditch but not toe to crest;
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therefore the difch is not stabilized. Slopes of ditch not
stabllized. (See Photo)

1080+00

1665+00

Left

Check dams 1/3 full of sediment; needs removal.

1080+00

10685+00

Right

Slopes of ditch not stabilized.

1068+00

1068-+00

Left

Riprap showing on face of check dam; repair to INDOT
specifications.

1068+00

1070+00

Left

Waod chips located off-site.

1070+75

1070+75

Left

Slopes of Sediment Trap #11 not stabilized.

1070+75

1070+75

Left

Sediment overtopped sediment frap from rain event;
maintenance required,

1070+75

1070+75

Left

Filter stone washed off of berm along stream.

z| z << < |<|=

24

1071400

1071+00

Left

Partial failure of temporary crossing at Indian Creek. Inlet
side of pipes floated up. Rock observed in creek. (See
Photo)

15

1072+00

1072400

Left

End of wood chip berm at lower elevation than wier of
check dam; evajuate for sediment containment.

26

1072+G0

1072+00

Left

Past silt fence failures at Karst feature which drains into
ground and leads to Indian Creek {Jurizdiciional Stream).
Additional silt fence installed is not entrenched according to
specifications, which is subject to failure. Therefore, an
alternative measure needs 1o be installed in this area. (See
Photz) The filter berm has not been insfalied for this
area which is assessed at $200/day per 100 linear foot.

24

1079+50

1075+50

Right

The crossing appears fo be installed below the ordinary
high water mark; re-evaluate.

24

1080+50

1080+50

Right

Sfream washed over temporary crossing. Debris deposited
on erossing; maintenance required.

15

108G+30

1680+50

teft

Sadiment previously deposited at filter berm at 1/3 full. After
rain event, filter berm partially failed with rock and sediment
in stream. (See Phota)

27

1100+00

11060+00

Left

Prior to rain event, three pipe-arounds not installed
correctly. Two pipes backfilled with dirt. Pipes installed
uphill; stream will not flow. Siit cut in plastic lined ditch at
pipe-around. (Sea Phota)

Three pipe-arounds failed after rain event. Nzed to
resonstruct. (See Photo}

18

1100+00

1100+00

Right

Additional filter stone needs to be instailad on berm at outlet
end of pipe and filter berm south of stream.

1141+50

1141+50

Center

Sediment trap failure at temporary crossing. Rock/sediment
migrating fo jurisdictional stream. Sediment deposited an
check dam east of temporary crossing; mainfenance
reguired.

11

1122+00

1122+00

Left

Sediment cvertopped sediment frap from rain event;
maintenanrcs required.

24

1122+00

1122+50

Left

Effective sediment control measures/methods are
necessary at both sides of the crossing to prevent sediment
from geing onto crossing and potentially into stream.

24

1122+00

1122+50

Left

Partial failure of temporary crossing at Indian Creek. Rock
observed in stream channel. (See Photo}

11

1122+50

1122+50

Left

Sediment overiopped sediment trap from rain event;
mainfenance required.

14

1124400

1124+00

Center

Silt fence failure at stream; consider installing alternative
erosion control measure.

28

1123+00

1123+00

Center

Wood chips iocated within the Jurisdictional Stream.

24

1140+00

1140+00

Center

Sediment trap maintenance along sides of haul road at the
temporary crossing. Water cannot drain info trap.

25

1154+50

1154+50

Center

Equipment ruts on slopes north and south of stream not
stabilized.

Y
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Pipe-around flooded. Maintenance required to maintain flow

.27 1239+50 1239+50 Center into pipe-araund. (See Phato) N
18 1240+00 1240+00 Left Sediment deposited at filter berm; over 1/3 full.
LINE C ‘
Diversion channal has some checks, buf not toe to crest:
1 206+00 209+00 Left therefore diversion channel is not stabilized. Y
1 205400 208400 Center Diversion c_ham?el has some: checks, but not toe to crest; v
therefore diversion channel is not stabilized.
\ Diversion channel has some checks, but not toe to crest:
1 206+00 208+00 Right therefore diversion channel is not stabilized. Y
1 206+00 206+00 Left Sediment ’Erap overtopr?ed, _sedment depos;ted on ﬁlter? N
stone, sediment depesited info trap. Mainienance required,
Sediment Trap not constructed to specifications, Pit sloping
11 206+00 206+00 Left away from rock dam and will not drain within the 48-72 hour Y
storm event fime period.
Sediment Trap increased, but still needs more capacity.
11} 202450 20250 Left The length to width ratio is not 2:1. Y
14 202400 209400 Right Siit fence Pn hill slope across ROW needs an outiet {o v
prevent failure.
Temporary crossing sediment traps upslope 2 guadrants
11 202+00 202+00 Center not constructed to specifications. The length to width ratio Y
‘ is not 2:1.
11 199+00 200+00 Leit Sediment irap slopes not stabiiized.
7 196400 199+00 Center Check dam east of Carter Road o_vertepped. May consider v
larger check dam or another erosion control measure.
The area adjacent along the east side of Carler Road is
14,15 198+00 199+00 Center disturbed and not stabilized to prevent sediment on the Y
roadway.
14 197400 167400 Center Dirt stock pn!;d adjacent o silt fence. Silt fence knocked N
down from dirt clods.
1,11 190+00 198+50 Right Diversion channel and sediment irap slopes not stabilized.
Partial failure of femporary crossing at Indian Creek. Rock
A
24 189+50 189+50 Lef observed in creek. (See Photo) N
24 189+50 189+50 Left Mafnta!n ben:ns on euher_s.nnie of lndxarT Creek crossing. ¥
Maintain sediment depesition on grossing.
o4 189450 189450 Left Rock (2s) deposited into Indian Creek from removal of rock v
berms along the creek. (See Photo}
11 189+50 189+50 Right Slopes of Sediment Trap not stabilized. Y
) Check dams installed within diversion channel, but not toa ‘
+ +
4 186+00 186+00 Rignt to crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized. M
7 183450 183+50 Right Checlf dam capacity dogs not seem adequate for this area v
of drainage based on height.
11 178+00 178400 Right Sed[ment Trap not constructed to specifications. The length v
to width ratio is not 2:1.
1 17500 177400 Right Check dams mstaiieq \Mﬂ_‘iln dwermoq channal, P-ut not toe v
to crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized,
Sediment accumulation/trapping upon the temporary
crossings is not authorized by the water quality pemmits for
24 174400 174400 Right the project. Effective sef,hment control m_easuresfmethods vy
are necessary at both sides of the crossing to prevent
sediment from going onte crossing and potentially into
stream.
© 24 174+00 174+00 Right Debng observed at inlet of concrete pipe of temporary N
crossing.
11 174+00 174+00 Right Slopes of Sediment Trap #36 not stabilized. Y
. Failure of sediment trap right of teraparary crossing.
g 174+00 174+00 Right Sediment and rock migrating toward jurisdictional stream. N
11 173+50 173+50 Left Sediment trap overtoppad. Maintenance required. N
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11 173+50 173450 Right Slopes of Sediment Trap #33 not stabilized. Y
Failure of slope of sediment trep #33. Sediment and rock
11 173+50 173+50 Right off-site. Failure of dam of sediment trap. Sediment and rock N
observed in jurisdictional stream. (See Photo)
) Check dams installed within diversion channel, but not toe
L 167+50 169+00 Right 1o crest: therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized. Y
, Check dams installed within diversion channeli, but not {oe
1 184400 165+50 Right 10 crest; therefore, diversion channal is not stabilizad. M
. Water standing at haul road crossing over pipe. Sediment
24 163+30 163+50 Right laden water washed over berm down to outlet end of pipe. N
. Check dams installed within diversion channel, but not toe
! 161+00 163+00 Right to crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized. M
; 157+00 160+50 Right Check dams 1nsta|lefi wnt?nn dwersson. channel, ?ut not toe v
to crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized.
15, 11|  154+00 154+00 Right Filter Hem falltfres. Sediment trap failure, Sediment and N
rock observed in stream.
i Check dam failure east of inlet of pipe. Bank failurs held by
7 154+00 184400 Left fitter cloth. Sediment deposited onto riprap of jurisdictional N
diich.
14 153+00 154+00 Left Siit fence failure at jurisdictional ditch. (See Photo)
, Check dams instalied within diversion channel, but not toe
1 151+00 184+50 Right to crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized. Y
Check dams Installed within ditch, but not toe to crest;
! 150+00 154400 Left therefore, ditch is not stabilized. Y
1 180+00 154+00 Lefi Chack dam Tfailures throughout ditch. N
8 146+00 146+Q0 Right Check dam nct properly installed, overflow too high Y
8 145+00 145+00 Right Check dam not properly installed, overflow foo high Y
4 145400 148400 Right Chef:.k dams not installed within ditch; therefore, ditch is not v
stabilized.
. Water undemmining pipe at ouffet end. Sediment deposited
20 144+00 144+00 Right anto riprap of Jurisdictional Stream. {See Photo) N
7 143+00 143+00 Left Check dam faifure east of inlet end of pipe. (See Phoio) N
20 140+00 140+00 Left Filter clcth on stream bank washed onto riprap. N
Rip rap in new stream channel does not match up to old
28 140+00 140+00 Left stream channel. Water flowing under filter cloth. (See Y
Photo)
i 140400 142450 Right C-heck_ darms not in‘stalled wﬁ‘h'm channel; therefore, y
diversion channel is not stakilized.

d:Sedi i}

1 | Diversion Infarceptor Check Dam, Traversable|15 |Fiter Berm 22 | Concrete Washout
2 |Temporary Seeding 9 |Slope Drain 16 _|Filter Sock 23 | Secondary Spill Containment
3 [Permanent Sod or Seed |10 [Splash Pad 17 {Turbidity Curtain 24 | Temporary Stream Crossing
4 |Mulch (hydraulic or banded |11 |Sediment Trap 18 [Surface Roughening 25 | Other:
fiber muleh)
5 |Straw Muich 12 |Gediment Basin 19 Vegetative Filter Strip 26 | Other: Karst Features
{blown/laid/crimped} .
& |Erosion Control Blankets 113 [Retention Pond 20 |inletfOutlet Protection 27 | Cther: Pipe arounds
7 |Check Dam 14 |8ilt Fence 21 |Construction 28 1 Other
entrance/exit
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~ SEGMENT 6

Photo —Eosion a &
932450

o

Lok

13

Photo 2-Wood chip berm ties into 2 rock berms at
Sta. 1003+00
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? ,w 1}“3&. RET :
Photo 3-Pipe-around back-filled
1100+00

- SEGMENT 7

Old silt
fence

Photo 2-5il fance failure fixed with same measure
Just larger ares at Sta. 1072+00

1100+00
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ot iy

Photo 1-Small rock deposited into indian Creek at
Sta. 189+50 prior to rain event
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Rain Event 06/26/13 (Early Morning)

ta. 1122400 - Indian Creek crossing partially
washed out (south of Breeden Rd)

2

Sta. 1122+00 - Indian Creek crossing partiaily
washed out (south of Breeden Rd)

e

Pipe around
dam failure

Sta. 1100+00 - Plastic lined jurisdictional ditch and | Sta. 1071+0
pipe around failure

washed out

.
peoie, A it P ﬁuﬁnil\e& -
Sta. 1071+00 ~ Pipes floated up at Indian Creek Sta. 995+00 ~ Wood chip filter berm fajlure at
crossing (Note: Two pipes had been removed at

Jurisdictional Stream. Sediment /woodchip release
the time of inspection) into stream




Rain Event 06/26/13 (Early Morning)

Sta.
Jurisdictional Stream. Sediment /woodchip release
into stream

(bt d

s _
Sta. 536+00 ~ Sediment deposited in roadside
ditch at Carmichael Road. Sediment was cleaned
off the road prior to inspection,

washed out

o £ e
Sta. 836+00 —Wood chip berrn failed at
Carmichael Road. Sediment deposited on roadway

Sta. 1039+50 - Rock filter berm failure
Jurisdictional Stream. Sediment/rock deposited in

stream




Rain Event 06/26/13 (Early Morning)

deposited
in stream

Pipe
around
dam failure

i3 ; T, . TS
Sta. 1039+50 ~ Pipe around fatlure, Nate rack
deposition in stream from rock berm failure

Sta. 180+S{J — Sediment overtopped rock filter
berm at Jurisdictional Stream. Rock and sediment
| deposited into stream

Jurisdictional
Stream

Check dam
failure

- T 5

& e ] = S R AN RS }
Sta. 1045+00 — Check dam failure at jurisdictional
Stream. Sediment and rock deposited in stream




Rain Event 06/26/13 (Afternoon)

ﬁ?& R

Sta. 144+00 Water undermmmg pipe at autlet
end. Sediment deposited onto riprap of
Jurisdictional Stream.

Sta. 163+50 — Water washing over crosin at
outlet end of pipe.

Sta. 144-1—00 ' Sed:ment deposrced onta nprap cf
Jurisdictional Stream.

e L.-»H

Sta 153+00 154-!-00 Sllt fence an check dam
failures.

Sta. 173450 — Failure nfsio;;e of sediment trap and
dam




‘Rain Event 06/26/13 (Afternoon)

Crossing




7MH-2/143
\ BERNARDIN 6200 Vogel(é{)%’wij

U LOCHMUELLER & Evansville, IN 47715
ASSOCIATES, INC. Phone: {812) 479-6200

Stormwater Construction Site Inspection Report
Con i Generakinformatio

ﬁ}*ojéct-N-éme 1!-69-” Section [4 |SegmentPackage 16 &7  |Contract [IR-33738
. 909+00 Line A . 1265+00 Line A

Station From 140+00 Line C StationTe |, 0+00 Line C

Bate of Inspection  |July 1-2, 2013 Time 9:00am ET

Inspector’s Name(s) Danika Fieck, BLA, Inc.

Erasion Contral Measure Installation, Pipe Installation, Karst
Treatments, Soil Stabilization

Type of Inspection: |X[Daily | [During storm event | |Post-storm event |
T e Weather Informatio
Has there been a storm event since the lastinspection? | [Yes | [No
if yes, provide:

Storm Date: Storm Duration (hrs): Approximate Amount of Precipitation:;

Describe Present Phase of the Construction

\Othgr-

Weather at time of this inspection:

Ciear | [Cloudy [ [Rain | [Sleet | [Fog [ TSnowing | [High Winds
X|Other: Partly Cloudy [Temperature: 75-80°F

Have any discharges occurred since the last inspection? [X]Yes L_INo

If yes, describe: Several areas throughout the project are described in the table

Are there any discharges at the time of inspection? - [X]Yes | [No

If yes, describe: Several areas throughout the project are described in the table

Non-Compliance/General Comments

Describe any incidents of non-compliance or genera!l comments not described ahove:

Partions of several Indian Creek temporary crossings have suffered damage due to increased flow within
the stream due to rainfall-runoff events. Rock/stone/debris was discharged into Indian Creek af the
locations of damage to the temporary crossings. May want to consider different materials (stone/rock size,
etc.) at the temporary crossings to reduce the potential for future/additional damages to the temporary
crossings. Any and all changes/modifications (that are not in accordance with the approved plans and
specifications) to the temporary crossings require approval from INDOT OES, Hydraulics, and IDEM,
PRIOR to implementation.

Many of the sediment traps that are installed are not constructed according to standards and
specifications (i.e. the traps do not dewater, the side slopes are constructed steeper than specified, the
length to width ratio of the frap pool arezs is not in accordance with specifications, etc.). Please evaluate
all sediment traps and modify/recanstruct the traps in accordance with standards and specifications.
Refer to the Indiana Storm Water Quality Manual for construction details, standards, and specifications
etc.

Recommend that sediment traps (#9, #13, 234, #28, #30, #24, #25, #26, #27, #20, #21, #23 as indicated
on the SWPPP) be installed prior to any future disturbances in these areas.

All construction entrances shouid be contirually monitored for clean-up of sediment and tracking cnto
public roadways. All stream crossings should be continually cleaned during all construction activities.

The area behind the checks and traps should not be constructed lower than the rock areas. To get the
capacity needed in these areas, the areas behind the traps should be expanded by increasing the length
and/or the width.

Many of the diversion channels and ditches have checks installed, but the checks are not instalied from
toe to crest; therefore, these channels are not stabilized. Need to stabilize all diversion channels and
ditches appropriately during construction to prevent erosion.

All areas that are left undisturbed for more than 7 days should be temporarily seeded following INDOT
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standard specifications for ternporary seeding.

Describe comrective actions implemented since the last inspection:

910+00 213+50 Right Sediment deposited at sitt fence and check dams.-COMPLETE
. Sediment deposited on fitter stone of sediment frap.-
923+00 923+00 Right COMPLETE
936+00 936+00 Center Concrete washout faiture. Part of finer fell info pit-COMPLETE
Sediment is discharged onto Carmichael Road {open ta public
use) and inte the roadside ditch due to inadequate-nefiaciive
835+00 935+00 Right/Left/Center | erosion and sediment control measures to coincide with the
earth disturbance activity that is accurring at this location -
COMPLETE .
Check dams over 1/3 full of sediment and partal failure:
980+00 985+25 Left maintenance required ~-COMPLETE
Pipe-around faiture, Stream flowing around pipe-around dam.-
1038450 1030+50 Left COMPLETE
1060-+00 1065+00 Left Check dams 4/3 full of sediment; needs removal -COMPLETE
Sediment overtopped sediment trap from rain event;
1070475 | 1070575 Left maintenance required,-COMPLETE
Sediment frap failure at temporary crossing. Rock/sediment
1141450 1141450 Center migrating to jurisdictional stre?am. Se'drment deposn‘ed on chack
dam east of temporary crossing; maintenance raquired.-
COMPLETE
Sediment overtopped sediment trap from rain event;
1122+00 1122+00 Left maintenance required.-COMPLETE
' Sediment overtepped sediment trap from rain event,
1122450 1122+50 Left maintenance required -COMPLETE
Pipe-around flooded. Maintenance required to maintain flow
1238+30 1239+50 Center inta pipe-around.-COMPLETE '
1240+00 1240+00 Left Sediment deposited ai filker berm; over 1/3 full -COMPLETE
140+50 140+00 teft Filter cloth on strearh bank washed cnte riprap.-GOMPLETE
. Rip rap in new stream channel does not match up to old stream
120+00 140+00 Left channel. Water flowing under filker cloth.-COMPLETE
. Sediment deposited onto riprap of Jurisdictional Stream -
144+00 144+030 Right COMPLETE
153+00 154400 Left Silt fence failure at jurisdictional ditch.-COMPLETE
Water starding at haul road crossing over pipe. Sediment
183+50 183+50 Right laden water washed over berm down to cutlet end of pipe. -
COMPLETE
. Failure of sadiment frap right of temporary crossing. Sediment
174+00 174+00 Right and rock migrating toward jurisdictional stream.-COMPLETE
173+50 173+50 Left Sediment irap overtopped. Maintenance required -GOMPLETE
. Debris cbserved at inlet of concrete pipe of temparary
174+00 174+00 Right crossing.-COMPLETE
Dirt stock piied adjacent to silt fence. Silt fence knocked down
197400 197400 Center from dirt clods.-GOMPLETE
Sediment trap overtopped, sediment deposited on filter stone,
208+00 206+00 Left sediment deposited into trap. Maintenance required -
COMPLETE
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SEGMENT 6

929+00

032+50

Slopes of Sediment Trap #3 not stabilized,

933+00

933+00

Slopes of Sediment Basin #4 not stabilized,

934+00

934+00

Slopes of Sediment Basin #5 not stabilized.

=<| <<

24

934+00

834+G0

Left

Partia! failure of temporary crossing at Indian Creek.
Effective sediment contral measures/imethods are
necessary at both sides of the crossing to prevent sediment
from geing onto cressing and potentially into stream. (See
Photao)

886+00

971+00

Left and Right

Check dams installed within diversion ditch bul are not e
to crest; therefore the diversion channels are not stabilized .

1

973+50

973+50

Left

Sediment Trap not constructed to specifications. The length
to width ratio is not 2:1.

1%

976+50

$76+50

Left

Sediment Trap not constructed to specifications. The length
to width ratio Is not 2:1.

14

980+50

860+50

Right

Rock filter berm is not lower than top of siit fence and not
flush with silt fence.

980+0¢

985+25

Left

Check darns installed within diversion ditch but not foe 1o
crest; thersfore the diversion channel is not siabilized.

982+50

885400

Left

Check dams ingtalled within diversion ditch but not toe 1o
crest; therefore the diversion channel is not stabilized,

11

985+0C

985+00

Right

Sediment trap not consiructed to specifications, 1he length
to width ratio is not 2:1.

11

992+50

892+50

Right

Sediment trap not consiructed to specifications. The length
to width ratio is not 2:1,

11

994+50

894+50

Right

Sediment Trap not constructed to specifications. The length
tey width ratio is not 2;1.

15

294+75

994+75

Right

Wood chip berm ran over by ity instailation.

15

995+00

995+00

Right

Rock filter berm overtopped by sediment north of pipe.
Failure of woodchip berm (connected to rock berm} south of
pipe. Woedchips and rock observed on stream bank. (See
Photo)

988+50

999+50

Center

Partial failure of check dam in lost strearm, Sediment
deposited on filter stone and some rock/sediment washed
off check dam towards jurisdictional stream,

11

1000+00

1000+00

Right

Sediment traps on all 4 quadrants of temporary crossing not
constructed to specifications. The length to widih ratio is not
2:1,

24

1000G+00

1000+00

Right

Water/sedirment accumutation/trapping upon the temporary
crossings is not attherized by the water quality permits for
the project. Effeciive sediment cortrol meastires/methods
are necessary at both sides of the crossing to prevent
water/sediment from going onto srossing and potentially
into stream,

24

1000+00

1000+00

Center

Sediment trap failure =t temporary croséing.

10G3+00

1003+00

Left

'Two rock berms fie into wood chip berm, high Tailure
potential. Instaill hook at end of rock bem to act as a
sediment trap or continue rock berm. (See Phota)

SEGMENT 7

1010+C0

1010+00

Cenier

Sediment observed in stream; removal required,

1034+00

1034400

Right

Water flowed around check dam at siit fence’ maintenance
required.

1039430

1039+00

Left

Previous filter barm failure at jurisdictional stream.
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Sediment and rock observed in straam. (See Photo)

Previgus rain event, pipe-around failure. Pipe could nat be

20 1046+00 1046+00 Rignt located in riprap jurisdictional ditch: may be off-site. Y
Previous failure of check dams located at construcied

7 1049+00 1049400 Right jurisdictional ditch, Rock and sediment observed in stream Y
off ROW. (See Photo)

- Check dams installed within ditch but not toe to crest;

7 1060+00 1085+00 Left therefore the ditch is not stabilized. Slopes of diich not Y
stabifized.

7 1G60+00 1065+G0 Right Slopes of ditch not stabilized. Y

11 1061400 1061400 Right Sediment trap failure; sediment/rock observed in stream.
(See Photo)

. 1068400 1068400 Left F{iprafp sh.owing on face of check dam; repair to INDOT v
specifications.

15 1068+00 1070+00 Left Wood chips located off-site. Y

(2! 1070+75 1070475 Left Slopes of Sediment Trap #11 not stabilized. Y

15 1070475 T070+75 Left Filter stone washed off of berm along siream. Y
Partial fafiure of temporary crossing at indfan Creek, Inlst

24 1071+00 1071+00 Left side of pipes floated up. Rock observed in creek, {See Y
Photo)

15 1672400 1072400 Left End of woold ¢hip bem at Icu\_rver elevatio.n than wier of y
check dam; evaluate for sediment containment.
Past silt ferice failures at Karst feature which drains into
ground and leads to indian Greek {Jurisdictional Stream).
Additional silt fence instafled is not entrenched according to

26 1072+00 1072400 Left specifications, which is subject to failure. Therefore, an Y
alternative measure needs to be installed in this area. (See
Photo} The filter berm has not been installed for this
area which is assessed at $200/day per 100 linear foot.

24 1079+50 1079450 Right T’he crossing appears to be installed below the ordinary v
high water mark; re-evaluate.
Stream washed over temporary crossing. Debris deposited

24 1080+50 1080+50 Right on crossing; maintenznce required. Rock/sediment Y
observed in strearn.

15 1080450 1080450 Left Preyious {ain event, {itter berm partially fafled with rock end Y
sediment in stream.
Prior io rain event, three pipe-arounds not instalied
correctly. Two pipes backfilled with dirt. Pipes instalied

27 1100+00 1100+00 Left uphill; stream will not flow. Slit cut in plastic lined ditch at Y
pipe-around. Previously, three pipe-arounds failed after rain
evert, Need to reconstruct

15 1100+00 1100400 Right Additiong% filter stone needs to be instailed on berm at outlet v
end of pipe and filter berm south of strezim.
Effective sediment control measures/methads are

24 1122+00 1122+50 Left hecessary at both sides of the crossing to prevent sediment Y

' fram going onto crossing and potentially into stream,

Partial failure of temporary crossing at Indian Creek. Rock

24 1122400 1122+50 Left cbserved in stream channel, (Sze Photo) Y

14 1124+00 112400 Conter Silt fgnce failure at stream: consider installing alternative v
erosion control measure,

28 1123+00 1123+00 Center Wood chips locaied withir: the Jurisdictional Stream, Y

25 1154450 1154+50 Center Equi_p_ment ruts on slopes north and south of stream not Y
stabilized.

15 1228+00 1228+00 Left Sediment observed off ROW: remaval required. N

15 1240400 1240400 Laft Sediment der?osiied into stream and observed off ROwW; N
removal required (See Photo)

24 1250400 1250400 Right, Left, Genter Sediment deposited into stream. Removal required. {See N

Photo)
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15 | 1250+60 [ 1250450 | Left |Filter berm failure; maintenance required. [

LINEC

Diversion channel has some checks, bt not foe to crest

f 206+00 209+00 Left therefore diversion channel! is not stabilized. Y
Diversion channel has some checks, but not foe to crest:
t 205400 208+00 Center therefore diversion channel is not stabilized. Y
) Diversion channel has some checks, but not toe to crest
! 206+00 206+00 Right therefore diversion channel is not stabiiized. Y
Sediment Trap not constructed to specifications. Bit sloping
11 206+00 206+00 Left away from rock dam and will not drair within the 48-72 hour Y
storm event time peried.
Sediment Trap increased, but st needs more capacity.
"] 202450 1 202450 Left The length to width ratio is not 2.1, Y
il i R
14 202400 202400 Right Silt fence pn hilt siope across ROW needs an outiet to Y
prevent failure.
Temporary crossing sediment fraps upslope 2 quadrants
1 202+00 202+00 Center not constructed fo specifications. The length to width ratio Y
is not 2:1.
11 195+00 200+00 Left Sediment trap slopes not stabilized. Y
Check dam east of Carter Road overtopped. Sediment/rock
7 189+00 195+00 Center observed in stream. May consider larger check darm or Y
another erosion control measure.
The area adjacent aiong the east side of Garter Road s
14, 15 198+00 198+00 Center disturbed and not stabilized to prevent sediment on the Y
roadway.
14 197400 197400 Center Sit fence not entrenched and section rreeds to be replaced. N
{See Photo} :
1, 11 190-+00 188+50 Right Diversion channel and sediment trap slopes not stabilized. Y
o4 189+50 189450 Lefi Partizl fali}ire of temporary crossing at Indian Cresk. Rock N
observed in cresk. (See Photo)
24 189450 180450 Left Ma{ntafn ber?l'ns an EJther.ﬁlde of Indian. Creek crossing.
Maintain sediment depasition on crassing.
1 189+50 185+50 Right Slopes of Sediment Trap not stabilized.
. Check dams installed within diversion channel, but ot toe
7 166+00 186+00 Right t crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized. Y
7 183450 182+50 Right Checlf dam capacity doe's not seem adeguate for this area ¥
of drainage based on height.
11 178100 178+00 Right Sedl‘ment 'Ijra.p not c?nstructed to specifications. The length Y
to width ratio is nat 2:1.
. Check dams installed within diversion channe!, but not foe
1 175400 177400 Right to crast; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized. Y
Sediment acoumulation/trapping upon the temperary
crossings is not authorized by the water quality permits for
24 174+00 174400 Right the project. Effective SESﬂimeﬁf conirol m.easures!methods v
are necessary at beth sides of the crossing to prevent
sediment from going onto crossing and potentially into
strearm.
11 174+00 174400 Right Slopes of Sediment Trap #35 not stabilized. . Y
11 173+50 173+50 Right Slopes of Sadiment Trap #33 not stabilized. Y
Previous failure of slope of sediment trap #33. Sediment
. and rock off ROW. Pravious failure of dam of sediment trap;
1 173+50 175+60 Right sediment and rock observed in jurisdictional stream. (Ses Y
Photo)
. Check dams installed within diversion channel, but not toe
L 167+50 169+00 Right ‘{to'crest; therefore, diversion channel is riof stabilized. Y
. Check dams instailed within diversion channel, but not toe
1 + 1 .
164+00 65+50 Right to crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized. M
1 161+00 163+00 Right Check dams installed within diversion channel, but rot toe
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to crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized,
. Check dams instailed within diversion channel, but not tae
! 157+60 160+50 Right to cresf; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized. Y
) Previcus filter berm failures. Previous sediment trap failure.
15,11 154400 54400 - Right Sediment and rock observed in stream. Y
Bank failure held by fiter cloth. Sediment deposited onfo
7 134+00 154+00 Left riprap of jurisdictional ditch. ¥
. Check dams installed within diversion channel, but not toe
1 151+00 154+50 Right to crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized. Y
Chack dams installed within ditch, but not foe to crest;
1 150+00 164+00 Left therefore, difch is not stabilized. v
1 150+00 154+00 Left Check dam failures throughout ditch. Y
1 145+00 148400 Right Chef:ﬁ dams not instalied within ditch; therefore, ditch is not v
stabilized.
20 144400 144+00 Right Water undemmining pipe at outlet end, Y
Check dam failure east of in'et end of pipe. Rock and
7 143+00 143+00 Left sedimerit observed on riprap of jurisdictional stream. {See Y
‘IPhota} :
1 140400 142+50 C‘heck‘ dams not |z'!staHed Wlt!’l.m channgl; therefore, Y
diversion channal is not stabitized.

able of Types M

1_[Diversion Interceptor 8 ICheck Dam, Traversable[15 |Fiter Berm 22 | Concrete Washaout
2_|Ternporary Seeding 9 {Slope Drain 16 |Filter Sock 23 | Secondary Spili Containment
3 |Permanent Sod orSeed |10 [Splach Pad 17 [Turbidity Curtain 24 | Temporary Stream Crossing
4 [Mulch {hydraulic or bondad [11 |Sediment Trap 18 |8urface Roughening 25 | Other:

fiber mulch)
5 jStraw Muich |12 [Sediment Basin 19 |Vegetative Filter Strip 26 | Other: Karst Features

{blown/laid/erimped)
& |Erasion Control Blapkets (13 |Retention Bond 20 |Inlet/Qutlet Protection 27 | Other: Pipe arounds
7 iCheck Dam 14 {Silt Fence 21 |Censtruction 28 § Other:

entrancefexit
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Photo 1-Parti
Sta. 834400

Sta. 1003+00

al failure of Indian Creek crossing

g

: 2
at

Photo 3-Woeod chip bem ties into 2 rock berms at
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Photo 5-5ilt fence failure fixed with same measure
just larger area at Sta. 1072+00

SEGMIENT 7

B G

Photo 2- Rock and sediment in stream at Sta.

1049+00

! L e AT ] ]
Phato &-Partial failure of Indian Creek crossing at
Sta. 1122+00 ’

it v el &
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R

Photo 7-Sediment o
Sta. 1240+00

A ;
bserved in stream channel at

Photo 8-Sediment observed in stream channel at
Sta. 1250+00 ’
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oL

Photo 1-Silt fence not entrenched and section

needs to be replaced at Sta, 197400

: i e e ’ 3
Photo 3-Sediment and rock located off ROW at
Sta. 173+50

143+00

Sta. 189+50

N

Photo 4-Sediment and rock observed in stream at

Sta. 173+50
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B~ 4013
G .. BERNARDIN 6200 Vogcev 1%?('&{7 -

> U LOCHMUELLER & Evansville, IN 47715
+ ASSOCIATES, INC. Phone: (812) 478-6200

Stormwater Construction Site Inspection Report
engral:lnforniati

Projecf N}an“l‘e-

Ti69 [Section [SegmentiPackage |6 &7  |Contract |IR-33739
) 906+00 Line A ) 1255+00 Line A
Station From 140400 Line C Station To 1514100 Line G
Date of Inspection  {July 08-10, 12, 2013 Time 9:00am ET
Inspector's Name(s) Danika Fleck, BLA, nc.

Erosion Control Measure Installation, Pipe Instaliation,
Sediment Removal in Streams

[__|During storm event [XP
Weathier:lnforitiatio
Has there been a storm event since the last inspection? [XJYes | [No
If yes, provide:

Describe Present Phase of the Construction
[ X [Dail

T eoflns ection:

Storm Date: Storm Duration (hrs); Approximate Amount of Precipitation:
07/10/13 1 hr. 0.6 inches (Gohmann Field Office)
Weather at time of this inspection:

Clear | [Cloudy [ [Rain | [Sleet . _iFog [ [Snowing | [HighWinds
X|Other: Partly Cloudy [Temperature: 80-90°F

Have any discharges occurred since the last inspection? |£,Yes L__]No
If yes, describe: Several areas throughout the project
Are there any discharges at the time of inspection? [X¥es [ [No
If yes, describe: Several areas throughout the project

‘ Non-Compliance/General Comments

Describe any incidents of non-compliance or general comments not described above:

A thorough inspection was not able to be completed for the week due to inspecticn and approvai of
sedimentfill removal from many jurisdictional streams within the right-of-way due to rain events from June
25-26, 20G13.

Partions of several Indian Creek temporary crossings have suffered damage due to increased flow within
the stream due to rainfall-runcff events. Rock/stone/debris was discharged into Indian Creek at the
locations of damage to the temporary crossings. May want to consider different materials {stone/rock size,
eic.) at the temporary crossings to reduce the potential for future/addifional damages to the temporary
crossings. Any and all changes/modifications (that are not in accordance with the approved plans and
specifications) to the temparary crossings require approval from INDOT OES, Hydraulics, and IDEM,
PRIOR to implemzantation.

Many of the sediment traps that are installed are not constructed according to standards and
specifications (i.e. the traps do not dewatsr, the side slopes are constructed steeper than specified, the
length to width ratio of the trap pool areas is not in accordance with specifications, etc.). Please evaluate
all sediment traps and medify/recanstruct the traps in accordance with standards and specifications.
Refer to the Indiana Storm Water Quality Manual for construction details, standards, and specifications
ete. :

Recommend that sediment traps (#9, #13, #34, #28, #30, #24, #25, #26, #27. #20, #21, #23 as indicated
on the SWPPP) be installed prior fo any future disturbances in these arsas.

All construction entrances should be confinually monitored for clean-up of sediment and fracking onte
public roadways. All stream crossings should be continually cleaned during afl construction activities.

The area behind the checks and traps should not be constructed lower than the rock arsas. To get the
capacity needed in these areas, the areas behind the traps should be expanded by increasing the fength
and/or the width. '

Many of the diversion channels and ditches have checks installed, but the checks are not instalied from
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tae to crest; therefore, these channels are not stabilized. Need to stabilize all diversicn channels and
ditches appropriatsly during construction to prevent erosfon.

Ali areas that are left undisturbed for more than 7 days should be temporarily sesded following INDOT
standard specifications for femporary seeding.

Describe corrective actions implemented since the jast inspection:

985+00

995+00

Right

Rock filter berm overtopped by sediment north of pipe. Failure
of woodchip bemm {connected to rock berm) south of pipe.
Woodchips and rock observed on stream bank.-COMPLETE

999+50

959+50

Center

Partial failure of check dam in fost stream. Sediment deposited
on fitter stone and some rock/sadiment washed off check dam
fowards jurisdictional stream.-COMPLETE

1000+00

1000+00

Center

Sediment trap failure at temporary crossing -COMPLETE

1010+00

1010400

Center

Sediment cbserved in stream; removal required -COMPLETE

1034+00

1034+00

Right

Water flowed around check dam at silt fence; maintenange
required.-COMPLETE

1070+75

1070+75

Left

Filter stone washed off of berm along stream.-COMPLETE

1072400

1072+00

Left

Past siit fence failures al Karst feature which drainz into ground
and leads to Indian Creek (Jurisdictional Stream). Additional slit
fence installed is not entrenched according to specifications,
which is subject to fallure. Therefore, an alternative measure
needs to be installed in this area. (Ses Photo) The filter berm
has not been installed for this area which is assessed at
$200/day per 190 finear foot. -COMPLETE

1100+00

1100+00

Right

Additional filer stone needs to be installed on berm at outlet
end of pipe and filter berm south of stream.-COMPLETE

1250+50

1250+80

Left

Fitter bermn failure; maintenance required.-COMPLETE

173450

173+50

Right

Previous failure of slope of sediment trap #33, Sediment and
rock off ROW. Previous failure of dam of sediment trap;
sediment and rock observed in jurisdictional strear,-
COMPLETE

150+00

164+00

Left

Check dam failures threughout ditch,-COMPLETE

143+00

143+00

Left

Check dam failurs east of inlet end of pipe. Rock and sediment
observed on riprap of jurisdictional stream.-COMPLETE

SEGMENT 6
11 829+00 832+50 Right Slopes of Sediment Trap #3 not stabilized. Y
12 833400 933+00 Left Slopes of Sediment Basin #4 not stabilized. Y
12 |  834+00 934+00 Left Slopes of Sediment Basin #5 not stabilized. Y
Effeciive sediment contral measures/methods are
24 934400 934400 Left necessary a't both sides of the temporary stream ciossing to Y
prevent sediment from going onto crossing and potentially
into stream.
. Check dams instalied within diversion ditch but are not foe
L 966+00 871+00 Left, Right to crest; therefore the diversion channels are not stabilized. Y
1 972450 973+50 Lett Sedl_ment Trap not constructed {o specifications. The length v
to width ratio is not 2:1,
14 976450 976450 Left Sedl_ment Trap not constructed to specifications. The length ¥
to width ratio is not 2:1.
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Rock filter berm is not lower than top of silt fenee and not

P -
1 980+50 980+50 Right flush with silt fence. Y
Check dams installed within diversion ditch but nof tos to
1 980+00 885425 Left crest; therefore the diversion channel is not stabilized, Y
Check dams installed within diversion ditch but not tee to
! 962+50 985+00 Left crest; therafore the diversion channel is not stabilized. Y
. Sediment trap not constructed to specifications. The length
11} 985+00 | 985+00 Right to width ratio fs not 2:1. Y
11 982450 592450 Right Sedl_ment tfa;? not co_nstructed 1o specifications. The length v
to width ratio is not 2:1.
11 994450 994+50 Right Sedl_ment Trap nof c?nstructed to specifications. The length y
to width ratio is not 2:1.
15 984+75 994475 Right Wood chip berm ran over by uiility installation. Y
Sediment fraps on all 4 quadrants of temporary crossing no#
1 1000+00 1000+00 Right constructed to specifications. The length to width ratie is not Y
21,
Watersediment accumulation/trapping tpon the temporary
crossings is not autherized by the water quality permits for
24 1000400 1000400 Right the project. Effective seF{lment control n‘r_easureslmethods v
are necessary at both sides of the crossing to pravent
water/sediment from gaing onto crossing and potentialty
into stream.
Two rock berms fie into woad chip berm, high faliure
15 T1003+00 1003+00 Left potential. Install hook at end of rock berm to actas a Y
sediment trap or continue rock berm.
SEGMENT 7
Previcus filter berm failure at jurisdictional stream,
6 1038+00 1039+00 Left Sediment and rock observed in stream. Y
. Previous rain event, pipe-around failure. Pipe could not be
20 1046+00 1046+00 Right located in riprap jurisdictional ditch; may be off-site. Y
Previous failure of check dams located at consiructed
7 1049+00 1049+00 Right jurisdictional ditch. Rock and eediment abserved in stream Y
off ROW.,
Chack dams installed within ditch buf not toe to crest;
7 1060+00 1065+0¢ Left therefore the ditch is not stabilized. Slopes of ditch not Y
stabilized,
7 1060+00 1065+00 Right Slopes of ditch not stabilized. Y
11 1061+00 1061+00 Right . Sediment trap failure; sediment/rock cbserved in stream. Y
7 1068+00 10688+00 Left Rtprellp sh_owmg on face of check dam; repair to INDOT v
specifications.
15 1068+00 1070+00 Left Wood chips located off-site. Y
11 1070+75 1070+74 Left Slopes of Sediment Trap #11 not stabilized. Y
" 1071400 1071400 Left Eanzal falih.fre of temporary croseing at ln'd ian Creek. Inlst v
side of pipes floated up. Rock observed in creek.
15 1072+00 1072400 Left End of wood ¢hip berm at lox'rver e]evaﬁop than wier of v
check dam; evaluate for sediment containment.
o4 1079+50 1079450 Right T_he crossing appears to be installed below the ordinary v
high water mark; re-evaluate.
Stream washed over temporary crossing. Lzbiis deposited
24 1080+50 1080+50 Right on crossing; maintenance required. Rock/sediment Y
observed in stream.
15 1080+50 1080+50 Left Prey:ous taln event, filter bern partizlly failed with rock and ¥
sediment in stream.
15, 2, . Bare dirt not stabilized at riprap. Repair rock berm. Remave
5 | 1100+0G  1100+00 Rignt sediment in pipe. (See Photo) N
Effeciive sediment control measures/methods are
24 1122+00 Left necessary at both sides of the crossing to pravent sediment Y

1122+50

from going onto crossing and potentially into stream.
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Parfial failure of temparary croesing at Indian Creek. Rock

24 1122400 1122+50 Left ) Y
chserved in stream channel,
14 1124400 1124400 Center Silt ffance failure at stream; consider instailing altemative ¥
erosion contrel measure.
24 1135+C0 1135+00 Center Riprap observed in stream.
24 1166+00 1166+00 Center Repair side and remove sediment at femporary crossing. N
{See Photo}
15 1999400 1229400 Lest gﬁilr;;ent deposited at rock beny; removal required., (See N
15 1228+00 1228+00 Feft Sediment observed in stream off ROW, removal required. Y
15 1240400 1240480 Left Sedimeant de?osrﬁed into stream and observed off ROW: ¥
removal required
24 4250+00 1250+00 Right, Left, Center {Sediment deposited into stream. Removal required. Y
: LINE C : o
Diversion channel has some checks, but not {oe to crest;
L 206+40 209+00 Left therefore diversion channel is not stabilized, Y
1 20500 208+00 Center Diversion qhanqel has some: chacks, but not toe to crest: Y
therefore diversion channel is not stabilized.
s 206+00 208+00 Right Diversion qhann_e! has some: checks, but not toe to crest; Y
therefore diversion channel is not stabilized,
Sediment Trap not constructed to specifications. Pit sloping
11 - 206+00 206+00 Loft away from rock dam and will not drain within the 48-72 hour Y
storm event time period.
Sediment Trap increased, but still nesds more capacity.
1 202+50 202+50 Loft The Jength to width ratio is not 2;1. Y
14 202400 202400 Right Silt fencf on hill slope across ROW needs an outlet fo y
prevent faiure.
Temparary crossing sediment traps upslaps 2 quadrants
11 202+00 202+00 Center not constructed to specifications. The length fo width ratio Y
is not 2:1.
11 199+00 200+00 Left Sediment trap slopes not stabilized. Y
Check dam east of Carier Road overtopped. Sediment/rock
7 199400 199+00 Center observed in stream. May consider farger check dam or Y
ancther erosion control meastre.
The area adjacent along the east side of Carter Road is
14,15 199+00 198+00 Center disturbed and not stabilized to prevent sediment on the Y
roadway, ’
14 197+00 187+00 Center Sitt fence not entrenched and section needs to be replaced. Y
1,11 190+00 198+50 Right Diversion channe! and sedimend trap slopes not stabilized, Y
04 189450 189450 Left Pariial falllure of temporary crossing at Indian Creek, Rock
observed in creek.
24 189450 1689+50 Left Mafnta!n berrlns on eﬁher_s_lde of Indlaq Creek crossing. v
Maintain sediment deposition on crossing.
11 189+50 189+50 Righi Slopes of Sediment Trap not stablized.
. Check dams installed within diversion channel, but net toe
7 186+00 186+00 Right tc crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized. ¥
7 183450 183450 Right Checlf dam capacity doe.s not seem adequate for this area ¥
of drainage based on height.
1 178+00 178400 Right Sed[ment Ttra.p not constructed fo specifications. The length Y
to width ratio is not 2:1.
4 175+00 177400 Right Check dams |nstallele W!ﬂjln dwersroq channe!, but net toe v
to crest; therefore, diversion channel is net stakilized.
Sediment accumulation/trapping upon the temporary
crossings is not authorized by the water quality permits for
24 174400 174400 Right the project. Effective sediment contro! measures/methods Y

are necgssary at both sides of the crossing to prevent
sadiment from geing onto crossing and potentially into

stream.
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1

S

1 174+00 174+00 Right Slopes of Sediment Trap #35 not stabilized. Y
11 173450 173+50 Right Slopes of Sediment Trap #33 not stabilized. Y
. Check dams installed within diversion channel, but not toe
L 167+50 189+00 Right 1o crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized. ¥
) Check dams installed within diversion channel, but ot toe
1 164+00 165+50 Right to crast; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized. Y
i Check dams installed within diversien channel, but not toe
1o 181400 | 183+00 Right to crest, therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized. M
. Check dams installed within diversion channel, but net toe
1 157+00 160+50 Right to crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized. M
. Previous filtter berm failures. Previous sediment trap failure.
15,11 154400 154400 Right Sediment and rack abserved in stream. M
Bank failure held by filter cloih. Sediment deposited onte
7| 194400 | 154400 Lett riprap of jurisdictional ditch. v
. Check dams instzlled within diversion channel, but not toe
1 161400 154+50 Right to crest; therefore, diversion channhel is not stabilized. Y
Check dams installed within ditch, but not toe fo crest:
1 150400 154+00 Left therefare, ditch is not stabilized. Y
’ 14500 148400 Right Che?!c dams ot installed within ditch; therefore, ditch is not v
stabilized.
15 145+00 146+00 Right Dirt higher than rock berm; maintenance required N
20 144+00 144+00 Right Stream undermining pipe at outlet end. Y
i ‘ - Check dams not installed within channel; therefore,
! 140+00 142450 Right diversion channel is not stabilized. M
Silt fence not installed per spesifications. Silt fence installed
14 140400 140+50 Left loose, not installed upslape to prevent sediment loss. (See N
Photo)
Dirt berm not stabilized (ties into wood chip berm}. Area
+
2.5 140400 140+50 Left between silt fence and berm not stabilized. {Sse Photo) N
Sediment and rock washed over check dam adjacent to
7 139400 136+00 Left stream. Remove sediment and rock: rebuild check dam to N
specifications.
14 138+00 139+00 Right Repair silt fence N
Sediment basin slopes not stabilized, portion of dirt berm
12 138+00 138+00 Left washed out from rain events, inlet pipe blocked with debris, N
(Sae Photo)
14 137400 138+00 Left Repalr silt fence. Water undermined trenching.
. Check dam washed over, not built to specifications, built off
4+
7 137+00 137400 Right RCW. (See Photo) N
11 135450 135+50 Lot Remove sediment deposit at sed{ment trap dam; rebuild N
rock darm (large amount of filter sjong)
Rebuild check dams to specifications. Large ameunt of fiker
. stone observed, water washed around sides of check
7 132+00 137+00 Left dams, check dams nat installed toe to crest for stabilization; N
therefore large ruts have developed in the ditch line (See
Pnoto)
2,5 132+00 135+50 Right Slope not stabilized along rock berm (See Photo) N

lel}

(blownAaid/crimped)

1 |Diversion Interceptor 8 |Check Dam, Traversable[15 [Fitter Berm 22 | Concrete Washout
2 _[Temporary Seeding 9 |Slope Drain 16 |Filter Sock 23 1 Secandary Spill Containment
3 [Permanent 8od orSeed |10 |Splash Pad 17 | Turbidity Curlain 24 | Temporary Stream Crossing
4 [Mulch (hydraulic or bonded {11 |Sediment Trap 18 :Surface Roughening 25 | Other:

filber mulch)

Straw Mulch 12 {Sediment Basin 18 jVegetative Fiiter Sirip 26 | Other: Karst Features

6 |Erosion Control Blankets |13 {Retention Pond 20 [Iniet/Outlet Proteciion 27 | Other: Pipe arounds
7 |Check Dam 14 (Silt Fence 21 |Construction 28 | Other:
entrance/exit

Inspection Checklist } Page 5




Ll K . T g *$H - ol ,’eﬁ PR ] . |~.>~ 3
Photo 1-Stabilize dirt at riprap and remaove Photo 2-Repair side and remove sediment at

sediment in pipe at Sta. 1100+00 temporary crossing at Sta. 166+00

>

1222+00
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Photo 1-Sift fence not installed per specs and area
not stahilized at Sta. 140+00-140+50

Photo 3—Check dam not buiit to specs and washed
over from rain events at Sta. 137+00

Photo 5-Area not stabninzed at rock berm at Sta
132+00-135+50

‘LINE'C

Photo 2- Berm washed ou, slopes not stabilized at
sediment basin at Sta. 138+00

Photo 4- Check dams not buﬂtto spec and washed
around ends at Sta. 132+00-137:00
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FHAS-16 |43
WEBILL

3

.. BERNARDIN 6200 Vogel Road
=V LOCHMUELLER & Evansville, IN 47715
ASSOCIATES, INC, Phone: (812) 479-6200

Stormwater Construction Site Inspection Report

AT ‘General:Informatiol
Project Name [-69 [Section [4 |Segment/Package |6 &7 IContract [IR-33739

. 809+00 Line A - 1256+00 Line A
Station From 140+00 Line C Station To |'10+00 Line ¢
Date of Inspection  |July 15-16, 2013 Time 9:00am ET
Inspector's Name(s) Danika Fleck, BLA, Inc.

Erosion Control Measura Installation, Pipe Installation,
Sediment Removal in Streams
Type of Inspection: [X|Daily | [During storm event | |Fost-storm event | |Other:

Describe Present Phase of the Construction

If yes, provide:
Storm Date: Storm Duration (hrs): Approximate Amount of Precipitation:

Weather at time of this inspection:
Clear | ICloudy | JRain | Sleet | [Fog | [Snowing | IHigh Winds

X|Other: Partly Cloudy [Temperature: 90°F

Have any discharges occurred since the fast inspection?  [X[Yes [ [No
If yes, describe: Several areas throughout the project
Are there any discharges at the time of inspection? [X[yes | JNo
If yes, describe: Several areas throughout the project

Non-Compliance/General Comments

Describe any incidents of non-compliance or general comments riot described zhove:

Temporary seeding of all bare areas that are in non-compliance, per the stipulation of the stop work order
by INDCT, ‘

Portions of several Indian Creek temporary crossings have suffered darmage due to increased flow within
the stream due to rainfall-runoff events. Rock/stone/debris was discharged into Indian Creek at the
locations of damage te the temporary crossings. May want to consider different materials {stonefrock size,
ete.) at the temporary crossings to reduce the potential for future/additional damages to the temporary
cressings. Any and all changes/modifications (that are not in accardance with the approved plans and
specifications) to the temporary crossings require approval from INDOT OES, Hydraulics, and IDEM,
PRIOR to implementation.

Many of the sediment traps that are installed are not constructed according to standards and
specifications {i.e. the fraps do not dewater, the side slopes are constructed steeper than specified, the
length to width ratio of the trap pool areas is net in accordance with specifications, etc.). Please evaluate
all sediment traps and modify/reconstruct the traps in accordance with standards and specifications.
‘Refer to the Indiana Storm Water Quality Manual for construction details, standards, and specifications
etc.

Recomnmend that sediment traps (#9, #13, #34, #28, #30, #24, #25, #26, #27, #20, #21, #23 as indicatad
on the SWPPP) be installed prior to any future disturbances in these areas.

Al construction entrances should be continually menitored for clean-up of sediment and tracking onto
public roadways. All stream crossings shouid be continually cleaned during ali construction activities.

The area behind the checks and fraps should not be constructed lower than the rock areas. To get the
capacity needed in these areas, the areas behind the traps should be expanded by increasing the length
and/or the width.

Many of the diversion channels and ditches have checks instalied, but the checks are not installed from

toe to crest; therefore, these channels are not stabilized. Need to stabilize all diversion channels and
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ditches appropriately during construction to prevent erosion.

All areas that are left undisturbed for more than 7 days should be temporarily seeded following INDOT
standard specifications for temporary seeding.

Describe corrective actions implemented since the last inspection:

. Rock filter berm is not lower than top of silt fence and not flush
980+80 980+50 Right with silt fence.-COMPLETE ¥
994+75 994+75 Right Wood chip barm ran over by utility instaliation -COMPLETE
Water/sediment accumulationftrapping upon the temporary
crossings is not authorized by the water quality permits for the
1000400 1000400 Right project. Effective segiment control rqeasures)methods are
. necessary at both sides of the crossing to prevent
water/sediment from going onto crossing and potentiatly into
stream. -COMPLETE
Two rock berms tie into wood chip berm, high failure potential,
1003400 1003+080 Left Install hook at end of rock berm to act as & sediment trap or
continue rock berm. -COMPLETE
Effective sediment control measures/methods are necessary at
034400 934+00 oft bot?-ln sides ofthe t_emporary strgam crossing tr? preyent
sediment from going ento crossing and potentially into stream. -
COMPLETE
Riprap showing on face of check dam; repair to INDOT
1068+00 1088+00 Left schif?cations. Q—COMPLETE P
1071+00 1071400 Left Rock observed in creek. -COMPLETE
Repair side and remove sediment at temporary crossing, -
1166+00 1166+00 Center COMPLETE
portion of dirt berm washed out from rain events, inlet pipe
138+00 138+00 Left blocked with debris. -COMPLETE
139+00 130+00 Right Repair silt fence-COMPLETE
Sediment and rock washed over check dam adjacent to
139+00 139+00 Left stream. Remove sediment and rock; rebuild chack dam to
specificafions. -COMPLETE
137+C0 138+00 Left Repair silt fence. Water undermined trenching. -COMPLETE
145+00 145+00 Right Dirt higher than rack berm; maintenance required-COMPLETE
- Check dam east of Carter Road overtopped. Sedimerit/rock
169+00 199+00 Certer observed in strsam. -COMPLETE

SEGMENT 6
14 910+50 910+50 Right Remove sedimant at silt fence. N
14 913+00 913+00 Right Remove sediment at silt fence, (See Phota) N
11 929+00 G32+80 Right Slopes of Sediment Trap #3 not stabilized. Y
11 932450 032450 Right ts‘;zg;ment deposited on filter stone of sadiment trap. (See N
12 833+00 233+00 Left Slopes of Sediment Basin #4 not stabilized. Y
12 934+00 834+00 Laft Slopes of Sediment Basin #5 not stabilized. Y
. Check dams installed within diversion ditch but are not toe
1 §66+00 971+00 Left, Right 1o crest; therefore the diversion channels are not siabilized. Y
11 573450 973450 Left Sed[merzt Tra_p not constriicted to specifications. The length v
to width ratio is not 21,
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Sedirment Trap not cansfructed to specifications. The length

1 976+50 976+50 Left to widih ratfo is not 2:1. ’ ¥
Check dame installed within diversion ditch but not toe to
! S80+00 985+25 Left crest; therefore the diversion channel is not stabilized. Y
Check dams installed within diversion ditch but not toe to
1 982430 985+00 Loft crest; thersfore the diversion channe! is not stabilized. Y
. Sediment trap not constructed to specifications. The length
T 985+00 | 98500 Right to width ratio is not 2:1. Y
- Sediment trap not constructed to specifications. The length

11| 992+50 992+50 Right to width ratio Is not 2:1. Y

11 064+50 994+50 Right Sedlment Tra_p not crtmstructed to specifications. The length v
to width ratio is not 2:1.
Sediment traps on all 4 quadrants of temporary crossing not

11 1000+00 100G+00 Right construcied {o specifications. The length to width ratio is not Y
2:1.

SEGMENT 7

15 1039+00 1039+00 Left Pl’e\:'IOUS fitter berm failure at J_unsdlctional sfream. v
Sediment and rock observed in stream,
Previous failure of check dams located at consiructed

7 1049+00 1048400 Right jurisdictional difch. Rock and sediment observed in stream Y
off ROW.

. Check dams installed within ditch but not tps o crest;

7 1080+G0 1065+0C Left therefore the ditch is not stabilized. Slopes of ditch not Y

stabilized.

7 1080+00 1085+00 Right Slopes of ditch not stabilized. Y
11 1081+C0 1061+00 Right Sediment trap failure; sediment/rock observed in stream. Y
15 1058+00 1070-+00 Left Waed chips located off-site. Y
1l 1070+75 1070+75 Left Slopes of Sediment Trap #11 not stabitized. Y
24 1080+50 1080+50 Right Repair side and remove sediment at temporary crossing. N
24 1080450 1080+50 Right Rock/sediment observed in stream. Y
15 1080450 1080+50 Left Prex_nous r'a:n event, filter berm partially failed with rock and ¥

sediment in sfream.

15 1080450 1080450 Left Eﬂggnent ran over rock filler berm; needs repair. (See N

15, 2, 1100400 1100400 Right Ban:a dirt n_o’z s_tabmzed at riprap. Repair rack berm. Remove ¥
5 sediment in pipe. {See Pholo)
Effective sediment control measures/methods are

24 1122+00 1122+50 Leijt necessary at both sides of the crossing to prevent sedimeni Y
from going onto crossing and potentially into stream.

4 1122400 1122450 Left Partial faII}Jre of temparary crossing at Indian Creek. Rock ¥
observed in stream channel.
14 1124+00 1124+00 Cenler Silt f:ence failure at stream; consider installing altemative
erosion control measure.

24 1135+00 1135+00 Center Riprap observed in stream.

7 1155400 1155+00 Center Rock and sediment observed in stream from previous rain N
event, (See Photo)

15 1222400 1222400 Left Dirt obsgrved in riprap at pipe of jurisdictional stream. Filter N
cfoth maintenance. (See Photo)

15 1229400 1922:00 Left gsgltr;ent deposited af rock berm; removal required. (See Y
16 1228+00 1228+00 Left Sediment observed in stream off ROW; removal required. Y
15 1240400 1240400 Left Sediment dez;?osmed into stream and observed off ROW; v

removal requirad
24 1250+D0 1250+00 Right, Left, Center |Sediment deposited into stream. Removal required. Y
‘ LINE C-
1 206+00 209+00 Left Diversion channel has some checks, but not toe fc crest: Y

therefere diversion channel is not stabilized.
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Diversion channel has some checks, but not to= to crest:

1 205+00 208+00 Center therefore diversion channel is not stabilized. ¥
. Diversion channel has some checks, but nat toe to crest;
! 206+00 208+00 Right therefore diversion channel is not stabilized. Y
' _ Sediment Trap not constructed to specifications. Pit sloping
11 206+00 206+00 Left away from rock dam and will not drain within the 48-72 hour Y
storm event time period.
Sediment Trap Increased, but still needs more capacity.
1] 202450 | 202+50 Left The length to wicth ratio is not 2:1, Y
14 202400 202400 Right Silt fence on hill slope across ROW needs an outlet fo v
pravent failure.
Temporary crossing sediment traps upslope 2 quadranis
11 202+00 202+00 Center not constructed to speciiications. The [ength to width rafio Y
is not 2:1,
11 198+00 200+00 Left Sediment trap slopes not stabilized. Y
The area adjacent along the east side of Carter Road is
14, 15| 198+00 199+00 Center disturbed and not stabilized to pravent sediment on the Y
roadway.
14 197+00 197+00 Center Sili fence not entrenched and section needs to be replaced. Y
1, 11 190+00 188+50 Right Diversion channel and sediment frap slopes not stabilized. Y
o4 189450 189+£0 Lef Patrtial faulyre of temporary crossing at Indian Creek. Rock v
observed in creek.
24 189450 189450 Lft Mafntain berrps on euher's.lde of Indlaq Creek crossing. v
Maintain sediment deposition on crossing.
11 189+50 189+50 Right Slopes of Sediment Trap not stabilized. Y
14 190+50 180+50 Right Silt fence and rock berm connection needs maintenance. N
. Check dams installed within diversion channel, but not foe
7 186+00 186+00 Right to crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized. Y
- 183450 183+50 Right Checlf dam capacity doe_s not seem adequate for this area Y
of drainage based on helght.
1 178400 178+00 Right Sed[ment Trap not constructed 1o specifications. The lenglh v
to width ratio is not 2:1.
) Check dams installed within diversicen channef, but not toe
! 175+00 177400 Right to crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized. Y
Sediment accumutationftrapping upon the temporary
crossings is not authorized by the water quality permits for
o 174400 174+00 Right the project. Effeciive Sefllment corntrol m_easureslmethods v
are necessary at both sides of the crossing to prevent
sediment from going onto crossing and potentially into
siream.
11 174+00 174+00 Right Slopes of Sediment Trap #35 not stabilized. Y
11 173+50 173+50 Right Slopes of Sediment Trap #33 not stabilized. Y
. 167450 169+00 Right Check §ams lnsiaIIei:i wuthm dwersaon' channet, but not toe
1o crest; therefore, diversion channal is not stzhilized,
. Check dams installed within diversion channel, but not toe
f 164+00 165+50 Right to crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilizad. Y
. Check dams installed within diversion channel, but not toe
1 167+00 163+0,O Rignt 1o crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized. M
. Check dams installed within diversion channel, but not toe
f 15700 760+50 Right to crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized. Y
15, 11 154+00 $54+00 Right PFG\:’JDUS filter berm fatlures. F.’rewous sediment trap failure. v
Sediment and rock observed in stream.
7 154+00 154400 Lokt Bgnk fallyrg hgld. ay ﬁlte.r cloth. Sedimant deposited onto ¥
riprap of jurisdictional ditch.
1 151400 154+50 Right Check c_}ams mstallegl wﬁfnn dlversxon_ channel, but not toe Y
to crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabllized.
1 150+00 154+00 Lkt Check dams installed within ditch, but not toe to crest, v

therefore, ditch is not stabliized.
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1 145400 148+00 Right Chef:g dams not installed within ditch; therefore, ditch is not
stabiiized.
20 144+00 144400 Right Stream undermining pipe at oullet end. Y
4 140+00 142450 Right Qheck_ dams not |r_|sta||ed wnt_h‘ln channel; therefore,
diversion channel is not stabilized.
Silt fance not installed per specifications. Silt fence installed
14 140+00 140+50 Left loose, notinstalled upslope to prevent sediment loss. (See Y
Phato)
Dirt berm not stakilized (ties into wood chip berm). Area
25 140+00 146+50 Lett hatween silt fence and berm not siabilized. {Ses Photo) v
12 138+00 138+00 lLeft Sediment basin slopes not stabilized.
. Check dam washed over, not built to specifications, built off
7 137+00 137+00 Rignt ROWY. (See Photo) Y
11 135450 135+50 Left Remove sediment deposit at sediment trap dam; rebuild v
rock dam (large amouni of fitter stone)
Rebuild check darms to specifications. Large amount of filter
stone observed, water washed around sides of check
7 132400 137+00 Left dams, check dams not instalied toe to crest for stabilization; M
therafore large ruts have developed in the ditch line
2,5 132+00 135+50 Right Slope not stabilized along rock berm (See Photo) Y

ible o

di [} g1

1 |Diversion Interceptor Check Darmn, Traversablei{15 [Filter Berm 22 | Concrete Washout
2 |Temporary Seeding 9 |Slope Drain 16 |Filter Sock 23 | Secondary Spill Containment
3 |Permanent Sod or Seed  {10|Splash Pad 17 [Turbidity Curtain 24 | Temperary Stream Crossing
4 |Mulch (hydraulic or bonded |11 |Sediment Trap 18 |Surface Roughening 25 | Other:
fiber mulch)
5 |Straw Mulch 12 |Sediment Basin 19 |Vegetative Fllter Strip 26 | Other; Karst Features
(blown/laid/crimeed)
& [Erosion Control Blankets 113 [Refention Pond 20 |Inlet/Outlet Protection 27 | Other: Pipe arounds
7 {Check Dam 14 |Silt Fence 21 |Construction 28 | Other:
enfrance/exit
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SEGMENT &

Photo 1- Sediment deposited at silt fence at Sta.
913+00

Photo Z-Sediment deposited on filter stone at Sta.
932+50
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£ il

Photo 3-Rock and sediment deposited into
jurisdictional stream at Sta. 1155-+00

vt TN AT ol . gl s P
Photo-Remove sediment at rock berm at Sta.
1222400

SEGMENT 7

Photo 2-Stabilize dirt at riprap and remove
sediment in pipe at Sta. 1100+00

i et : ;m& el
Phato 4-Dirt observed on
maintenance at Sta. 1222+00
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LINEC

ey % - T o Bt
Photo 3-Area not stabilized at rock berm at Sta.
132400-135+50

Photo 2-Check dam not built to spees and washed
over from rain events at Sta. 137-+00
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' \BERNARDIN 6200 Vogel Road
= LOCHMUELLER & Evansville, IN 47715
ASSOCIATES, INC. Phone: (812) 478-6200

Stormwater Constructlon Site Inspectlon Report

-General Information

Pro;ect Name || 59 Section |4 |Segmenthackage 3 & 7 |Contract [IR- 33739
909+00 Line A . 1255+00 Line A

Station From 140+00 Line C Station To 1,30+00 Line C

Date of Inspection  |July 22 2013 Time 9:.00amET

Inspector’s Name(s) Danika Fleck, BLA, In¢.; Chad Sipes, INDOT

Erosion Control Measure Installation, Pipe Installation,

Describe Present Phase of the Construction Sediment Removal in Streams

eof Inspection' | |Dally J_Durmg storm event |XEPost-storm event | [Other:
. - Weather Information e

Has there been a storm event since the last inspection? L_|Yes 1 INo
If yes, provide:

Storm Date: Storm Duration (hrs): Approximate Amount of Precipitation:
07/20 Extended 0.7 inches (INDOT Field Office)
Weather at time of this inspection:

Clear | [Cloudy | |Rain [ [Sleet | [Fog | [Snowing [ [High Winds
X |Other: Partly Cloudy [Temperature: 90°F

Have any discharges occurred since the fast inspection? |l(JYes |_jNo
If yes, describe: Several areas throughout the project
Are there any discharges at the time of inspection? [X]Yes [ [No
If yes, describe: Several areas throughout the project

Non-Compliance/General Comments

Describe any incidents of non-compliance or general comments not described above:

Temporary seeding of all bare areas that are in non-compliance, per the stipulation of the stop work order
by INDOT.

Portions of several Indian Creek temporary crossings have suffered damage due to increased flow within
the stream due to rainfall-runoff events. Rock/stone/debris was discharged into Indian Creek at the
locations of damage to the temporary crossings. May want to consider different materials (stonefrock size,
etc.) at the temporary crossings to reduce the potential for future/additional damages to the temporary
crossings. Any and all changes/modifications (that are not in accordance with the approved plans and
specifications) to the temporary crossings require approval from INDOT OES, Hydraulics, and IDEM,
PRIOR to implementation.

Many of the sediment traps that are installed are not constructed according to standards and
specifications (i.e. the traps do not dewater, the side slopes are constructed steeper than specified, the
length to width ratio of the trap pool areas is not in accordance with specifications, etc.). Please evaluate
all sediment traps and modify/reconstruct the traps in accordance with standards and specifications.
Refer to the Indiana Storm Water Quality Manual for construction details, standards, and specifications
ete.

Recommend that sediment traps (#9, #13, #34, #28, #30, #24, #25, #26, #27. #20, #21, #23 as indicated
on the SWPPP) be installed prior to any future disturbances in these areas.

All construction entrances should be continually monitored for clean-up of sediment and tracking onto
public roadways. All stream crossings should be continually cleaned during all construction activities.

The area behind the checks and traps should not be constructed lower than the rock areas. To get the
capacity needed in these areas, the areas behind the traps should be expanded by increasing the length
and/or the width.

Many of the diversion channels and ditches have checks installed, but the checks are not instalted from
toe to crest; therefore, these channels are not stabilized. Need to stabilize all diversion channels and
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ditches appropriately during construction to prevent erosion.

All areas that are left undisturbed for more than 7 days should be temporarily seeded following INDOT
standard specifications for temporary seeding.

Describe corrective actions implemented since the last inspection:

910+50 910+50 Right Remove sediment at siit fence. -COMPLETE
913+00 913+00 Right Remove sediment at silt fence. -COMPLETE
920+00 932+50 Right Slopes of Sediment Trap #3 not stabilized. -COMPLETE
. Sediment deposited on filter stone of sediment trap-
932450 932+50 Right COMPLETE
933+00 933+00 Left Slopes of Sediment Basin #4 not stabilized. -COMPLETE
934+00 934+00 Left Slopes of Sediment Basin #5 not stabilized. -COMPLETE
. Silt fence and rock berm cennection needs maintenance. -
180+50 190+50 Right COMPLETE
Remove sediment deposit at sediment trap dam; rebuild rock
135+50 185450 Left dam {large amount of filter stong) -COMPLETE
Rebuild check dams to specifications. Large amount of filier
132+00 137+00 Leit stone ohbserved, water washed around sides of check dams-
COMPLETE
. Bare dirt not stabilized at riprap. Repair rock berm. Remove
1100+00 1100+00 Right sediment in pipe. -COMPLETE
Silt fence not entrenched and secticn needs to be replaced. -
197400 197+00 Center COMPLETE
. Diversion channal and sediment trap slopes not stabilized. -
190+00 198+50 Right COMPLETE
189+50 189+50 Right Slopes of Sediment Trap not stabilized. -COMPLETE
199+00 200+Q0 Left Sediment trap slopes not stabilized. -COMPLETE
. Check dam washed over, not built to specifications, built off
137+00 137+00 Right ROW -COMPLETE
173+50 173+50 Right Slopes of Sediment Trap #33 not stabilized. -COMPLETE

ey Line: (6.9 |BMP Ma
eft. Right, Center) |image file name, # of
SEGMENT 6
Straw blown onto filter stone and stand pipe inlet at
12 833+00 833+00 Left Sediment Basin #4; will not filter water/sediment N
proficiently.
Straw blown onto filter stone and stand pipe inlet at
12 234+00 834+00 Left Sediment Basin #5; will not filter water/sediment N
proficiently. (See Photo)
. Check dams installed within diversion ditch but are not toe
1 §66+00 971+C0 Left, Right to crest; therefore the diversion channels are not stabilized. Y
Sediment Trap not constructed to specifications. The length
to width ratio is not 2:1.
Sediment Trap not constructed to specifications. The length
to width ratio is not 2:1.
’ 980400 085425 Left Chec.k dams installec_l Within diversion_ditch but n‘c.)t toe to v
crest; therefore the diversion channel is not stabilized.
Check dams installed within diversion ditch but not toe to
crest; therefore the diversion channel is not stabilized.
11 985+00 5$85+00 Right Sediment trap not constructed to specifications. The length

11 973+50 973+50 Left

" 976+50 976+50 Left

1 982+50 985+00 Left
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to width ratio is not 2:1.

Sediment trap not constructed to specifications. The length

| 992480 992430 Right to width ratio is not 2:1. Y

11 994450 994450 Right Sedl_ment Trap not constructed to specifications. The length v
to width ratio is not 2:1,
Sediment traps on all 4 quadrants of temporary crossing

11 1000+00 1000+00 Right not constructed to specifications. The length to width ratio Y
is not 2:1.
SEGMENT 7

15 1039400 41039+00 Left Pre\flous filter berm failure at jlunsdlcnonal stream.
Sediment and rock observed in stream,

15 1040+00 1040+00 Left Repair rock berm at pipe inlet. {See Photo) N

* : g from-previous-faillre of check-dam- a
Previous failure of check dams located at constructed

7 1049+00 1046+00 Right jurisdictional ditch. Rock and sediment observed in stream Y
off ROW.

15 1052+00 1052+00 Right Sediment deposited at wood chip berm. {See Phota) N

15 1054+00 1054+25 Right Sediment deposited at wood chip berm. N

2356 1057+00 1060400 Right Se_zdxment dgpos;.ted into riprap dItCh;l rleeds to be removed

prior to stabilization. Slopes not stabilized.

11 1061400 1061400 Right Sediment plume deposited into sediment trap; needs - N
removal
Check dams installed within ditch but not toe to crest:

7 1061+00 1065+00 Left therefore the ditch is not stabilized. Slopes of ditch not Y
stabilized.

7 1061400 1068+00 Left Several check dams not built to spec {no weir) and failed. N
(See Photo)

11 1061400 1061400 Right Previous sediment trap failure; sediment/rock ohserved in v
stream.

15 1068+00 1070+00 Left Wood chips located off-site. Y

1M 1070475 1070+75 Left Slopes of Sediment Trap #11 not stabilized. Y

24 1080+50 1080+50 Right Rock/sediment observed in stream, Y

15 1080+50 1080450 Left Preylous r'am event, filter berm partially failed; rock and Y
sediment in stream,

25 1100+C0 1100+00 Rignt Remove sediment in pipe. (See Photo) Y

. Liner fell into concrete washout; high pH water in contact

22 1107+50 1107+50 Right with bare soil. Needs immediate maintenance. (See Photo) N
Effective sediment control measures/methods are

24 1122+00 1122+50 Left necessary at both sides of the crossing to prevent sediment Y
from going onto crossing and potentially into stream.

o4 1122400 1122450 Left Partial fallyre of temparary crossing at Indian Creak. Rock v

_ ohserved in stream channel.

14 1124400 1124400 Center Silt fgnce failure at stream; consider installing alternative
erosion confrol measure.

24 1135+00 1135+00 Center Riprap observed in stream.

- 1155400 1155400 Center Rock and sediment observed in stream from previous rain Y
event.

15 1299400 1929400 Left Dirt obse_rved in riprap at pipe of jurisdictional stream. Filter v
cloth maintenance. (See Photo)

15 1222400 1992400 Lett gigg)ent deposited at rock bem; removal required. (See v

15 1228+00 1228+00 Left Sediment observed in stream off ROW; removal required. Y

15 1240+00 1240+00 Left Sediment depomted into stream and observed off ROW; Y
removal required

24 1250+00 1250400 Y

Right, Left, Center

Sediment deposited into stream. Removal required.
‘LINE C = '
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Diversion channel has some checks, but not toe to crest;

L 206+00 209+00 Left therefore diversion channel is not stabilized. M

1 205+00 208400 Center Diversion ghanng] has somg checks, but not toe to crest: Y
therefare diversion channel is not stabilized.

1 506+00 208+00 Right Diversion ghanqel has somg checks, but not toe te crest; v
therefore diversion channel is not stabilized.
Sediment Trap not constructed to specifications. Pit sloping

11 2056+00 206+00 Left away from reck dam and will not drain within the 48-72 Y
hour storm event time period.,

Sediment Trap increased, but still needs more capacity.

1 202+50 202+50 Left The length to width ratio is not 2:1, Y

14 202+00 502400 Right Silt fence F)n hilt slope across ROW needs an outlet to ¥
prevent failure.

: Temporary crossing sediment traps upslope 2 quadrants
11 202+00 202+00 Center not constructed fo specifications. The length to width ratio Y
is not 2:1.
The area adjacent aleng the east side of Carter Road is
14,15 199+00 199+00 Center disturbed and not stabilized o prevent sediment cn the Y
roadway.
Maintain berms on either side of Indian Creek crossing.

94 189450 189+50 Left Maintain sgdlment fieposmon on crossing. Sedlment . Y
accumulationftrapping upon the temporary crossings is not
authorized by the water quality permits for the project.

. Check dams instalied within diversion channel, but not toe

! 186+00 166+00 Right to crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized. M

7 183450 183450 Right Checg dam capacity cioe_s not seem adequate for this area Y
of drainage based on height.

11 178400 178+00 Right Sedllment Trap not constructed to specifications. The length Y
o width ratio is not 2:1.

. Check dams instatled within diversion channel, but not toe
1 175+00 177+00 Right tc crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized. Y
Sediment accumulationfirapping upen the temporary
crossings is not authorized by the water quality permits for

24 174+00 174400 Right the project. Effective sef:hment control m_easureslmethods Y
are necessary at both sides of the crossing to prevent
sediment from going onto crossing and potentially into
stream.

11 174+00 174+00 Right Slopes of Sediment Trap #35 nct stabilized. Y

1 167450 166+00 Right Check c.iams mstalleq Wlt?.'lll"l dxversmnl channel, l.o.ut not toe vy
to crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized,
. Check dams installed within diversion channel, but not toe
1 164+00 165+50 Right to crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized. Y
) Check dams installed within diversion channel, but not toe
1 161+00 163+00 Right to crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized. Y
’ 157400 1680+50 Right Check dams |nstalle§ Withln dlversmq channel, but not toe v
to crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized.

14 155+50 185+50 Right Sediment deposited at siit fence. Silt fence maintenance.

15, 11 154400 154400 Right Pre\tflous filter berm failures. F_’rewous sediment trap failure. y
. Sadiment and rock observed in stream.

z 154200 154200 Lett CeRE A neE Ry Her Slof-=ecimenaepes %

fprap-of jurisdictional-ditsh-
. Check dams installed within diversion channel, but not toe
1 151200 154+80 Right to crest; therefore, diversion channel is not stabilized. Y

1 150+00 154200 Left Check dam§ [ns.talled W|th_1r_1 ditch, but not toe to crest; Y
therefore, ditch is not stabilized.

1 145400 148400 Right Chegfﬁ dams not installed within ditch; therefore, ditch is naot
stabilized.

15 144+00 144+00 Right Sediment observed at top of rock berm at outlet end of N
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pipe.
20 144+00 144+00 Right Stream undermining pipe at outlet end.
1 140200 142450 Right C.heck. dams not 1n_sta||ed wﬁh_m channel; therefore,
diversion channel is not stabilized.
Silt fence not installed per specifications. Silt fence installed
14 140+00 140+50 Left loose, net installed upslope to prevent sediment loss. (See
‘ Photo)
Dirt berm not stabilized {ties into wood chip berm). Area
2,5 140+00 140+50 Left between silt fence and berm not stabilized. (See Photo)
12 138+00 138+00 Left Sediment basin slopes not stabilized.
Check dams not installed toe to crest for stabilization;
’ 132+00 137+00 Left therefore large ruis have developed in the ditch line
2.5 132400 139+00 Right glr?c;,)teo)not sufficiently stabilized along rock berm (See

Table of Types of Erosion and Sediment C

ontrol BMP’s orIssues

Diversion Interceptor

1 8 |Check Dam, Traversable[15 [Fitter Berm 22 | Concrete Washout
2 |Temporary Seeding g [Slope Drain 16 |Fiter Sock 23 | Secondary Spill Containment
3 |Permanent Sod or Seed |10 |Splash Pad 17 | Turbidity Curtain 24 | Temporary Stream Crossing
4 |Mulch (hydraulic or bonded|11 |Sediment Trap 18 |Surface Roughening 25 | Other:
fiper muich}
5 |Straw Mulch 12 [Sediment Basin 19 |Vegetative Filter Strip 26 | Other: Karst Features
{blown/laid/crimped)
6 |Erosion Control Blankeis |13 [Retention Pond 20 |Iniet/Cutlet Protection 27 | Other: Pipe arounds
7 |Check Dam 14 (Silt Fence 21 |Construction 28 | Other:
entrance/exit

Inspection Checklist [ Page 5




.

stand pipe of sediment basin at Sta. 934+00

and inlet

"SEGMENT 6
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1040+00

Photo 3-Check dam maintenance at Sta. 1061+00-
1065+00

% LR i e SEa
Photo 5-Concrete washout liner not stabilized and
high pH water in contact with bare soil at Sta.
1107450

"-'SEGMENT..T-" o

_c,
=
=
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o
[y}
I,
o |
D__
3
T
=
-
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]
=]
Q
o
2
D
jo R
=
=
Q
&]
Q.
(]
=5
=
o
14}
-~
3
[o}]
a

Photo 4-Sediment deposited in pipe at Sta.
1100+00

I
St

Photo 6-Dirt observed on riprap and filter cloth
maintenance at Sta. 1222+00
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Photo 7—Rem-0\_/é se-ciifnent at rock berm at Sta.
1222+00

Inspection Checklist | Page 3




LINEC -

Photo 1-Silt fence ndt installed per specs and area
not stabilized at Sta. 140+00-140+50

e L
Photo 3-Area not sufficiently stabilized at rock
berm at Sta. 132+00

inspection Checldist | Page 4




Date 16-jul

— GOHMANN .
< APHALL? CORSTRUCTION >

“‘“—JJ_E/
13

Contract
Forca Account/Extra Work For!

IR-33739 Project

e

168 Greene/Monros

T&M Erosion Contred - 2'+ Intensity

Laber Week Endii June 29, 2013
23-J39J 24-dun 25-Jun 25-Jun 27-Jun) 28-dun; 29-Jun)
Employee Craft 5 (] Total Rate Total
ol  33.93([% -
Terry Gregory Laborer ol § 2262 85
of §  as24 -
Terry Gregory - Sunday Work Laborer ol 8 2262 -
ofs 3975 B
Jeff Wandard Lah - Foreman ol 5 26,50 -
oS 4605 -
Doug Walton QOper -Foreman s 2070 -
Y 46.88 -
Clint Stroud Supervisor Q 31.25 -
0 46.88 | § -
Steve Parr Supervisor ol 3 3125 % -
al s 6LE0 | S -
Steve Parr - Sunday Supervisor ol s 3125 % -
G FERETSE -
Larry Fitch Lab - foreman oS 24121 8§ -
[¢] 43881 3% -
MNorman Haris Operator 0 29258 -
[ 3543 | & -
Keith Lester Lak - Foreman Q 2362 |5 -
o/$  4724|8 N
Keith Lester - Sunday Werk Lab - Foreman [ 22.62 | 5 -
o5 4605 8 -
Alfred Cormer Oper -Foreman ol 3070|% -
0| & EL40 | & -
Alfred Comer - Sunday Cpar-Foreman ol s 3070 | S -
ol & 3518 | 5 -
Kevin Hall Lab- Foreman ol & 2412 | 5 -
o] § aasals N
Stephen Sproles Qperator ol 29258 -
[415 58,50 | & -
Stephen Sprolos - Sunday Operator o] 292513 -
G| % 33835 -
Mighelle Engelsen Laborer 2 2 2262 % 45.24
] 4388 ¢ -
Eugene Waggoner Operator [d 292535
0 5850 3
Eugene Waggoner - Sunday Operator of 5 2825 8 -
3 4388 | § -
Jack Farmer Operator ol s 2925 & -
[ SRS0 [ S -
Jack Farmer - Sunday Operator 05  2925(3 -
0[5 43883 B
Rande|l Grant Dperator ol 3 20,25 -
ol 5 58,50 -
Randell Grant - Sunday Operator 0 29.25 -
9 43.88 -
Tim Thrasher Operator 2] 29.25 -
0 43.88 [ § -
Shane Granger Oparator 3 4 12 20257 4 351.00
o s 5B.50 -
Shane Granger - Sunday Operator ofs 2935 -
o s 33.93 -
Rosemary Hawkins-Welch Lahaorer 0| 22.62 -
i 4524 | § -
Rosemary Hawkins-Welch - Sunday Laharer 0 2262|585 -
0 43.88] 4 -
Elliot Sandlfer Qperator [ 2925 & -
[ 5850| 5 -
Elllot Sandlfer - Sunday Opetator al s 29.25 | & -
Q 23.92 -
Garald Stockdale Labarer q 22.62 -
Q 43.88 -
Henry Matthews Operator - 0| 28.25 -
0 4388 | & -
Btian Powel Operator ol s 29.25 | $ -
0|5 58508 -
Brian Poweli - Sunday Operator 0|5 25.25 ) $ -
ols 4388} S -
John Hall Qperator ol & 29.25 ] 5 -
pl$ sssols -
\John Hall - Sunday Operator B 2925 | & -
ol s 4388 | & -
Evan Hunter Qperator o s 2935 % -
[ 58.50 | § -
Evan Hunter - Sunday Operatar Of$ 2925 -
ol s 4538 -
Danny Patton Mechanic o s 30,25 -




ot s 58.50 | 5 -
Danny Patton - Sunday Mech OI8 2935]8 -
o3 a3Es|3 -
Larry Short Mechanlc 0l 8 22.25] % -
e 58.50 | 5 -
Larry Short - Sunday Mechanic ol g 29.25] 5 -
FEREETIE -
Giary Coopar Oparator ol8  2335]8 -
1] 58.50 -
Gary Cooper - Sunday Qperator o 28.25 -
Q 43.88 -
Phillip Rutledge: Operaior o 28.25 -
Q 46.88 | & -
James Hall Supervisor 03 3125 ) & -
03 4a3ss]$ -
John Bray Operator [ 20.25 1 % -
EEETEE -
Jahn Bray - Sunday Operator oS 20251 & -
ol § 33safd -
Jason Brown Labarer 0] $ 22,62 | & -
o] 5 43,88 | 8 -
Patriek Moare Operator o] 5 28255 -
of5  43sEys -
Lioug MacElroy OQperator 0 28251 ¢ -
0 4520 ¢ -
Jason Newten Qper-Foreman 8 6.5 14.5] 30204 5 437.90
Tota! Labor $ 83414 (1)
Fica 7.65 %% Line (1} 4 63.81 (2]
Tetal Hours 285
Fringes
Laborers. 2 Hrs x 5 1183 ] 23.66
Supervisor [i] Hrs x 5 16.18 = 5 -
Lsbor Faraman a Hrs x § 1183 = $ -
Operator Fereman 14.5 Hrsx 5 16.16 = S 234,32
Operators 12 Hrsx 5 16.16 = $ 193,92
Carpenters Hrs x E 16.54 = 5 -
Teamsters Hrs x = 5 -
Total Hours 8.5 Total Fringes 3 451,90 {3}
Worker's Compensation 10.09 % % Line {1} $ BL.16 ({4}
Bodlly Infury Insurahce 1.19 % % Line {1} & 9.93 (5}
Froperty Damage Insurance 2.21 % x Line {1} $ 26,78 {6}
State Unemployment 7.962 % x Line {1} 4 66.66 (7}
Federat Unemployment 1.5 % Line (1) 5 12.51(3)
Travel Allowence ar Subsistence {[Note #3) {9}
Totallines1,2,3,4,5,6,7, 2, &9 $ 1,549.90 {10}
20% x Line {10) 5 308,98 {11}
Garand Total Labor Lines {10) + {11} 5 1,859.87 {12}
insurance {13)
Taxas {14]
Total: Line {13) + {14} 5 {1s)
10 x Line (25) 3 {16}
Grand Total for Insurance, Taxes: Line (15} + {16} H -




Materiafs 109.04 {¢}
Materials Week Ending

June 29, 2013

{Aittach Copies of inveices) Total Materials {18}
129% x Line (18} {15
Grand Total Materials Line {18} + {19} {20)
Equipment 109.04 {d}
23 Jur| 2a-lu| 25-Jun 26-lun, 27-dun| 26-Jun 28-Jun
Contractor Owned Equipment s M T W T F s Blua BonkRate | Adjusted Ra
Model & Year Total Monthly + 176 Hi| Age & Region Exlanclan
1028-Koematsu Backhos WB140-21 - 2008 )] 5 36.52 5 -
1617 - Broce Broom RGT-350 - 2008 [1] 5 20.27 5 -
4006 - Excavalor PC400 - 2007 g S 20090 ] -
4411 - Excavator PC450 ~ 2011 1] 202.90 5 -
002 - Supervisor Pickup (Varicus) 8| 5| 14 25.00 5 350.00
Mechanics Tauek Q 26.52 -
4012 - Exeavator PC450 - 2011 o 3 202,80 -
5418 - Forkiift CAT THSSCE - 2004 a -
9025 - Plekup - Chewvy Silverado - 2005 0 5 16.61 -
9085 - Plekup - 2008 Ford F160 - 2006 [¢] ] 16,61 -
8835 - Kubota RTVEO00 Utility Vehiele - 2011 2 B 14 12.00 5 168.00
5882 - Kubota RTVECOW Utility Vehicle « 2007 a 12.00 § -
8281 - Kubota RTVA00 Liilty Vehlcle - 2011 o i2.o0 B -
3508 - Dozer - Komatsu D39EX - 2008 Q £3.03 $ -
A003 - Excavatar - Cat 325G - 2002 0 117,67 $ -
RE48 - Moraoka MET 2200WD Track Trusk o $
R7044 - IHI IC-10 o $
RCO0849-T - Excavator PC200 [ 5
ROC0G4 - Excavator Cat 345 a & -
RCC3070 - IHIICTS Tracked Dump Truck 4] 3 -
RMUZ2401 - Kawasakl Mula 610 0 3 -
RIMUZ408 - Kawasakl Mula 510 o 5 -
RMU2407 - Kawasaki Mule 610 ] S -
RPAG1281 - Excavator Cat 320 8 B $ -
R&PMN201 - Excavator Cat 3208 ] 5 -
RCO851-T Excavalor Kematsy PC200 a E] -
RCO627-G Dozer Komatsu D-51 PX o H -
REAGSS Excavatar Cat 320CL 0 5 -
R&47 Morooka MST 2200VD Frack Teuck [} 5 -
RKJ&61138 Dozer Cat DT LGP 1] 5 -
RPAB2032A Excavator Cat 3200.C 1] 5 -
RE41 Morooka MST 2200VD Track Truck 1] 5 -
AU03 - Excavatar Cat 3250 4] -
REBA3808 - Rosco Aroem a -
RFACT28 - Excavator Cat 320 0 -
Total Contracter Owned Fquipment & 51800 {21}
Rented Equipment {Attach Daily Copies of Invoices 22}
Fuel, Lubricants and Transportation Costs & 282.40 {23}
Total Lines {21}, {22}, (23) 3 780.40_ (24}
12% x Line {24) 5 93.65_[25}
Grand Total Equipment Lines {24) + {25) H B74,05 (26}
Subrontracts Week Ending June 29, 2013
Description Amount
Total Subeontract Week Ending H - (27
Totat Subeontract to Date B - {m)
10% x Line (28] 53,000 or Less FALSE (29)
7% ¥ Ling {28} over 53,000 FALSE (20)
Grand Total Subonctract Lines (28], (29}, {30} 5 {21
Total Lines {12}, (17, {20), (26), {31) $ 2,733.92 (32)
04 % of Bend Rate Based Upon Line 32 S 1084 {33}
108 x Line (32 5 109 {34)
Total Extra WWork Lines {32}, {33, {34] $ 2,745,985 {35)




Fuei Calculations SalHour Fuel $/Gal  Total
R348 - Morooka MST 22000 Track Truck o 5 54.10[ 5 -
R7044 - HI IC-10 ] 5 54100 § -
RCOB48-T - Excavator PC200 [1] 3| 54.10) 5 -
RCCO54 - Excavatar Cat 345 0 12 $4.10 -
RCCA070 - HI IC7S Tracked Bump Truck 1] 5| 4.10 -
RMLIZ401 - Kawasaki Mule 610 Q 2 3.75 -
RMLI2406 - Kawasaki Mule 610 Q 2 3.75 -
RMLIZ407 - Kawasaki Mule 6§10 Q 2 $3.78) & -
RPAC1281 - Excavater Cat 320C g 8| 5$4.10| & 262,40
RSPMAM - Excavator Cat 3208 [1] 8 5430 & -
RCO851-T Excavatar Komatsu PC200 [1] B 54,10 & -
RCO827-G Dozer Komatsu D-51 PX o 10| 4.10] & -
REASS3 Excavator Cal 320CL 1] 8 4.10] § -
R647 Morooka MET 2200VD Track Truck o 5 4.10] § -
RKJ81138 Dozer Cat DET LGP 0 10 4.10] 5 -
RPAB2032A Excavator Cat 320LC 0 B 4.10] 5 -
RE41 Morooka MST 2200WD Frack Truck 0 5 4, 10 -
AD03 - Excavator Cat 3250 a 30 4. 10 -
RB4880% - Rosco Broom a g 4, 1.0} -
RPAC128 - Excavator Cat 320 a g 4.10 -
Total 262,40




Date 16-Jul-13

Centract IR-33738 Profect 6% Greene/Monrue
Force Account/Extra Work For: T&M Erosion Centrod - 2'+ Intensity
Labor Week Endil July 6, 2013
50-Jun [y 2] >uf - 5ul 6
Employee Craft B [m i w T F s Total Rate Total
ofs 33833 -
Brion Michei Lahorer 12 12 10 34 2262 |8 76g.08
0 3303 | % -
Dessa Murphy Laborer 12 10 22 226208 497.64
0 387513 -
Jeff Woodard Lab - Foreman 8 8 B 241 26501 8 536.00
g5 460s}§ N
Doug Waltan Qper -Foreman ol 3070[%5 -
ofs 4605 % -
Jamas Wallace: Oper Foreman 7 6,5 21.5|% 30701 8 560,05
o[s as83] S -
Clint Stroud Supervisor 8 7 g 24| 3135[3 750.00
oj$  4688]8 -
Stave Parr Supervisor & 2 [} 2215 3125| % £87.50
11§ 62.50 -
Steve Parr- Sunday Supervisor s 3123 -
0| 36.18 -
Larry Fiteh tah - Foreman 2| B 2412 | % 192.98
0 43.88 | 5 -
Jeremy Shorther COperator # S5 2935)|% 117.00
05 3543|% -
Keith Lester Lab - Foreman 11.5 13 10| 36,5] 23.62 £62.13
i} 0 4724 -
Keith Eester - Sunday Wark Lab - Foreman Q 2362 -
g 46.05 -
Alfted Comer Oper -Foreran 0 30701 % -
of5 &130f3 -
Alfred Corner - Sunday Oper-Foreman 4] 3070 -
[+] 36.18 -
Kevin Hall Lab - Foreman 12 13 7 31 24,12 T2
[¢] 4388 § -
Stephen Sprolas Gperator 8 8 2925 % 234.00
0 Sas0| 3 -
Stephen Sproles - Sunday Qperator o) s 29.25 | & -
[ 33.93 [ ¢ -
Michelle Engelsan Laborer 12 11.5] 10 3350 % 2262 | § F57.77
[ENEEETE B N
Eugens Waggonar Operatar 8 [ 6 2/5 20258 643.30
1] 58,50 -
Eugens Waggoner - Sunday Operatar 1) 29.25 -
[1} 43.88 -
Douglas Gabb Operator 8 B 8| 24 29.25 | & 70200
0; 4388 | 5 -
Randy Nawkirk Operator 8 8 18 2925 % 468.00
s s3aE |3 -
Douglas Crooks Operator g 8 2.5 18505 zmas |3 541.13
N -
Brian Truelove Operator B 4 2 4|5 23.25) % 403.50
ols 43maf S
Tim Thrasher Operator ols  29.35(% -
o5 a383}s -
Shane Granger Operstor 8| 2 .8 245 28253 202.00
0|5 s8s0q% -
Shane Grangel - Sunday Operstor o|$ 282518 -
0] $ 33831 8§ -
Rosemary Hawklns-\Welch Laborer o| s 22.62 | § -
ofs 33835 -
Gragoy Cdle Laborer 11 12 2 31j5  2262|5 701,22
ofs  43ms|3 _
Jack Hardin Orperator 8 F] & 245 2923 3 702.06
o[ s 4388 | % -
Michae) Gregory Operatar 8| 8|5 2825|%5 234.00
0% 3393|% -
Gerald Stockdale Labarer i1 12 8] 31) % 22625 70122
0[5 43885 -
Heney Matthaws Qperator ol s 2925 | & -
ol5 4388 -
Brizn Powell Operator [ 29,25 -
of 5 43.88 -
Cody Pirtle Operator [ 8{5 29353 234.00
1} 43.38 | § -
Juha Halt Operator 8 g 2825 5 234.00
a 5850 | 5 -
John Hall - Sunday Operator 0 2925 | & -
] 43.83 | & -
Evan Hunter Operator 2| 5 13| 29255 380.25
gl szsa|s -
Evan Bunter - Sunday Operator al 5 29,25 | & -
ofs 4s538!% -
Canny Patton IMechanic ols 3025]% -
ol 4za8s)4 -
Gary Harrls Qperator 6.5 B 6.5 2118 2925} % 614,25
ols 4zasfs -
Larry Shart ¥ o5 29.25(% .
o[s sssofd -
Larry Shart - Sunday Mechanlc N EEEES S -
o5 43883 -
Gary Cooper Qperator g 4/ 2 14| 29.25| 5% 409,50
[t] 4388 | § -
Michael Lee Operatar 8 8 8 24 2025 | § Fuz.00
0 3393 |3 -
Banny Richardson Eabarar 10.5 125 9 32 2262 |5 723.84
] 46.88 | & -
Jarmes Hall Supervisor g 8 4 20 3L2s| & §25.00
o8 43.88 [ § -




John Bray Operator ol$ 29253 -
a5 £8.50 -
John Bray - Sunday Operator o] 2925 -
0 33.93 -
Jason Brewn taborer o 236215 -
Q 4388 [ § -
Patrick Moare Operator 8 8 l6l$ 29355 4568.00
0] a4388[% -
Doug MacElroy Qperatar g 4 2 14| & 2025 & 402,50
ol 4530l 3 -
Jasun Nevdan Oper -Foreman ] 5 8 24§ 302018 724,80
Tatal Labor S 1824156 (1)
Fica 7.65 % x Line [1) 5 1,395.48 [2)
Totat Hours a75
Fringes
Laborers Hrs % 5 11.83 3 2,170,581
Superulsor Hrsx 5 16.16 = 5 1,066,556
Labor Fareman Hrsx 1i.83 = $ 1,177.09
Operator Foreman Hrs % 16.16 = 5 735.28
Operators Hrs x 16.16 = $ 4,532 88
Carpenters Hrsx 16,54 = 5 -
Teamstars Hes x = 5 -
Total Hours 675 Total Fringes % 9,682.61 (3)
Worker's Compensation 10.09 % x Line {1} E] 1,840.57 {4
Bodily {njury Insurance 1.19 % x Line 1) 3 217.07_{5)
Property Damage Insurance 3.21 %xLine {1} [ 585.55_{6)
State Unemployment 7.997 %x Line {1} $ 1,457.87 {7)
Federal Unemployment 1.5 % x Line (1] 3 273.62 (8)
Travel Allowance or Subsistence {Note #3} {9
Totailines 1,2,3,4,5,6,7. 8 &9 5 33,694.33 {104
205 x Line {10} B 5,738.87 (11)
Grand Total Laber Lines {10) + {11} 5 4043320 {12)
Ihsurahce {13}
Taxes {14}
Totak Line (13)+({14] H - {15}
10% x Line (15) 5 R )]
Grand Total for Insurance, Taxes: Line {15} + (16} k] - {7




Materlals 109.04 {c }
Materials Week Ending

June 29, 2013

{Attack Copies of Invoices) Total Materials (181

12% x Lina (32) 1191

Grend Total Materials Line (18) + (19) (20)

ipment 108.04 {d}
30-Jur [T | 3 4-4uf 5l 6-Jul
Contracter Owned Equlpment s W T w Bluo Bonk Rate | Adjusted Rats
Model & Year Tota] Monthly + 176 Hr | Aga & Ragion Extenzion

1025-Komatsu Backhoe WEB140-2W - 2006 [ 36.53 $
1517 - Broce Broom RCT-350 - 2008 [\ 29.27 $ -
4070 - Kommatsu PC400 Excavater 9 4 2 15 20190 S 3,028.50
4005 - Excavatar PC400 - 2007 ] 5 20490 $ -
4011 - Excavator PC450 - 2011 11 12 11 a4 5 202.90 $ 6,298.60
4015 -~ Excavatar Cat 3450L 12 12 7 a1 4 202.90 g 6,285,900
4014 - Excavator Cat 2450L 4 4 s 202.90 ] B11.60
8002 - Supervisar Pickup (Various} 52.5 53.5 EL] 144 5 25.00 5 3,600.00
tachanics Truck a 5 26.52 -
4012 - Excavator PCA50 - 2011 11 11 5 202.90 2,231.80
5418 - Forldift CAT THE60E - 2004 4] -
90145 - Pickup - Chevy 2005 8 2 7 23 5 16,61 382.03
9023 - Pickup - Chevy 1957 2 2 4 5 16.61 66.44
9025 - Plckup - Chevy Sitverado - 2005 0 16.61 B -
0088 - Pickup - 2005 Ford F150 - 2008 13 13| 9.5 3535 16.61 § 589.66
9855 - Kubala RTWE00 Utility Vehiele - 2011 8 8| B 24 13.00 H 288.00
9854 - Kubota RTW00 Utiiity Vehiclz 9 10 6.5 255 12.00 306.00
9862 - Kubota RTWE00W Utility Vehlcle - 2007 0 1200 -
9891 - Kubeta RTVE00 Utitty Vehicle - 2011 Q 12.00 -
3509 - Dozer - Komatsy D32EX - 2009 O 58.02 -
4003 - Excavatar - Cat 325C - 2002 o $ 117.67 5 -
RE48 - Morocka M&T 2200VD Track Truck o H -
R7044 - IHI {c-t0 o 5 -
RCO0268 Cat D&T LGP Dozer g 9.5 18.5 ] -
RCOB49-T - Excavator PC200 [} 5 -
RCCO54 - Excavator Cat 345 g 3 -
RCC3070 - HUICTS Tracked Dump Truck ] 5 -
RMU2401 - Kawasaki Mute 610 i3 i3 9.5 355 5 -
RMUIZ406 - Kawasaki Muts 610 0 B -
RMLI2407 - Kawasaki Mule 810 11.5 12 8 315 $ -
RPAC1281 - Excavator Cat 320C 12 11; 10 EE] 5 -
RSPNA01 ~ Excavator Cat 3208 1] 5 -
RC0853-T Excavator Kamatsu PC200 o 5 -
RCOB27-G Dozer Kontatsu D-61 FX 0 ,
REAGS3 Exoavator Cat 320CL 1] -
REAGTO4 - Cat 320 Ewcavator 11 12 El 32 -
RG47 Morooka MST 2200VD Track Truck 4] -
RKJE1138 Dozer Cat DET LGP 11 11 -
RPAB203224 Excavator Cat 320L.C ] -
Ré41 Morooka MST 2200%D Track Truek o $ -
R478 - Moraoka 2200 VD Track D 10 4| z 6 $ -
A0S - Excavator Cat 325C 0 S -
RGOY22 - Cat DET LGP Dozer 1o 10 20 5 -
RE43 - DBT Dozer 11 [ 19 S -
R428 75 11.5 B 27
RECO6S - Cat 349 - Excavator 12 13 8.5 34.5 -
R210178 - Valvo EC480 Excavator 13 12 Al 29 -
RELO347 - Hydrema $12HM Truck 10 4 2| 16 -
REB48E09 - Rogsoo Breom Q -
RPAC128 - Excavator Cat 320 a

Total Contractor Gwned Equipment 5 24,492,623 (21}

Rented Equipment [Atiach Dally Coples of Invoices {22}

Fuel, Lubricants and Transportation Costs 3 5,080.95 {23}

Total Lines {21), {22), (23} § 29,543,358 {24}

12% x Line {24) 4 3,545.23 {25}

Grand Total Equipment Lines {24} + {25} & 33,088.80 {26}




Subcantracts Week Ending Aptll 6, 2012
Description Amount
Total Subcontract Week Ending $ -7
Total Subcontract te Date s -2
A% ¥ Line (22) $3,000 or Less FALSE (29
7% X Line {28) over 53,000 FALSE (30}
Grand Total Subonctract Lines {28}, {24}, {3Q) 3 - (3
Totsl Lines {12}, {17), (20}, {26, (31) $ 73,522.00 (32}
0.4 % of Bond Rate Based Upon Line 32 5 20400 (33)
1% « Line {33} 5 2941 (34
Total Extra Work Lines [32), {33], {34) s 73,245.50 (35)
Fuel Calculations GalHour Fuel $/iGal  Total
RB48 - Moroaka MST 2200VD Track Track [+l 5 3410 & -
R7044 - IHI IC-10 [ 5 $4.10| & -
RCO0368 Cat DET LGP Dozer 9 9.3 18.5 g $4.10| 5 606.80
RCO844-T - Excavator PC200 [} 12 $a.10) $ -
RCCO54 - Excavator Cat 345 [1] 5 sa.10] & -
RCC3070 - HI HC75 Tracked Bump Truck 0 2 53.75) 8 -
RMU2401 - Kawasaki Muls 610 13 13 8.5 35.5 2 $3.75| 5 266,25
RMU2406 - Kawasaki Mule &10 [ 2 $3.75 -
RMU2407 - Kawssaki Mulz 810 115 12| B 3.5 a8 $4.10) 1,033.20
RPAC1291 - Excavator Cat 3200 12 11 10| 33 1 4,30/ 1,082.40
REPNA01 - Excavator Cat 3208 0 & 4,10} § -
RC0851-T Excavater Kamatsu PC200 0 10 4.10) & -
RCOE27-5 Dezer Komatsu D-51 PX 0 & $4.10f & -
REAGE3 Excavatar Cat 320CL Q $4.10[ § -
REAGT94 - Cat 320 Excavator 11 12 El a2 10| $4.10| & 1,312.00
RE47 Moroaka MST 2200VD Track Truck a ) $4.10[ § -
RK.J&1138 Bozer Cat DET LGP 1 11 5. $4.10| § 225.50
RPAB20324 Excavator Cat 320L.C a 101 $4,10) 8 -
RE41 Morooka MST 2200VD Track Truck a 5 $a,1a] § -
RATB - Morooka 2200 V) Track D 10 4| 2 16 &: 32,101 & 524.80
ADD3 - Exeavator Cat 325C 0 2 $4.0] & -
RCCH22 - Cat DET LGP Dozer io 10| 20 B $4.10] & 656.00
RE43 - DBT Dozer 11 19 2 $4.10] & 62320
R426 7.5 115 27 g §4.10] & 885.60
RCCOGE - Cat 349 - Excavator 12 33 345 2 5410 § 1,13160
R219178 - Valvo EC480 Excavator 13 iz 29 g 54100 & 951,20
RCL03247 - Hydrema 212HM Truck 10 4 2 i6 E $410| & 524.80
RB42809 - Rosco Broom o 8 $4.10] § -
RPAC128 - Excavator Cat 320 o 8 $4.10] § -
Total 5 & 050,95




Date 16-lui-13

Contract
Force Account/Extra Work For:

1R-33739 Project

159 GraenaiMonrog

T&M Erosion Contro| - 2°+ Intensiy

Labor Week Endh July 13, 2013
Todul ] o-ul [ 11-Jul 1200 ]
Estployes Craft s M Total Total
T B N
Brion Mitchell Laborer ] g 203.58
5 -
Dessa Murphy iabarer 9 12 12 g 746,46
5 -
Shauntrell Watts Laborer bl 1z 12 5 74646
< _
Richard Winters Laborer 9 12 i2 46,46
Jefirey Staggs Lahorer 9 12 12 746,46
Adam King Laborer k] 12| 12 23] 2262 |3 736.46
ols  3393|3% -
Gary Holt taborer 9| 12 12 3|5 22825 756,46
ofs 33933 -
Robert Derton Labarer 9 12/ 12 3|8 Tzaezfs 746.46
ols  asrsis -
Joff Woodard Lak - Foreman 5 4 ol & 26.50 | § 238.50
0|5 45.05 | & -
Doug Walton Oper -Foreman 8 8| 8 B 3zs 3070 | % 982.40
0|5 4s0s |3 N
James Wallace Oper -Foreman o|$  3070]% -
o|l$ ascssls -
Chint Stroud Supervisor 3 A 3125 & 250.00
ols 15835 -
Steve Parr Superulsor 5| 4 9fs  3125|% 281,23
of$  E250]% -
Steva Parr - Sunday Supervisor o8 3125| 5 -
‘ql s 36.18 | -
Larry Fitch Lab - Foreman 17 B 200§ 2412 | & 482,40
pl$ 43888 -
Jeremy Sharther Operator 28| 83 20,25 | & 234.00
BEETEE -
Keith Lester Lab - Foreman 5 4 B.5 10 8 33,5 23.652 79127
Q 47.24 -
Keith Lester - Sunday Work Lak - Fereman 0 23.62 -
[¢] 46.05 1 3 -
Alfred Comer Oper -Foreman 4.5 4.5 30.70 ) & 13815
ol 3 61.40 -
Alfred Comer - Sunday Oper-Foreman ol & 30.70 -
ol s6.a8 -
Kevin Hall Lab - Foreman g B 2412 | 5 217.08
o[ a3ss -
Stephen Sproles Operator o5 29,25
ol s 58.50 -
Stephen Sprojes - Sunday Operatar o5 2925 -
. 0 3393 -
Michalle Engalsen Laborer 8 2 2262 % 180.96
| 33.93 [ § .
Gayle Combs Laborer 13| 12 6 4 24 2262 % 769.08
1) 43.88 | 3 -
Eugene Waggoner Operstor 5 sjs  2925]%¢ 146.25
0j$ sss50(3 -
Eugene Waggoner - Sunday Operator 1] 2925 | 5 -
o 43.88 | 5 -
Douglas Cobb Operator 4 A 2925 [ ¢ 117.00
als 4388 |35
Randy Newkirk Operator 0l s 20.25 | %
05 43883 _
Dnuglas Craoks Operater 5 3 o5 2o25(¢% 263.25
o[% azse|s -
Brian Truelove Qperator a 20.25 | § -
Q 43.88 [ 5 -
Tim Thrashear Operator 0 20.25 | §
0 1388 | 5 -
Shane Granger Qperator gl 5 29.25 | § -
of$ sesols -
Shane Grangsr - Sunday Gperator o|s 29253 -
of$ 3393|¢ -
Rossmany Hawkins-Welch Laborer 12 17| 6 El 335 22.62 | § FA6.45
ol 33me3is -
Gregoy Odle labarar 13 8 12, 8 40| & 2262 1 5 804,80
o[§ azezls -
Timwthy Reynolds labarar 3 HE 22.62 | 5 67.86
o[5 33m3fs -
Levl Wall iabarar 4 12 36| 5 2262 | § 361.92
of$ 438 ¢ -
Jeck Hardin Operator 4 4|5 2925 117.00
[¢] 43.88 -
Michaal Gregory Dperator t] 28.25 -
[¢] 33.93 -
Gerald Stockdsls Laborer 12 8 12 g 49| 2262 ]S 504.20
] 43.88 1 5 -
Heney Matthews Operator 0| 29,251 % -
[t] 43,881 4 -
frian Powell Operator o|l$ 20358 -
o|$  s3ea|s -
Cody Pirtie Operatar ofs  2sas|E -
of5  s3sa|5 -
John Hail Operator 5 4 2[4 29258 351,00
o|ld  =850]s -
Juhn Hall - Sunday Operator ol s 29,25| & -
018 43885 -
Evan Hunter Operatar (%] 278.25] 5 -
N 58.50 | 5 -




Evan Hunter - Sunday Operator o] 2025 F 5 -
O 4538 [ & -
Danny Patton Machanic el 3025(5 -
i 43.881 3 -
Gary Harrls Operator 8] 5 13 29.25| % 380.25
O 4388 | & -
Larry Short Mechanic [9%3 29.25 | & -
of & S50 | 5 -
Larry Short - Sunday h 0§  2225|5 -
0] % 43.88 | 5 -
Gary Gooper Operatar [l ai§ 292535 117.00
o[s 4assl ¢ _
Michael Lse Gperator 4 & 12 24| § 2925 702.00
K R EET) -
Danny Richardson ! aborsr B 22,62 -
ol s 32.93 -
Jesse Lea Laharar a 12 12| ri 2262 | 8 123,84
- a 33983 |5 -
Travis Sanders Lahorer 8 3 11 262 % 248.82
a 33933 -
James Lee Labarer 12 12 2008 22828 542.88
0ls 4deEE]|s -
James Hafl Supervisor 5| 5|5 3125t 156,25
ol 43889 -
John Bray Cperator of5 292598
o|ls s850]5 —
John Pray - Sunday Qperator ol s 29.25] 5 -
0F % 33,93 | & -
Jasen Brown Lahorer 5,5 856 wez s 19277
03 33.93 |8 -
Justin Tonay Lahorer 8.5 B 85| 8 2252 | § 192.27
o| & 43.88 | & -
Patrlck Moore Operator ofl§ 29253 -
. ol 8 43,88 -
Daug MacElrmy Operator o 5 29,25 -
ol s 4530 -
Jason Newton Oper -Foreman als 3020 -
Total Labor 3 17,220.81 (1)
Fica 765 Y xLina {1) 3 1318.08 (2)
Total Hours 711
Fringes
Laborers 498 Hrsx & 1183 5 5,891.34
Supervisor 23 Hrs x ¢ 16.16 = 5 385,52
Labor Foreman 715 Hrs % ] 1183 = s £45.85
Operster Foreman 365 Hrsx 3 16.16 = $ 582.21
Operators 83 Hrsx 3 16.16 = 3 1,341.25
Carpenters Hrsx § 16.54 = % -
Teamsters Hrsx = $ -
Total Hours 711 Total Fringes $ 9,022.83 (3)
Worker's Compensation 10.09 % x Lina {1) 3 1,738,49 (4)
Bodlly Injury Insurance 1,19 % x Lina {1} % 205.03 (5}
Property Damage Insurance 321 % xlna i1} % 552,08 [6)
State Unemployment 7.992 %% Line {1} 5 1,377.01 (7}
Federal Unemployment 1.5 % x Line {1} 3 258,45 {3}
Travel Allowance or Subsistence {Note #3) {9
Totallines 1,2,3,4,5,6,7.8, &9 5 3170377 (1)
208 % Line {10} 4 6,340.75 {11)
Grand Total Labor Lines {10 + {11} 5 38,044.52 (12}




Insurance {13}
Taxes (14)
Total: Line (13} + (14} {15]
30% x Line {15] {18)
Grand Total for Insurance, Taxes: Line (15) + (36) {172)

[

Materials 103.04 {c }

Materials Wesk Ending July 13,2013 i

{Attach Coples of Involces) Total Materials (18]
12% x Line {18) (13
Grand Total Materials Line {18) + (15} {20

Equipment 105.04 (d)

T'JE!L B-lul S Jull 0 Jul| A1-Juel 12| 13 Jul

tractor Gwned Equj -
Contractor ned Equipment s M T w T v < Blus Book Rate | Adjusted Rate

Modal & Year Total Morthly =178 Hr| Aga & Ratiioh Extension

1023-Komatsu Backhos WE140-2M - 2006 1} 5 26.53 -

1517 - Brocs Broom RCT-350 - 2008 H 29.27 -

4004 - Excavator - Kornatsu PC400 S 20090 -

4040 - Komatsu PC400 Excavater

4011 - Excavator PC4G0 - 2011 1,623.20

4015 - Excavator Cat 34500 1,826.10

[
0
a
4006 - Excavator PC400 - 2007 [ 202,80
) 8
9
4014 - Excavator Gat 34501 g

wlwin

1,826.10

9002 - Supervisor Pickup {Various) 29 12 42 B3 2,075.80

Mechanics Truck [1]

[ | e |41
N
I
o
&

4012 - Excavater PCA5Q - 2011 12 3 20 £058.00

5418 - Forklift CAT THESOB - 2004

149.4¢

4 [ur

9023 - Pickup - Chevy 1897

a
9018 - Pickup - Chevy 2005 9. 9
a
2]

9026 - Pickup - Chevy Silverade - 2005

9083 ~ Pickup - 2008 Fard F150 - 2006 6.5 107,97

o
b
ISk
o
8

9235 - Kubota RTV200 Utility Vehlsls - 2011

9834 - Kubota RTVO00 Utillty Vehlcle

=)
"
b
=]
=1

9882 - Kubota RTVS0OW Liility Vahlcle - 2007 9

@

9891 - Kubots RTY300 Whilly Vehicle - 2019 1z 12| 6

w
]

3609 - Dozer - Komatsy D39EX - 2008

o] o
w
i)
=1
@

4003 - Excavator - Cat 325G - 2002

RG48 - Moracka MST 2200V Track Trrrek

R7044 - IHIIC-10

RCCO3E3 Cat DAT LGP Mozar

RC0245-T ~ Excayator PC200

RCC0H - Excavator Cat 345

@
n
e
o
@
o
10 fn o |t [ [ | o b e |em [0 [1a |0 [ fon o | [ e Fn [ en fen e o0

RCCA070 - M1 ICTS Tracked Dump Truck

RMUZ401 - Kawasaki Mule 610 5 4 6.5 10 8

w
wn

ocjwo|o|olslolle|ale

RMU2406 - Kawasak| bule €10

RMU2407 - Kawasakj Mule 810 12 4

RPAC1291 - Excavator Cat 320C

RE8PNS0 - Excavaior Cat 3208

RCABS1-T Excavator Kematsy PC200

RGO827-G Dozer Komatsu 0-51 PX

REAGS3 Excavator Cat 320CEL

REAGT94 - Cat 320 Excavator 12 8 13 12

RB47 Morocka MST 220080 Track Truck

RKJE1138 Dozar Cat DET LGP

RPAB2032A Excavator Cat 320LC

R&41 Morogka MST 220040 Track Truck

R478 - Morooka 2200 VD Track D

ADOS - Excavator Cat 325C

RCCE22 - Cat DET LGP Dazer

RA43 - DET Dozer

R428 - PC40C Komatsu 12

REGOES - Cat 349 - Excavator 6.5

R210178 - Velvo EC480 Excavator 5 7.5

RCLD347 - Hydrema 812HM Truck

RBASEOD - Rosve Broom

RPAC128 - Exoavator Cat 320

ol o
cc:ﬁu,\,acacauooﬁoonnnm

3
3
]
3
3
s
3
3
S
3 N
k)
H
k]
5
5
k]
5
E]
2,

Total Contractor Owned Equipment $ 12,133.86 (21}
Rented Equipment {Attach Daily Capies of Involees (22}
Fuel, Lubricants and Transpertation Costs 258005 [23)
Tatal tines {21), {22), {23} 14,713.31 (24}
12% x Line (24} 176567 [25}
Grand Total Equipment Lines {24) +(25) 16,475.57 {26}

o[ andes




Subrontracts Week Ending July 13, 2013
Description Amount
Total Subcontract Week Ending 5 o]
Total Subcontract to Date 5 - {28)
10% x Line {28) 53,000 ot Less FALSE {29)
7% x Line (28) over $3,000 FALSE {30)
Grand Total Subonctract Lines (28), {29}, (30) ] A
Total Lines (12}, {17), {20}, {26}, {31} 3 5452410 {32)
0.4 % of Bond Rate Based Upon Line 32 $ 21810 (33)
10% « Line [33) < 2181 (34)
Tatal Extra Work Lines (32), (33}, (34 5 54,764.00 {35)
Fuel Calculations GalHour Fue| §/Gal  Tofal
R&44 - Morooka MST 22000 Track Truck 0 s $4.10| -
R7044 - [HI IC-10 <] s sa10[ $ -
RCC0368 Cat DET LGP Dozer o 8 $4.10} & -
RC0840-T - Excavatar PC200 o 12 54.10) § -
RCC054 - Excavator Gat 345 o 5 S$4.10§ 3 -
RCCA070 - [HI IG75 Tracked Dump Trusk Q 2 53.75) § -
RMU2401 - Kawasaki Muls 810 5 4 8.5 10| 2 33.5 2 53.75| & 251,25
FRMUZ406 - Kawasaki Muls 610 0 2 53.75] § -
RMUZ407 - Kawasaki Muls 610 12 4] 16 3 54.10] & 524.80
RPAC1291 - Excavator Cat 3200 5] 8| 54,10 § -
RSPN901 - Excavater Cat 3208 @ 8 54,101 5 -
RCOBS1-T Excavator Komatsy PC209 Q 10 5410 5 -
REO62¥-G Diozer Komatsu D-51 PX 0 8 4,100 & -
REAGS3 Excavator Cat 320CL 0 5 4.10] 5 -
REAG704 - Cat 320 Excavator 1z 8 12| i2 A% 10 4.10{ § 1,50:4.00
R647 Morooka MST 2200VD Track Truck o 2 4.0 § -
RKJ61138 Dozer Cat DET LGP o] 5 4.10( 5 -
RPAB2032A Excavator Gat 320L.C o] 10) $4.20| $ - -
R&41 Morooka MST 220090 Track Truck 0 2 $4.10] % -
F478 - Morooka 2200 VD Track B [¢] & $4.10| 5 -
A002 - Excavator Cat 3250 o & $4.10] 5 -
RCCB22 - Cat DBT LGP Dozsr ) [ sa.10] & -
RE43 - DAT Dozer 1] 8 34,10 § -
RA26-PC400 Komatsu i2 12 B $4.10| & 3393.60
RCCOSS - Cat 348 - Excavator 65 6.5 3 4.10 213.20
R210178 - Volve EC480 Excavator 5 7.5 12.5 |3 4,10 410.00
RCLO347 - Hydrema 812HM Truck [ 8 410 -
RB46800 - Roseo Broom o 8| 8410 3 -
RPACT28 - Exeavator Cat 320 a 8| §4.10] § -
Total 3 2,580.05




ATTACHMENT D

Photos representing materials removed from and being replaced in Karst feature located in Indian Creek
Township



T

-Large pile of debris and unsuitable material récehtly excavated from a Karst feature. Due to the
vicinity of swallet 4-0181, this likely have come from this feature during the exploration.



-Various stockpiles of clean treatment materials



-Swallet f)rotection on all sides as well as the ageregate envelope can be seen.



-Larger size rip rgp in the double sinkhole feature. Rip rap appears to be clean and clear of dirt
particles. Please note filter berms on either side of the slopes protecting the karst feature from
. any runoff of the hills and the jurisdiction stream below from any sediment laden water.



ATTACHMENT E

1993 Karst MCU

I-69 Section 4 Karst MQU



EXECUTIVE BOCUMEN
State Furm 41221 (R10/4-06

AGENCY INFORMATION

&@@EW@@ 14. Name of agency: 15. Requisition Number:

Instructions for Gommpleting the EDS and e Contract pracess. tndiana Dept of Transportation

FEB 2.3 2012

1. Pleﬂse read the guidelines on the back of this ferm

16. Address:  [rept Of Transportation

2. Please type all informat C% Cuntract Administeation Divisi
3. Cheek all boxes that apj@@ﬁ CGB‘&E&'& S ﬁ\?&ﬁfgggg ﬁﬁg‘z’\g‘{‘”ﬁ
4, For amendments / renewals, aftach original contract, . "
5. Atiach addilional pages if necessary. AGENCY CONTACT INFORNMATION
l(la 17, Name: 13 Telephone w
1, EDS Number: 2. Date prepured: : Sandra Flum 31?[650-923?’

19. E-mail address:
sflum@indot.in.gov

2/6/2012
3. CONTRAGTS & LEASES

_ A243-12-320574

©OURIER INFORMATION

— ProfessionaifPersonal Services . Coniract for procured Services

: 2. 7Tel, .
— Grant __Maintenance 20. Na"“‘_- . elephane #
— tLease __tlcense Agrsement Harriet Briggs 317-232-4005
— Aftomney ____Amendment# 22, E-mail address:
- MOU —Renewal # hbriggs@indot.in gov
. QPA A other _ BRAINAGE VENDDR INFORMATION

FSCAL INFORMATION 23 Vendor 1D # 6000102961

4. Account Number; 5. Account Nam
63200-. INDOT DOT Fund 24, Name: ) 25, Tetephone #:
B. Total amount this action; 7.New contract fotal: INDIANA NATURAL RESQURCES KXXXXXKKAX
$0.00 0.00 26, Address: 402 W, WASHINGTON ST. RM 286w
8. Revenue geherated this action: 9.Revenue generated total contrach INDIANAPQLIS, IN 45204
$0.00 $0.00
10.-Maw totaf amount for each fiscal year
Year 2012 50,00 27. E-mail address: XOOOOUO0NK
Year $ 28. Is the vendor registered with the Secretary of State? (Qut of State
Year $ Corporations, must be registered) Yes No
Year g 29, Primary Vendor: MWBE 30, If yas, list the %:
Mitiotity;  —— Yes X No Minerity: %
TIME PERIOD COVERED IN THIS EDS omen: Yes : No Tomen 2
H 31 Bub Vendor:M/WHE 32. Hyes, list the %: “
L1. From (meuth, day, year): 12, To (mmonth, day, year ) Mirority: Yes X No Minarity: °
* o,
, tian: i
et eegenay X Negodated 33, [s there Renowal Language in 34.Is there a "Termimation for
— HidfQuotatica — Special Procurement tite document? Convenience" clanse in the
—_ RFP# ___ Other fspecifiy X vYes No docoment? Yes X Ne
33, Will the attached document involve data processing or telecormmmications systems(s)? Yes: 10T or Detegate has signed off on comtract

36. Smunory Authority (Cite applicable fndiana or Bederal Codes):
IC 32235

37, Deserption of work and justificadon for spending money. (Please give a brizf description of the scope af work incliuded b this agreement }
TNDIOT, DNR, IDEM and USFWS wish lo cooperate in the identificafion study and of drainage in karts vegions related ot the construction of Secon 4 vF 169,

38. Tustification of vendor seloction and determination of price reasonableness;

MAR-Q2 2012
OnG-ADVISORY

41. Daic Approved 42, Budget agen% 43, Date Apppved

: e Y SR \~N\j‘, 2427312
15

44.Attomey ﬁeﬂe"afs Offtice approval 43, Date Approved 45, Agcenoy represontative re! mg EroALAjJ 47. Date Approved

D55~ 3/9 iz
00 | ez o,

3%, I this contract is submitted late, please explain why: (Required if riore than 30 days late.)




I-69 Section 4 Karst Agreement

eps No. ARG ~ [Q-DRO 5 7%

. sl
This Agreement is made and entered into this Q_Maay of _{¥ tCWQi , ;Dﬁ between the Indiana Department
of Transportation {INDOT), the Indiana Departrment of Natural Resources {IDNR}, the Indiana Department of
Environmental Management {IDEM) and the J.S. Fish and Wildlife Service {USFWS) per the October 1993 Karst
Memorandum of Understanding {Karst MOU) (¢ ReY

Whereas, INDOT, IDNR, IDEM and the USFWS wish to cooperate in the fdentification, study and treatment of
drainzge in karst regions related to the construction of Section 4 of 1-69, and

Whereas, INDOT has complied with Stipulations 1 - 4 of the 1993 Karst MOU in developing Section 4 of 1-69 as
described in ltems 1~ 4 below:

1. stipulation 1: The locations of karst features and their relationship, prior to proposed alterations or

construction, have been determined and are documented in 169 Evansvilte to Indianapells, Tier 2
* Studies, Survey of Karst Features Report Section 4, Us 231 1o 5R 37 (June, 2010} (Karst Report) and
the Adderdum #1 to the Karst Report {May 11, 2011).

2., Stipulation 2: Public and private information sources have been researched, karst features have been
field checked, and & draft Karst Report (referenced in #1 above) was prepared. The Karst Report
includes photographs, maps, drainage areas, land use, dye tracing results, and poliutant lozd
estimates.

8. Stipulatien 3: IDNR, IDEM, and USFWS have reviewed the Karst Report and Addendum #1 to the Karst
Report and provided comments on the findings.

4. INDOT has begun to formulate appropriate measures to offset unavoidable impacts to karst features.
These measures are included in the Karst Report {referenced in #1 abova}.

Whareas, Section 4 of [-69 has been divided inte nine {9) censtruction Segments and this Agreement applies to -
Segments 2 —9, which are located in karst terraifitnchmentBIEand

Whereas, the purpose of this Agreement is to satisfy, for Section 4 of 1-69, Stipulation #10 of the 1993 Karst MOU,
and

Vihereas, this Agreement also provides additional information or clarification on the following: 1) describes how
the location of sinkholes will be provided to IDEM, per Stipulation 12 of the 1993 Karst MOU; 2) describes
additionaf pre-construction karst studies, per Stipulation 1 of the 1993 Karst MOU; 3) presents measures to offset
larst impacts, per Stipulations 4 and 10 of the 1993 Karst MOU; 4) provides detail on the discovery of karst
features during construction, per Stipulation 14 of the 1993 Karst MOU; '5) provides further detail on the
implementation of the monitoring and maintenance plan, per Stipulation & of the 1993 Karst MOU: and 6) provides
details for agency staff for construction and maintenance monitoring, per Stipulation 13 of the 1892 Karst MOU;

Therefore, in consideration of the terms and conditions set forth herein, the INDOT, IDNR, IDEM, and USFWS agree
as follows:

i. Location_and Mature of Sinkholes — INDOT will provide this informiation in the form of raps of karst
features, positive dye trace inputs and outputs, and affected feature drainage areas. Maps will be
provided with an aerial photograph base map and a U.5.G.S. topographic base map. This informatien will




be provided with the detailed design and karst feature mitigation measure information discussed in Term
and Condition #3, below. IDEM will provide this information to the appropriate local zuthorities and
Hazmat teamns, :

Pre-construction ¥arst Studies - Pre-construction studies, conducted by INDOT or their consultants, may
identify previously urknown karst features or hydrofogical connactivity to the proposed right-of-way.
Such studies inctude, but are not limited to: geotechnical surveys, video records from geatechnical
boreholes, geophysical surveys {electro resistivity, etc.), and dye tracing. The results of this information
will be used in the Measures to Offset Karst Impacts in Term and Condition #3 below. The results of these
pre-construction studies will be provided to the IDNR, IDEM, and USFWS prier to construction at a specific
feature. :

Measures to Offset Karst Impacts - The general mitigation approach for karst features in Section 4 of 1-69
is shown iri the Anticipated Karst Feature Design Scenarios and Remediation Guidance g :
this Agreement. Karst Areas of Importance, as identified in the Section 4 Survey of Karst Features Report
may regquire site specific karst design scenarios.  Oetailed design and mitlgation measures for karst
features for each construction contract will be providad to the IDNR, IDEM, and USFWS far raview and
commett prior to construction for that area. The detailed design and mitigation measures will include
but are not limited to: tha results of pre-construction karst-related studies, design plans, maps, and design
raeeting minutes docurnenting mitigation and design decisions made. This information will be provided
by the INDOT Environmental Services Office, or its representative, to the IDNR Division of Fish and
wildiife, IDEM Ground Water Section, and the USEWS Bloomington Field Office. The information will be
in either hard capy or electronic {CD, DVD, e-mail or ftp site} format; and will be mailed or hand deliverad
to the [DNR, IDEM, and USFWS. The [DNR, IDEM, and USEWS will be invited to field maetings for each
construction contract to review karst features and proposed treatment meastires.

IDNR, IDEM, and USFWS wilt respond with comments within two (2) weeks of receiving the detailed
design and karst feature mitigation measure information package for each constructfon contract in
Section 4. Comments may be provided via a hard copy letter format or e-mail. .INDOT will address agency
comments on the karst feature mitigation imeasures. I INDQOT determines an agency request cannot be
reasonahly and feeslbly incorparated into the design plans, an explanation will be provided to the agency.
INDOT will provide responses to agency comments within twa {2) weeks of receiving agency comments on
a canstruction contract. Any outstanding concerns will be resolved at a follow up maeting with INDOT,
[DNR, IDEM, and USFWS., ‘

Previously Unidentified Featuyres - If a previously unidentified karst fezture is discovered during

" construction, construction personnel witl be required to immediately Inform the Project Engineer on site,-

who will then inform the INDOT Environmental Services Office. Work will stop in that area until an
agreement is reachad with the Karst MOU signatory agendies. INDOT will develog a proposed freatment
measure for the karst feature and provide this to the Karst MOU signatory agencies. Per the Karst MOU, a
twao (2) working days response time is needed from the resource agencies to provide comments on the
proposed treatment measure. A Threstened and Endangered Species (TES) training DVD, which includes
this information, will be developed and required for all on-site construction persennal, Including INDOT
and contractor personnel, in karst areas. ’




5.

Monitoring and Maintenance Plan - A Monitoring and Mainterance Plan will be developed for each .
construction contract and provided ta the IDNR, IDEM, and USFWS for review and cemment prior to
construction. IPNR, IDEM, and USFWS will have a 30-day comment pericd for this Plan. The Maonitoring
and Malntenance Plan wilf include, but Is not limited to, the following Infermation:

a.  Water Quality Sampling — Water quality sampling wili occur in three (3} phasas:

i. Phase 1: Baseline Sampling: INDDT, or its representative, will conduct baseline water
quality sampling at selected karst features within that construction contract area prior
to construction (baseline conditions). Water quality sampling will focus on the Areas of
Importance identified in the Section 4 Survey of Karst Features Report {page 110} and
karst features with known hydrological connectivity to the project right-of-way. The
parameters to be sampled are fisted im The results of the baseline
sampling will be provided to the IDNR, IDEM, and USFWS far their information. Any
remediation standards will take baseline sampling results into consideration.

i, Phase 2: Sampiing During Construction: The same karst features surveyed during the
baseline sampling will be sampled during constructfon. Samples will be collected
quarterly {4 times per year) during construction. In addition, water quality sampling wil
be conducted at the inputs ang outputs of karst treatment measures, once installed, to
determine the effectiveness of the treaiment. The parameters to be sampled are listed
in Attachment D.

fii. Pfhase 3: Sampling Post Construction: Water quality sampling will continue fora total of
{6) vears post construction. The same karst features surveyed during the baseline
sampling will be sampled after constructicn. In addition, water quality sampling will be
conducted at the inputs and outputs of karst water guality trestment measures, once
instaffed, to determine the effectiveness of the treatment. The parameters to be
sampled are listed in Attachment D. Samples wil be colfected quarterly {4 times per
year) for one'{l) year after construction. Samples will be collectad twlce per year, after
the first year post construction, for flve {5) consecutive years.

b. Cave Fauna Sampling - Areas that were sampled for cave fauna prior to construction will be
sampled for cave fauna three (3} years after the Section 4 construction to determine if there are
any changes in the faunal community.

¢.  Low Salt/No Spray Malntenance Standard Operating Procedures (SOPY/Signags ~ A Low Salt/No
Spray SOP will be developed and included in the Manitoring and Maintenance Plan. A Low
Salt/No Spray signing strategy has been developed for Section 4. Low Salt/No Spray signs {see
Attachment E) wili be installed starting at approximately Taylor Ridge Road and ending at SR 37
with sign at every 3 miles in between for northbound and southbound 1-69 and one sign at 1he
entrance ramps to 1-69 at all three interchanges in the karst area {SR 45, County Line, SR 37),
Signs stating “Repart all Spills 1o 1-888-233-7745" {sges Bte this is the IDEM toll-
free spill line phone number} will be placed in between the Low Salt/No Spray signs. The
“Groundwater” signs will alert the public to the fact that all types of spills are potentially
hazardaus to the karst environment.

d. Karst Feature Erogfon/Sediment Control Reviews - Karst feature mitigation measures will be
installed early in the construction process to protect festures from construction related water




guality impacts. During construction, inspection of these measures and other stormwater
control measures will be conducted per 327 JAC 15-5 Rule 5 requirements.

2. Karst Feature Mitigation Measure inspection - After construction, karst feature water quatity
mitigation measuras {i.e. detentlon basins, hazardous materials traps, rock filters, peat filters,
ete.} will be visually inspected semiannually (2 times per year) for five consecutive years.
Remediation measures, if needed, will be developed in consuitation with the IDNR, IDEM, and
USFWS, After the five year petiod, karst feature water guality mitigation measures will he
Incorporatad into 2 long-term monitoring system. Maintenance concerns identified as part of the
long-term manttoring‘will be addressed.

6. Construction and Maintenance Monitoring — Per Stiputation 13 of the 1993 Karst MOU, IDNR, IDEM, and
USFWS may visit the Section 4 construction site at any time. Agency staff shall wear proper personal
protection equipment (hard hat, vest, and boots) and carry identification. Agency staff shall provide
notification to the appropriate INDOT personnel on site.

7. TJermn and Termination - The term of this Agreement shall be from the date of last signatufe through the
date that all mitigation measures described herein are completed or slx (6} vears after construction is
complete {whichaver occurs first), unless extended or renewed pursuant ta Section 8 of this Agreement.
Any signatory to this Agreement may terminate it by providing at least sixty (60} days written notice to
the other Parties, provided that the Parties shall consult during the sixty day period prior to termination
to seek agreement-on amendmments or other actions that would avoid termination of this Agreement. The
terminating party shall bear all costs associated with early termination of this Agreerment, which may
include costs of project delay, contractor claims, project change orders or cost increases.

8. Amendment - Any Party may reguest an amendment of the Agreement, whereupon all parties shall
cansult to consider the proposed amendment. Howeaver, no amendment to this Agreement shall be
effective until reduced to a written agreement and signed by all Parties.

9. Funding Cancellation Clause. When the Directar of the Office of Management and Budget makes &
written détermination that funds are not appropriated or otherwise available to support continuation of
the performance of this Agreement, this Agreement shall be canceled. A determination by the Budget
Director that funds are not appropriated or otherwise available to support continuation of performance
shall be final and canclusiva.

10. General Provisions.

A. During the performance of this Agreement, the Parties agree to abide by the terms of Executive Order
11746 on non-discrimination and will not discriminate against any person because of age, race, color, refigion, sex,
or national origin. The participants will take affirmative action to ensure that applicanis are employed without
regard to their age, race, color, religion, sex, or nationai origin.

B. All contracts to be developed and awarded pursuant to this Agreement, Including &l designs, plans,
specifications, estimates, construction, utllity relacation work, right-of-way acquisition procedures, acceptance of
work and procedures in general, shall at all times conform to the applicable Federal and state laws, rules,

regulations, orders and approvals, including procedures and requirements relating to lebor standards, equal




employment opportunity non-discrimination, compliance with the American with Disabilities Act, anti-solicitatian,
information, auditing, and reporting requirements.

o Continuation of £xisting Respensibilities

(i} The Parties to this Agreement are acting in an independent capacity in the performance of their
* respective legally authorized functions under this Agreement, and none of the Parties’ employees are ’to
be considered the officer, agent, or employee of another Party.

{i.) This Agreement shall not abrogate any obligations or duties to comply with the regulations promulgated
under the 1973 {Federal) Endangered Species Act, as amended; the 1958 (Federal) Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act, as amended; the National Enviranmental Policy Act of 1969; the {Federal) Clean Water
Act of 1877, as amended; National Historic Preservation Act of 1986, or any other Federal statute or
implementing regulations,

D. This Agreement in na way rastricts the Partles from participating in similar activities with other public or
private agencies, organizations, and individuals.

E. This Agreement and any claims arising out of this agreement shall be governed by the laws of the United
States and the State of indlana.

F. Each of the Parties shall praovide its own workers compensation coverage as needed throughout the
duration of the Agreement and any extensions thereof,

G, All Parties acknowledge that any person executing this Agreement in a representative capacity hereby
represents that he/she has baen duly authorized by his/her principal to execute this Agreement on such pringipal’s
behalf.

In Witness Whereof, each PARTY has causad this Agreement to be executed by an authorized official on the date and
year set forth next to their signatures.
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Adam M. Horst, Ditecth
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Date:

AFPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY
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Gregory F, Zeeller, Attorney General
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Attachment A

1993 KARST MOU




Memorandum of Understanding
(Retyped of original text 3/14/2007)

This Memorandum of Understanding is made and entered into this thirteenth day of October,
1993, between the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT), the Indiana Department of
Natural Resources (IDNR), the Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) and
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for the purpose of delineating guidelines for
construction of transportation projects in karst regions of the State.

Whereas, INDOT, IDNR, IDEM and the USFWS wish to cooperate in the identification, study
and treatment of drainage in karst regions related to the construction of transportation projects
and

Whereas, INDOT, IDNR, IDEM and the USFWS accept responsibility to ensure the
transportation needs of Indiana are met in an environmenfally sensitive manner that protecis the
habitat of all species and

Whereas, design and construction practices must protect ground water quality, public health and
safety, and the environment.

Whereas, the Indiana Department of Natural Resources will conform to the terms and conditions
within this MOU for their transportation projects. Likewise, it will be IDNR s respensibility to
provide standard biological review for projects in the karst region.

Therefore, in consideration of the terms and conditions set forth herein the INDOT, IDNR,
IDEM and USFWS agree as follows:

1. INDOT in cooperation with the IDNR, IDEM and USFWS shall determine the
location of sinkholes, caves, underground streams, and other related karst features and
their relationship prior to propesed alterations or construction in karst regions of the
state, a consultant with expertise in karst geology/hydrology may assist in the
identification and characterization of the karst features. The choice of the consultant
retained by INDOT will be subject to the review of IDNR, USFWS and IDEM.

2. Tasks to accomplish this work will include:

Research public and private information sources for information relative to karst
features.

Conduet field check karst and cave features that appear from the first task and
identify any additional karst features. '

Prepare a draft report, with photographs and maps, drainage areas, and land use of
that drainage area for each sinkhole or karst feature, dye-tracing and/or other
geotechnical imformation to determine subsurface flow of water in the project area



and surface water drainage patterns of the area. Calculations of estimates of annual
pollutant loads from the highway and drainage with the right-of-way will be made,
including prior to, during and post construction estimates. The design of the
treatment of the karst features will take into consideration treatments necessary to
meet the standards of the monitoring and maintenance plan.

That report will be used as a tool o assist in determining the proposed highway
alignment. The intent of INDOT is to avoid karst areas and use alternate drainage
where possible. '

3. IDNR, IDEM and USFWS will be requested to review and cominment on the findings
at the early coordination phase of project development.

4. INDOT, using the input from IDNR, IDEM and USFWS will begin to formulate
appropriate measures to offset unavoidable impacts to the karsi features. It is
understood by all parties that some of the methods proposed at this time will be
generic and could be applied throughout the length of the comidor. Other methods
may be specific to a particular cave or karst feature. Some of the approaches may
require additional investigations to determine their necessity and/or their feasibility.
A revised drafl report will be prepared by INDOT’s consultant and provided to the
IDNR, IDEM and the USFWS as part of the design review process.

5. Drainage entering from beyond the right-of-way will be treated according to the same
process as drainage generated by the project.

6. As the project progresses further into the design pbase, the IDNR, IDEM and USFWS
will be invited and will attend field checks and meetings dealing with efforts to
negate or minimize adverse impacts.

7. Hazardous materials traps (HMT’s) will be constructed at storm water outfalls and
other lecations that will protect karst features from spill contamination.

8. INDOT agrees to develop a monitoring and maintenance plan for the affected karst
features. IDNR, IDEM and USFWS will be provided an opportunity to review this
plan. The establishment of water quality and a point at which a standard is
established for remediation will be a part of each monitering plan. The results of the
monitoring will be submitted to IDNR, USFWS and IDEM on a regular basis,

9. A low salt and no spray strategy will be developed for each future project. A signing
strategy for these items will also be developed for each project.

10. Prior to acceptance of the final design plans an agreement will be developed which
will set out tbhe appropriate and practicable measures to offset unavoidable impacts
to karst features. This agreement will be signed by the Department Director of IDNR,
the Commissioner of the IDEM, the Commissioner of INDOT and the Supervisor of
the USFWS Bloomington, Indiana Ficld Office. The agreement will become a part of




the contract documents for the project, will be discussed at the pre-construction
conference and will be on file at the office of the project administrator.

11. INDOT will assure that the terims of the agreement will be completed with all
safegunards given to the karst area. Special provisions, which are binding provisions
that are a part of the contract, will be included outlining the precautions to be taken.
Construction and design strategies for handling karst features will be discussed with
the contractor(s) and project administrator during the pre-construction conference.
Project administrator shall ensure that the contractor is following the new erosion
control standards that meet Rule 5 of 327 IAC 13 and any special precautions
outlined in the design plans that the sinkhole treatment is being handled correctly.
The erosion control plan must be available at the project administrator’s office. An
emergency response plan will be made a part of the confract documents. In addition,
the contract documents will confain a strategy for signing to alert the public to the
fact that all types of spills are potentially bazardous to the karst environment. For
INDOT, this plan would be procedure 20 of the Field Operations Manual dated
6/24/1992. [Currently in the Construction Activities Environmental Manual].

12. The location and nature of the sinkholes and drainage schematic will be provided to
the IDEM. They will provide the information to the appropriate local authorities and
the Hazmat teams. An emergency response plan will be followed. This constitutes
procedure 20. Included in this information is an understanding that all types of spills
are potentially hazardous to karst regions.

13. IDNR, IDEM and USFWS personnel will monitor construction and maintenance to
the agreed upon terms, as deemed necessary.

14. If during construction it is found that the mitigation agreement must be altered, all of
the agencies will be contacted and agreement reached prior to work continuing in
that specific area of the project. In order to not unduly delay projects, 2 two working
days response time is needed from the resource agencies.

15. Treatments will be maintained duting construction by means of a visual inspection on
a weekly basis or after every rain. Corrective action will be taken as needed.

16. If after the above procedure is followed and a state/federal endangered/threatened
species is found during construction, work in that area of the project will stop. The
IDNR and USFWS will be immediately notified. The IDNR and USFWS will
promptly investigate the situation, advise the project administrator and assume
responsibility for protecting the endangered species and taking the appropriate action,

17, This document will be reviewed annually or more frequently at the request of any of
the foregoing agencies.




HR, FREDERICK C. P ‘PO0L, COMMISSIONER
INDIANG DEPARTNENT OF TRANSPORTATION

SR

fiR. PATRICK R. RALSTON, DIRECTOR
INDIANE DEPARTRENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Vi Vo

MS. KATHY PROSSER, COMMISSIONER _
INDIANG DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

MR, DAVID T HUDRX, FIELD 'SUPERVISGR, BL OOMINGTON FIELD OFFICE

U. 5. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

B-1
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SECTION 4 SEGMENTS AND CONTRACTS MAP
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Attachment C

ANTICIPATED KARST FEATURE DESIGN SCENARIOS
AND REMEDIATION GUIDANCE
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Attachment D

WATER QUALITY SAMPLING PARAMETERS




Chemical test parameters and analytical methods for water sampling at karst springs and streams in Section 4

Parameter

Total Suspended solids (TS5} — USEPA 160.2;

Chloride — USEPA 325.2

Hardness — USEPA 130-2

Oil & Grease —USEPA 413.1

Arsenic - USEPA206.2

Chiromium — USEPA 218.2

Cadmium — USEPA 213.2

Copper - EPA 200.7

Lead — USEPA 238.2

Mercury ~USEPA 2451

Nickel — USEPA 248.2

Selenium — USEPA 270.2

Zinc ~EPA 200.7

Imazaquin

Trifluralin

Atrazine

Alachlor

Malathion

Chiorpyrifos

Captan

Note: Water quality parameters are taken from a previous INDOT karst study along SR 37,
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Bloomington/Monroe County Metropolitan Planning Organization

_ mevoranoum il e

To: MPO Committees
From: Vince Caristo, MPO Staff
Date: October 16, 2013

Re: National Highway System, National Truck Network, and Federal Functional Classification
Review

Background

In August 2013, INDOT initiated a request to all Indiana MPQ’s for a comprehensive review of state and
federal updates to the National Highway System (NHS), National Truck Network (NTN), and Federal
functional classification networks. Each of these networks has undergone changes as a result of the
passage of MAP-21 and 2010 Census. Localities served by an MPO have been asked to coordinate their
review of these networks through the MPO.

The maps included in this packet represent the desired changes to each of the three networks that were
agreed upon by transportation staff from the City of Bloomington and Monroe County.

National Highway System (NHS), National Truck System (NTN), and Federal Functional
Classification Networks

1) The National Highway System (NHS) was established in 1995 as a strategic network of roadways
that are important to the nation's economy, defense, and mobility. It includes the Interstate
Highway System and other roads serving major airports, ports, rail or truck terminals, railway
stations, pipeline terminals and other strategic transportation facilities.

Highways on the NHS must comply with applicable federal regulations, including those for
design standards, contract administration, State-FHWA oversight procedures, Highway
Performance Monitoring System reporting, National Bridge Inventory reporting, national
performance measures data collection, and outdoor advertisement/junkyard control. Highways on
the NHS are eligible for additional funding sources, such as National Highway Performance
Program (NHPP) funding, but at this time these funds are utilized by the state and not distributed
to localities.

In October 2012, MAP-21 automatically added to the NHS those roads that were at that time
functionally classified as principal arterials but not yet part of the NHS.

The NHS system in Monroe County as of 2011 is included in this packet as a reference point for
understanding the impact of this automatic change.

2) The National Truck Network (NTN) was established by the Surface Transportation Assistance Act
of 1982 as a national network of highways designated for use by large trucks. On these highways,
Federal width and length limits apply. The NTN includes almost all of the Interstate Highway
System and other, specified non-Interstate highways. The network comprises more than 200,000
miles of highways.



3)

Bloomington/Monroe County Metropolitan Planning Organization

INDOT has indicated that the NTN in Monroe County has not undergone any changes as a result
of MAP-21.

Functional classification is the grouping of roadways based on the character of service roadways
are intended to provide, with mobility and land access being the primary determinants. The
functional classification of the nation’s roadways provides important inputs into the Highway
Performance Management System (HPMS) program and into the apportionment of federal funds,
such as for the National Highway System (NHS) and Surface Transportation Program (STP).

Federal functional classifications are updated after each decennial census. In 2008, FHWA
initiated a change in the number of functional classes from 12 classes to 7 classes, which are as
follows: Interstate; Other Freeways or Expressways; Other Principal Arterial; Minor Arterial;
Major Collector; Minor Collector; Local.

The federal functional classifications from the old 12-class system are provided in this packet as
reference point for understanding the impact of this change.

Funding Implications

The Federal Highway Administration has indicated that the NHS, NTN, and Federal functional
classifications will not influence the amount of federal-aid funding provided to the BMCMPO.

Action Requested

The MPO committees are asked to recommend for approval the proposed changes to the National
Highway System, National Truck Network, and Federal functional classification networks.



National Highway System: Bloomington, IN

" U.S. Department of Transportation
( Federal Highway Administration

== Eisenhower Interstate System

Other NHS Routes

— Non-Interstate STRAHNET Route
Major STRAHNET Connector

— Intermodal Connector
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-------- Unbuilt NHS Routes
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Water
X Airport
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Indianapolis MPO

Group 1 Urban STP Project Selection Criteria

Adopted by the Indianapolis Regional Transportation Council
Policy Committee
August 19t 2009
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The Indianapolis MPO receives an annual allocation of Group 1 Urban STP funds in the
neighborhood of $27 million that it is charged with administering. Because the needs of the
region exceed the annual allocation received, the MPO has developed a process to assist in
the selection projects that will utilize these funds.

The process for selecting Group 1 Urban projects has been used for many years and was
revised several times, the last of which being 2001. In August of 2008, at the direction of
the IRTC, the MPO staff formed a sub-committee to reexamine the existing criteria and
recommend appropriate changes. The sub-committee included the following members:

Lori Miser

Mike Dearing

Steve Cunningham
Philip Roth

Tom Beck

Cat Griffith (Schoenherr)
John Ayres

John Myers

Tonya Galbraith
Joanne Sanders

Jeff Sheridian

Mayor Robin Thoman

Over the course of several months and numerous meetings, the sub-committee first
reevaluated the general policy guidelines under which the selection process operates and
then developed the revised selection criteria. The revised criteria was presented to the full
IRTC for review and comment in May 2009 and adopted by both the Technical and Policy
committees in August of 2009.

The Selection Criteria adhere to the Policy Guidelines as revised and shown below:

0 POLICY GUIDELINE 1 - The proposed program should emphasize preservation of and
efficiency improvements to the existing transportation system without placing excessive
reliance on projects which increase roadway capacity (and the reliance on single
occupancy vehicles) and their subsequent impact upon the region’s air quality (Goal 1 of
the Regional Transportation Plan). Emphasis should be placed on preservation rather
than expansion.

0 POLICY GUIDELINE 2 - The Indianapolis Regional Transportation Improvement Program
(IRTIP) should follow the priority established in the Regional Plan in implementing
projects of regional significance. Although program equity is a key component of the
IRTIP, no sub-allocation of federal funds will be affected to replace the project staging
and priorities established in the RTP to advance the overall interrelated regional
interests.



0 POLICY GUIDELINE 3 - Proposed projects within the region that have a proven potential
to enhance economic development, stimulate the economy, and assist in job creation
should be given additional consideration for inclusion in the program. Projects that have
the potential to positively impact the quality of life for the area’s residents should be
considered in the development of the program. Projects should:

» Be consistent and not in conflict with local and/or county comprehensive plans (i.e.
the project implements a solution or addresses a problem identified in the plan)

» Provide improvements to air quality (improvement is consistent with the CMAQ
eligibility requirements)

» Provide aesthetic improvements where appropriate (provision of landscaping or other
scenic beautification)

» Provide access to major generators (including multi-modal and intra-modal facilities,
cultural and recreational sites)

0 POLICY GUIDELINE 4 - Projects are funded at an 80% federal share. If the project costs
increase beyond 10% of the amount originally programmed in the IRTIP, the local public
agency will be responsible for those costs, unless extenuating circumstances can be
documented.

» MPO staff are directed to scrutinize projects carefully to ensure they have the
potential to move to construction, due to the key consideration of spending the
federal funds efficiently and effectively.

» Projects that provide more than a 20% local match should be given special
consideration.

0 POLICY GUIDELINE 5 - Due to continued growth of the urban area and limited funding
availability, Group 1 STP funds are restricted to the construction phase only.

The revised Group 1 Urban STP Selection Criteria (“Selection Criteria”) will be used by the
MPO in project selection and prioritization as Group 1 funds become available for
programming. This Selection Criteria provides a sound basis for evaluating the relative
importance of projects and is intended to be used as a guide in the selection and
prioritization of eligible projects. The Selection Criteria as revised follows:
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Nashville Area MPO
2035 Regional Plan - Project Evaluation Factors
ENDORSED BY EXECUTIVE BOARD, MARCH 17, 2010

Factors in Evaluating Projects for the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan

1. Congestion Management

a. What are the root causes of congestion in the vicinity of the project location (e.g., traffic volume,
physical design, crashes, regulations, behavioral, freight, etc.)?

b. Given the land uses, urban design and community goals for the project vicinity, what level of congestion
is appropriate for the project and vicinity (i.e. some commercial centers/Downtowns need greater
congestion for visibility/economic development)?

c. How well does the project address those causes?

d. How could the project be scoped to include congestion management solutions to optimize its benefit?

2. Multi-Modal Choices

a. How well does the project introduce, support, or reinforce multiple transportation choices for people to
access residences, jobs, schools, food, entertainment, etc?

b. How can the project be scoped to incorporate facilities for and/or connections to non-motorized modes
and transit?

3. Freight & Goods Movement

a. How well does the project support or harm the movement of freight and goods through the region?

b. How can the project be scoped to incorporate facilities that aid in the safe and efficient movement of
freight?

c. How can the project be scoped to balance the movement of freight and goods with other community
goals?

4. Safety & Security

a. How well does the project address safety concerns for all users?

i3

Is the project in a high-crash corridor?
c. How can the project be scoped to increase safety of all users?
d. How well does the project address security concerns?
e. Does the project aid/ harm important evacuation routes?
f. How can the project be scoped to features that help secure citizens and regional resources?
5. System Preservation
a. How well does the project make use of limited financial resources to ensure the continued productivity
of the existing transportation system?
b. How can the project be scoped to include features the make the facility more efficient (e.g., ITS, design,

materials, etc.)
Printed on 5/5/2010 Page 1 of 2



6. Quality Growth/ Sustainable Land Development

e.

How well does the project encourage infill/ redevelopment?

Do area plans call for mixed-used, higher density development? If so, how does the project complement
these plans?

Is the project encouraging growth in areas where growth is planned or desired?

Conversely, is the project encouraging growth in areas where additional growth is not planned or
desired?

Does the project enhance or contribute to the form and function quality of the surrounding community?

7. Economic Prosperity

a.

b.

f.

How well does the project support or stimulate the local/ regional economy?

How well does the project support freight movements?

To what degree does the implementation of the project create jobs?

How well does the facility connect people with opportunities to engage in economic activity?

To what degree does the project aid in the region's economic competitiveness with other metro areas of
the nation?

Is the project supported by business leaders?

8. Health & Environment

a.

Does the project aid/ harm in the preservation of the region's natural or socio-cultural resources (e.g.,
open space, animal habitat, historic structures, places of worship, community centers, etc.)?

How can the project be scoped to mitigate the negative impacts to valuable resources?

How well does the project support efforts to reduce dependency on fossil fuels, particularly foreign oil?
How well does the project support efforts to improve air and water quality?

Does the project include facilities that provide opportunities for active transportation/ physical activity?
Does the project aid/ harm the advancement of social justice and equal opportunity to destinations
throughout the region?

How can the project be scoped to mitigate any negative impacts to predominately low-income or

minority communities or persons with a disability?

9. Local Support/ Consistency with Plans

a.

Is the project consistent with local, state, or other regional plans for growth and preservation (economic
development, land use, natural features preservation, etc.)?

Has the project been endorsed locally through the adoption of official instruments such as, but not
limited to, a local major thoroughfare plan, transportation element of a comprehensive plan, or by
resolution of the local governing body?

If on a state-route, is the project endorsed or supported by TDOT?

Printed on 5/5/2010 Page 2 of 2



Nashville Area Metropolitan Planning Organization

2035 Regional Transportation Plan | Project Scoring Key
Draft Implementation of Project Evaluation Criteria Endorsed by MPO Executive Board on March 17, 2010

EVALUATION CRITERIA POINTS
TOTAL POSSIBLE POINTs e gg =
SYSTEM PRESERVATION & ENHANCEMENT 15
Project Improves Existing Route Up to 15*
Project Improves an Intersection 3
2008 AADT Index to Average per Functional Class Value
Project Upgrades Route to Context Sensitive/ Prescribed Design Standards
Project Addresses Major Maintenance (e.g., bridge repair, general aging, etc.) *# Strategies X 3
Project Integrates ITS Technology, Signalization, Wayfinding for Existing Route

Project Integrates Multi-Modal Upgrades

QUALITY GROWTH, SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT, & ECONOMIC PROSPERITY 15

Project Improves Accessibility and/or Connectivity to Existing Residential Population Density/100
Project Improves Accessibility and/or Connectivity to Existing Jobs Density/1000
Project Located ENTIRELY within Urban Growth Boundary 2

Project Located PARTIALLY within Urban Growth Boundary

Project Located ENTIRELY within Existing or Planned Mixed-Use or Employment Centers
Project Located PARTIALLY within Existing or Planned Mixed-Use or Employment Centers
Project Incorporates Streetscaping/ Enhancements

Project Corrects Poor Storm water Flow/ Drainage (Curb and Gutter)

Project Contributes to Grid Development/ Roadway Network Connectivity

Project Located In High Growth Areas RES+EMP/10

MULTI-MODAL OPTIONS 5
3

Route Includes Existing Transit Service

(Y I NS) E NS (/SN (/NG [N

Project Includes Transit Capacity (e.g., dedicated lanes, signal priority, HOV) Upto6
Project Includes Sidewalk Improvements (up to 7 depending on BPAC priority) Upto7
Project Includes Bicycle Facility Improvements (up to 7 depending on BPAC priority) Upto7
Project Includes Multi-Modal Treatments (e.g., x-walks, pullouts, shelters, etc) Upto4d
CONGESTION MANAGEMENT 10

Project Addresses Corridor Congestion
MPO Base Year Congestion (2008)
MPO Short-Term Congestion (2015)
MPO Mid-Term Congestion (2025)
MPO Long-Term Congestion (2035)
Congestion as ldentified by Other Study or Observation
Project Incorporates Congestion Management Strategies (MULTIPLIER:)
Geometrical Improvement
Improvements to Access Management
ITS/ Signalization Improvement
Improvements to Turning Movements
Improves Parallel Facility/ Contributes to Alternative Routing
Provides Additional Non-Motorized Mode Capacity
Transit Capacity
Signage/ Wayfinding
SAFETY & SECURITY 10
Project Addresses Location with High Level of Crashes Crashes/10th Mile/20
Project has Fatal Crashes 2
Project Improves Modal Conflict (e.g., traffic signals, grade separation, dedicated lanes)
Local High Crash Corridor Designation
State High Crash Corridor Designation
Project Located on Known Evacuation Route
Project Located on the Strategic Highway Network (STRANET)
Project Located on the National Highway System (NHS)
Primary Purpose of Project to Improve Safety

N W N Wl Bl

ANY X2

SN TS TSN S S Y oY)
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EVALUATION CRITERIA POINTS

Secondary Purpose of Project to Improve Safety

FREIGHT & GOODS MOVEMENT 10
Project Improves a Designated Truck Route 4
Project Improves High Volume Heavy Truck Route Index
Project Improves High Volume Commercial Truck Route Index
Project Design Accomodates Freight Flows 1
Route Serves Major Shipping/ Distribution Center 1
Route Serves Intermodal Center (e.g., rail yard, port, etc.) 1
Project Addresses Existing Freight/ Passenger Conflict 1
Project Provides Separation in Freight/ Passenger Movements (e.g., grade separation) 1
Project Impedes Efficient Delivery of Goods -2
HEALTH & ENVIRONMENT 10
Project Located in Health Impact Area 2
Project Provides Alt Transportation Choices for Traditionally Underserved Groups #Options X #Groups
Project Provide Multi-Modal Options Near Schools #Options X #Schools
Project Overlaps Environmental Conflict Areas -2
Project Overlaps Environmental Challenge Areas -2
PROJECT HISTORY 15

Project Located within the Federal Aid Urban Boundary 1
Project Located on a Federal Aid Route 1
TDOT Support 2
3
5

TOP Local Priority
Programmed in Current LRTP
Programmed in Current TIP 10

PRINTED ON 8/9/2010 PAGE 2 OF 2



Planning Factors for All Projects (50 points available)

Factor Measure Points
Replacement/ 100% Replacement ........ccocveviiniieriniininei e, 5
Expansion 75% Replacement/25% Expansion ..........ccccceuuneee. 4
50% Replacement/50% Expansion ...........cccceeuunees 3
25% Replacement/75% EXxpansion ..........ccccceeuunnes 2
100% EXPanSION ......ccuviuiirieerinnnrnensrnnsesenasennss 1
Environmental Overall benefits (good to excellent) ........cccccevuneeee. 5
Justice Overall benefits (fair to good) ......ccoovvevviiiiinninnnn. 3
Overall benefits (none to fair) ......ccoevevniiiviiinnnnen, 0
Land Use Consistent—comprehensive plan complete & current... 5
Conformance  Consistent—comprehensive plan needs improvement.. 3
Inconsistent—no comprehensive plan ............cccceevunees 0
Air Quality/Energy 2 or more Reduced........ccoevevuiriniiiiniiennnnennnn. 6to 10
(VMT,VHT & Emissions 1 or more Reduced..........ccooevviiiiiiniiiiiiniennnns Oto5
Reductions)
Local Share 30% or more additional ..........cccoevevriiiiiiiiiiinnnnns 10
OVER amount 25% or more additional ............ceeviiviiiiineneees 8
Required 20% or more additional .........ccooeviiiiiiiiiiniinee, 6
15% or more additional .........cccoovvvviiiiininiiiniinneennn, 4
10% or more additional ...........ccoevvviiiriiininieneee, 2
Required local amount..........ccooveviiiiiiiiiiieiccens 0
Travel Modes 2 new modes introduced...........ccoovvvniiininiennnn. add 2
Improved 1 new mode introduced ...........ooeuviiiiiiiiiennnnn. add 1
3 modes accommodated.......cccoovviviiiiiiiiiiiin e, 3
2 modes accommodated........ccooeveiiiriiieiiniennnee 2
1 mode accommodated ........ccoiviiiierinien e, 1
Intermodal Creates new conNections ........ccvvvevnierenninernnnneennns 5
Connectivity Maintains existing connections ............covvvveeniennnes 3
Eliminates connections..........cccvveviiiiiiininicnicecnes 0
Existing Condition  Critical........ccoooviiiiiiiii e 5
PO it 3
= 1| PP 1
(€00 o FRP PP 0

Greater than 1,000.........cccoevvvevviviieniienneennen, add 10
Greater than 100........cccviiiiiiiiiiii e add 8
Greater than 10 .....cccvvvviiiiiiii e add 6
Greaterthan 5....cccoiiiiii add 4
Greaterthan 1......cooviiiiiiii s add 2
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