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POLICY COMMITTEE  
May 8, 2009; 1:30 – 3:00 p.m. 

McCloskey Room (#135) 
 

I. Call to Order 
 
II. Approval of Minutes: 

A. March 13, 2009 
B. April 3, 2009 

 
III. Communications from the Chair 

 
IV. Reports from Officers and/or Committees 

A.  Citizens Advisory Committee 
B.  Technical Advisory Committee 

 
V. Reports from the MPO Staff  

A.  10th Street Campus Mobility Study 
B.  Transportation Improvement Program Development 
C.  Unified Planning Work Program Development 

 
VI. Old Business 

 
VII. New Business 

A. Transportation Enhancement Process 
Action Requested* 

B. Transportation Improvement Program Amendments 
a. Rural Transit – Transit Stimulus Package Purchases (ARRA) 

Action Requested* 
b. INDOT – SR 48 Preventive Maintenance from SR37 to Curry Pike (ARRA) 

Action Requested* 
c. INDOT – SR 45/46 Bypass from Kinser Pike to Pete Ellis Dr. (ARRA) 

Action Requested* 
 
VIII. Communications from Committee Members (non-agenda items) 

A.  Topic Suggestions for future agendas 
 

IX. Upcoming Meetings  
A. Technical Advisory Committee – April 22, 2009 at 10:00 a.m. (McCloskey Room) 
B. Citizens Advisory Committee – April 22, 2009 at 6:30 p.m. (McCloskey Room) 
C. Policy Committee – May 8, 2009 at 1:30 p.m. (McCloskey Room)  

 
Adjournment                
 

*Public comment prior to vote (limited to five minutes per speaker) 

Policy Commitee Packet 5/8/09
Page 1 of 31



 
 

Bloomington/Monroe County Metropolitan Planning Organization  
Policy Committee 

 

1 

DRAFT Policy Committee Meeting Minutes 
 March 13, 2009 McCloskey Conference Room 135, City Hall 
Policy Committee minutes are transcribed in a summarized outline manner.  Audio recordings are on file with the City  
of Bloomington Planning Department. 
 
Attendance 
Policy Committee:  Jack Baker (MPO CAC), Susie Johnson (City Public Works Department), Bill 
Williams (Monroe County Highway Department), Richard Martin (Monroe County Plan Commission), 
Kent McDaniel (Bloomington Public Transportation Corp.), Frank Nierzwicki (Proxy Ellettsville 
Town Council), Jim Ude (proxy for Jim Stark, INDOT), Bill Stuebe (City Plan Commission), Lynn 
Coyne (IU VP/CAO office), Patrick Stoffers (Monroe County Commission, Andy Ruff (City Council), 
Julie Thomas (County Council) and Mark Kruzan (City Mayor). 
 
Others:  Adrian Reid (Bloomington Engineering), Lew May (Bloomington Transit), Janice Osadczuk 
(FHWA), Tom Micuda (City Planning), Shado Spring (Elders for Earth’s Children), Suzanne 
Mittenthal (Hoosier Hikers Council), Sarah Combellick-Bidney (Bloomington Against I-69), Lary 
Smith (BA I-69), Brooke Clark (BA I-69), Joan Cochran (BA I-69), Jan Hayes (BA I-69), Ransom 
Haile (BA I-69), Jim Hart (Center for Sustainable Living), Thomas Tokarski (CARR), Charles Savage, 
Tom Glastras (CARR), Dave Cox (CARR), Lucille Bertuccio (CSL), Steve Hendricks (CARR), Sam 
Frushorr (Bloomington, IN Grotto), Jane Henderson (CARR), Mari Dagaz, Jaime Sweany (Wandering 
Turtle), Sarah Clevenger (CARR), Janice Clevenger (CARR), Ron Brown (Bloomington Bicycle 
Club), Stephanie Kane (CARR), Ronald Gilliland, Janice Gilliland, Phil Wisniewski (CARR), Jim 
Hettmer, Alex Smith (BA I-69), Bethany Braley (BA I-69), Elsa Harik, Leif Hagglund, Jess A. Gwinn, 
Linda Greene, Cory Govea, Sandra Tokarski (CARR), Sophia & Gregory Travis, Mercedes Rodriguez 
(Herald-Times), Jay Mitchell (INDOT), Justin Wykoff (City Engineering), Emmanuel Nsonwu 
(INDOT), Mary Jo Hamman (Michael Baker, Jr., Inc.), David A. Butts (INDOT), Jeffrey F. Huntsman, 
Andrea Roberts (City Public Works), Brian Garvey, Sura Gail Tala, Lily Kleinlein, and Donna Lentz 
Ferree. 
 
MPO Staff: Josh Desmond, Raymond Hess, and Jane Weiser. 
 
I.  Call to Order - Kent McDaniel called the meeting to order. The Policy Committee members 
introduced themselves. 
 
II. Approval of Minutes: 

A. January 9, 2009—Bill Stuebe moved approval. Richard Martin seconded. Andy Ruff had 
suggested some changes. He felt the Complete Streets discussion was too vague and didn’t 
reflect the discussion adequately. Mr. Stuebe and Mr. Martin withdrew their motions. Mr. 
McDaniel said the rewritten minutes would be discussed at the next meeting. 
 

III. Communications from the Chair—There was no report from the Chair. 
 
IV. Reports from Officers and/or Committees 

A. Citizens Advisory Committee Jack Baker reported that the CAC had discussed the items 
on this agenda. He will report on the items as they are addressed. 
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B. Technical Advisory Committee - There was no report. 
 

V. Reports from the MPO Staff 
A. Progress Report (FY 2009 – 2nd Quarter) - Ray Hess presented the Progress Report. 

 
VI. Old Business 
Mr. Martin said that he had expected a report from Road School and its effect on the Complete Streets 
Policy. Bill Williams noted that more confusion about the stimulus funds was created at Road School. 
Mr. Martin asked if they should expect a report at the next meeting. It was decided that should there be 
changes; they would be considered an item of new business at another meeting.  
 
VII. New Business 

A. Census Tract Boundary Delineation 
Josh Desmond said that the community has been asked to participate in a program called 
Participant Statistical Areas Program (PSAP). This is an opportunity for local groups to give 
advice to the Census Bureau as to what the boundaries of the census tracts and census block 
groups should be. Some areas are either too large or too small in population or housing units. 
The public is welcome to participate by looking at the census boundaries and giving MPO staff 
feedback.  Nate Nickel is the person to contact in the Planning Department with any comments 
or questions. 
 
B. Transportation Improvement Program Amendments 
a. Economic Recovery and Reinvestment Act Projects 

i. Indiana Department of Transportation (Action requested*) 
Mr. Hess noted that American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) was signed 
into law on Feb. 17, 2009. Money will be funneled down to the states, to transit 
providers and to Metropolitan Planning Organizations. INDOT wishes to use these 
funds to resurface SR 46 between SR 446 to SR 135. The request is for $3,000,000 of 
ARRA funds. Mr. Martin asked the total length of the project and if it included redoing 
the bridge in Nashville. Mr. Ude said it is less than 20 miles in length and the bridge 
project would be separate. There was no public comment. ***Mr. Coyne moved 
approval of the SR 46 from SR 446 to SR 135 project. Mr. Martin seconded. The 
motion was approved by unanimous voice vote. 
 
ii. Rural Transit (Action Requested*) 
Mr. Hess explained that Rural Transit was requesting $927,621 to cover purchasing 
various vehicles, bus shelters, assorted office equipment, communication equipment, 
shop tools, upgrade to solar electric system for the facility, etc. Mr. Martin asked where 
the money would come from for more drivers, maintenance, etc. Mr. McDaniel said that 
none of this is expansion but replacing and improving existing service and maintenance. 
The funding source for operating Rural Transit is from the Federal 5311 Program 
administered by INDOT. They also get public mass transportation funds and funds from 
the counties that they serve. There was no public comment. ***Mr. Martin moved to 
approve the Transit Stimulus Package Purchases as outlined in the Policy 
Committee packet subject to the continuing revision of this approval as necessary 
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to meet federal requirements. Mr. Baker seconded. The motion was approved by 
unanimous voice vote. 
 
iii. Bloomington Transit (Action Requested*) 
Mr. Hess reported that BT would receive $1,716, 658 in ARRA funds and wishes to 
upgrade the construction plans for the Downtown Transit Facility to LEED standards. 
Mr. McDaniel asked for public comment. Jim Hart asked about commitments to bike 
transportation. Mr. Desmond said the discussion was just about ARRA transit funds 
now. There will be talk about bike and pedestrian improvements later while discussing 
funds for road improvements. There is a pot of money at the state level of about $20 
million set aside for transportation enhancement which includes bike trails and 
sidewalks. Lew May said BT purchased its first 2 hybrid buses in 2006. Late last year 
they bought 4 more. There is another pot of stimulus money that will be distributed 
nationally on a competitive basis. That will be for energy-related purposes. BT hopes 
that hybrid buses will qualify. They hope to replace some diesel buses in their fleet with 
hybrid buses. Mr. Stuebe asked if they would be domestic buses. Mr. May said there are 
“Buy America” requirements with federal funding. The requirement is for 60% 
domestic products. Mr. McDaniel noted that their buses are built by Gilley who buys 
over half of their parts and supplies from Indiana. Also, BT cannot have a 100% hybrid 
fleet since they are too tall to fit under the railroad underpass on 10th St. Mr. Baker said 
that the CAC recommended approving this project. Mr. Hess said that several agencies 
including BT are including illustrative projects in order not to tie themselves down with 
details. They may be able to qualify for additional funds in the future especially if other 
states don’t use all of their funds and the funds are redistributed. Ms. Thomas asked 
what level of LEED certification they were hoping to attain. Mr. May said they will go 
for as high a level as they can afford. Mr. McDaniel asked for public comment. Lucille 
Bertuccio asked if the hybrids are electric or biofuel. Mr. May said they are electric 
hybrids. They are not biofuel. Ms. Bertuccio said she would encourage smaller buses 
and more routes. The city should be good for walkers, for people who take buses and 
bikers. ***Lynn Coyne moved approval of the inclusion of this in the TIP. Bill 
Stuebe seconded. Mr. Martin suggested a friendly amendment separating the formulaic 
funds ($1.7 million) from the discretionary funds ($283,000). Mr. McDaniel asked if 
Mr. Coyne and Mr. Stuebe agreed. They did. The motion was approved by a 
unanimous voice vote. 
  
Mr. Hess introduced other BT projects that could be eligible for ARRA funds.  BT 
would like to be in a position to put any additional funds to use in a quick time frame so 
they are proposing illustrative projects. The first project would be the purchase of 5 
hybrid buses for $3,000,000. Mr. McDaniel suggested dealing with all 3 amendments at 
the same time. Mr. Hess said that the second project is for a facility security camera 
system for $50,000. The final project is for fare collection equipment costing $500,000. 
Mr. May said that this is to upgrade their current system to be able to swipe cards for 
fares. The TAC, CAC and staff support all 3 projects. Ms. Thomas asked if these 
projects are in priority order. Mr. May said the order they would prefer would be the 
transfer station, the hybrid buses, the collection equipment and the surveillance system. 
Jim Hart said he would rather see the purchase of more, smaller buses than 5 big buses. 
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***Richard Martin moved that the Policy Committee approve the request in the 
following priority order for the hybrid buses as a competitive application, for the 
fare collection equipment as a competitive application and for the facility security 
camera system as a competitive application through ARRA as outlined in the staff 
packet. Julie Thomas seconded. The motion was approved by a unanimous voice 
vote. 

 
Mr. Hess noted that staff was notified that the BMCMPO will receive just under $3.1 
million in stimulus funds. This funding will be like Surface Transportation Program 
(STP) funding. The PC will be tasked with deciding how to spend that money. Staff has 
been working with the City of Bloomington, Monroe County, and the town of 
Ellettsville on what kind of projects they would be interested in pursuing. It is federal 
funding and the projects have to follow federal guidelines. We will have until March 3, 
2010 to obligate this funding. Staff is not confident that the list in the packet has been 
fine-tuned enough. Details are coming out daily. Staff suggests holding off on the 
recommendation of programming the $3.1 million until a later date. Staff would like to 
have a special meeting on April 3 to move on the LPA suggested projects. The 
Committee concurred with holding a special meeting. Mr. Hess said that on March 20 
there would be a meeting in Seymour with INDOT and FHWA. All LPAs are being 
encouraged to attend and ask questions to learn how they could use ARRA funds. Staff 
hopes that the project list can be refined after that. Mr. Martin said he didn’t want to see 
projects that already have funding not proceed while waiting to see if they get ARRA 
funds. What happens to the money that we had planned on spending? Mr. Hess said that 
if federal funding is being replaced by ARRA funds, the project needs to be moving up 
in time. The replaced federal funds can be used for different projects. It was decided to 
hold a special meeting on April 3. 
 
iv. Monroe County projects - to be discussed on April 3, 2009. 
 
v. City of Bloomington projects - to be discussed on April 3, 2009. 
 
vi. Town of Ellettsville - to be discussed on April 3, 2009 
 

b. Safe Routes to School (SRTS) Grant Award – MCCSC (Action Requested*) 
Mr. Hess said the MCCSC was awarded SRTS funds and is asking for a consultant led analysis 
project to be amended into the TIP. This project will aid the MCCSC to draft travel plans at 6 
area schools—Highland Park Elementary, University Elementary, Tri-North Middle School, 
Fairview Elementary, Arlington Elementary and Binford/Rogers Elementary. The award is for 
$75,000. There was no public comment. *** Susie Johnson moved approval. Frank 
Nierzwicki seconded. The motion was approved by unanimous voice vote. 
 
c. Highway Safety Improvement Grant Award – City of Bloomington (Action Requested*) 
Mr. Hess introduced this amendment which will allow the Atwater/Henderson intersection 
improvement program. The CAC, TAC and PC all agreed unanimously to award this project 
$571,000 in HSIP funds. At that time, the PC did not amend the TIP to show HSIP funding for 
the project. There was no public comment. ***Richard Martin moved approval of the 
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amendment to the TIP. Jack Baker seconded. The motion was approved by unanimous 
voice vote. 
 
d. W. 3rd Street – City of Bloomington (Action Requested*) 
Mr. Hess said this amendment would allow shifting unused federal funds from the right-of-way 
acquisition phase to the construction phase of the project. There was no public comment. 
***Bill Stuebe moved approval of the TIP amendment. Bill Williams seconded. The 
motion was approved by unanimous voice vote.  
 
e. I-69 Hardship right-of-way acquisition (1 parcel) - INDOT (Action Requested*) 
Josh Desmond indicated that INDOT is proposing to acquire property for I-69 located at 3301 
W. Tapp Rd. at the southwest corner of Tapp Rd. and Hwy 37 immediately adjacent to the 
intersection. Any time federal funding is going to be used within the MPO’s urbanized area for 
any phase of a road project, it needs to be published within that MPO’s TIP (Transportation 
Improvement Program). This goes for any road projects within the city, county or Ellettsville 
and state highways. The property owner has filed an application with INDOT requesting that 
INDOT purchase the property under the Hardship Acquisition Policy. The property owner has 
moved out of state some time ago and has been unable to sell the property for an extended 
period of time. Aware of the I-69 project discussion, the property owner went to the Section 5 
local office to discuss the property only to discover that about 90% of her property would be 
used under either design scenario if and when this project would actually go to construction. As 
a result, INDOT has determined this property acquisition qualifies for the Hardship Acquisition 
process. Now INDOT is seeking federal funds to acquire the property under the policy and 
include it in the TIP. This is the first time a TIP amendment has been requested for this 
particular project under the Hardship Policy.  All of the other Hardship applications that have 
been undertaken with regard to the I-69 project have been outside of MPO areas. If INDOT 
purchases this property, they will seek to demolish the home and replant the site with grass and 
will maintain the site until such time as it may be needed for construction for this particular 
project. This project did go through the public participation process – it was publicly noticed 
and there was a 30 day public comment period.  Twelve comments were received during the 
public comment period (these were distributed as a supplemental hand out to the packet). Staff 
presented the request to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and Citizens Advisory 
Committee on Feb. 25.  Both committees recommended approval of the TIP amendment. 

 
David Butts, Deputy Project Manager for I-69 for the 142 mile portion of the project from I- 
64 to Indianapolis, spoke about the project. As Mr. Desmond indicated this is a hardship 
acquisition. The person who owns the property has moved out of state in 2001. GE closed, she 
lost her job, moved to South Carolina to continue working for GE, lost that job in 2004 and 
during that entire time frame since 2001 has been trying to sell her property. She had a contract 
sale at one time from 2004 through 2007, was defaulted on and the property went back to her. 
This person qualifies very well under the Hardship policy that has been established and 
approved through the INDOT real estate section and the Federal Highway policies. To do this a 
person has to have financial and/or medical hardship and has tried and documented to sell their 
home within a typical time frame that a home of that nature will sell and the property has to be 
directly impacted by I-69. Approximately 90-95% of the property is indicated for use in either 
alternate in consideration for I-69. Another point of consideration for this amendment is that 
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the Directive Decision states, “Directive Decision approves the use of federal funds for 
property acquisition for the project to the extent that such acquisitions meet the conditions for a 
hardship or protective acquisition as defined in applicable Federal Highway regulations.” 
INDOT is requesting the Policy Committee to amend this project into the TIP so that it is in 
conformance with the State’s Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). 
 
Andy Ruff asked Mr. Butts if anyone in the history of this proposed project has ever asked 
INDOT for a hardship buyout. Mr. Butts said to his knowledge this is the first. However there 
were several homes in Martinsville which were flooded last June that were purchased under 
hardship acquisition. Mr. Ruff asked if Mr. Butts was saying that individuals have approached 
INDOT that didn’t meet the criteria or that no one has ever approached INDOT about a buyout. 
Mr. Butts said there have been others that have approached INDOT for hardship acquisition 
and either they weren’t directly affected or they did not qualify on medical or financial grounds 
or they could not document in a sufficient manner the effort to try to sell their property. Mr. 
Ruff asked if we could have access to those records of those discussions with those property 
owners regarding their requests. Mr. Butts said that INDOT did not get involved in those other 
discussions. Mr. Ruff asked if those records could be accessed by the public in order to see why 
other hardship requests have been rejected in the past. Mr. Butts didn’t know if they would be 
available or not. The records would be information from a private individual to INDOT or 
FHWA with the decisions being made at that level. Mr. Ruff asked if this particular 
homeowner was required to demonstrate that any effort had been made to lease or rent the 
property. I-69 is not even close to being funded which is why it shouldn’t be in our Long Range 
Transportation Plan specific to fiscal constraint. It seems perfectly reasonable that if I-69 is far 
off than the opportunity for renting or leasing would be an option for someone who is not a 
resident owner. Mr. Butts said that personally, he couldn’t disagree with Mr. Ruff on that point 
but per our regulations, he didn’t think that this was a necessary aspect for them to look at. Mr. 
Ruff asked when the appraisals on the property were done to establish the value of the property. 
Mary Jo Hamman of Michael Baker said that to her knowledge the actual appraisal of the 
property has not been completed. What we see in the packet is an estimate.  The environmental 
document will be processed for that individual parcel and the categorical exclusion and the 
appraisals will be done immediately after that. Mr. Ruff asked if the property value under a 
soon-to-be completed appraisal is significantly lower (due to the current economy), would the 
amount paid to the property owner be the amount of the appraisal or the amount at the time the 
owner began to try to sell the property. Ms. Hamman asked if he was talking about when the 
owner initially made the effort to sell the property to the general populace or with regards to 
their contract. Mr. Ruff said he would think it should be valued as it would have before the 
knowledge of the highway impacting them. Mr. Butts said that he was certain that the value 
from when the appraisal is accomplished (which is in the future) would be the value offered to 
the property owner.  
 
Mr. Martin said that Mr. Butts had indicated that there were two components to the hardship 
acquisition criteria—one had to be a demonstrated economic or medical hardship and the other 
had to be that the property had been on the market for a typical time for the area. What is the 
typical time for our area? Mr. Butts said that the timeframe for this parcel has been from  
October 2007 to May 2008. Mr. Martin asked what was typical not how long this has been on 
the market. Mr. Butts said he was not familiar with the typical time frame in Bloomington. 
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People who are familiar with this process have done the evaluation. Mr. Martin asked if the 
property is vacant. Mr. Butts said yes. Ms. Hamman said that the property owner had it on 
contract sale between 2004 and 2007. When that sale fell through she listed it with a realtor and 
had been trying to sell it from October 2007 until the time that she approached the project 
office. When she petitioned for a hardship application, she terminated the agreement with the 
real estate agent. Mr. Martin asked if there had been any effort to sell it since then. Ms. 
Hamman said not since she petitioned INDOT. She has rented it a couple of times during which 
the property was damaged. Since then it has been more costly for her to try to rent it. 

 
Mr. McDaniel asked what would happen if INDOT purchased this property and I-69 is not 
built, does INDOT have any more practical use for this land? Mr. Butts said that they have no 
other practical use for it. They would retain it as excess property. This property does limit 
visibility at the corner. Mr. McDaniel asked what the consequences would be to the community 
of Bloomington if the MPO Policy Committee (PC) decided to reject this request. Janice 
Osadczuk (FWHA) said that they have discussed this at FHWA and want to make sure that 
everyone is aware that 1.) This is a hardship acquisition (unfortunately, the right-of-way people 
aren’t here today to explain the details), 2.) This project is in your Long Range Plan. It was 
approved. This is a very important corridor to the United States. With that said it is important to 
have an executed record of decision for the location of the corridor. It is the responsibility of 
the State to plan transportation for interstate transportation. It is the responsibility of the MPO 
to plan transportation for the MPO area. It is both parties’ responsibility to mutually plan when 
these areas overlap. FHWA considers it very important that the MPO engage the “three C’ 
planning process. Mr. McDaniel said she didn’t answer his question. He wanted to know the 
consequences. Ms. Osadczuk said they would send a letter to the Council on the consequences. 
Mr. McDaniel asked which Council. Ms. Osadczuk said the letter would go to the Policy 
Committee. Mr. McDaniel asked what impact would this have on federally funded 
transportation projects to the community? Ms. Osadczuk said that is what the letter would 
explain. Mr. McDaniel asked why she wasn’t going to tell us now. He wanted to know if 
federal funding would be pulled if the amendment isn’t approved. Ms. Osadczuk said FHWA 
wants to see continuous cooperation through comprehensive planning. They realize that there 
are people that may not approve of this project but it is a part of your transportation plan. They 
are asking to amend it into your TIP for hardship acquisition. Any MPOs that do not comply 
with the Three C process jeopardizes its position. Mr. McDaniel said that Ms. Osadczuk 
mentioned cooperative agreements and the fact that INDOT has a responsibility for interstate 
transportation planning and we have the responsibility for planning in our own community. If 
we are being threatened with having our federal funding removed, this doesn’t sound like a 
cooperative agreement. Ms. Osadczuk said that they are not saying, “You have to do this and 
you have to do that.” They are saying that we have to work together to solve your problems.  
 
Frank Nierzwicki asked INDOT and FHWA will I-69 be built if the only parcel they get in 
Monroe County is the parcel in question. Ms. Osadczuk said that I-69 is being built right now 
through Section 1. Mr. Nierzwicki asked how big is the parcel in question. Mr. Butts said it is 
less than .5 acres. Mr. Nierzwicki asked would this parcel be enough to build I-69. Mr. Butts 
said no, they would not be able to build I-69 based on this one parcel. Mr. Nierzwicki asked if 
INDOT has ever had excess parcels for projects that never come to fruition. Mr. Butts said he 
was certain that they have. Mr. Nierzwicki said this would not be the first time that this could 
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possibly happen. Mr. Butts said that is correct. They have a person who deals with excess land 
within INDOT. If it turns out that the land is not going to be used for transportation purposes, it 
can be sold. Mr. Nierzwicki said that if I-69 does not come in but there ever has to be a safety 
project at this intersection, INDOT could use this land for that type of project. Is that right? Mr. 
Butts said very much so. Mr. Nierzwicki said that many people have legitimate concerns about 
the status of this project and where it’s going to go in the future but the issue that he is trying 
make today is about one parcel and one person trying to sell land that they can’t sell. That is the 
only issue that they should be looking at today. You may have your valid concerns and your 
legitimate issues. The issue that we have to look at is the fairness to the individual who’s trying 
to sell their land. Maybe that person has a condition where they need to have some money 
especially with the downturn in the economy. Bill Stuebe said he is thinking of the homeowner 
who has lost his job, moved to get another job, lost his job again, has rented it with poor results. 
In the meantime, he’s stuck and paying county taxes. He understands the big picture but we 
need to keep this in mind. 

 
Mark Kruzan said that the issue is bigger than the one person who can’t sell their property. It’s 
about the hundreds of people who will be adversely impacted. Think of how different this is 
going to look if we empower the project to go forward. Even the strip of green that you see in 
the median will disappear. His concern is whether this vote will adversely impact this corridor. 
He appreciated the questions from Mr. McDaniel although he wasn’t able to get them 
answered. He said he didn’t envy the INDOT or FHWA peoples’ jobs but he thought that the 
questions from the MPO could have been anticipated. It is difficult to go forward without 
knowing the answers to these questions. The chair asked questions that the community needs to 
know the answers to. Can anyone tell them how many potential hardship cases there are in the 
entire proposed corridor? Mr. Butts said there are approximately 50 homes in Martinsville area 
that were flooded. Otherwise, aside from this particular instance, he believed they had seen 
possibilities of multiple families in Greene County. From this day forward INDOT has no idea. 
Mr. Kruzan said that he assumed that it won’t be a different case for any of the properties along 
the corridor. No one is going to want to buy their properties. Mr. Butts said that people don’t 
seem to want to buy property along the corridor because they think the road will be coming 
through is 6 or 8 years. Quite frankly, this is not the case. Section 5 is not funded at this time 
and therefore, there is really no schedule for any activities at this time. Mr. Kruzan asked how 
many properties total along the proposed route have been acquired as hardship cases. Ms. 
Hammon said this is the first one other than the flooded houses in Martinsville. To her 
knowledge there has been one other formal request in Greene County and is under review. In 
the Section 5 office, about 6 people have come in and talked to them about it. They have been 
provided a copy of the policy. Mr. Kruzan asked if each case that comes up would have to be 
put into the MPO TIP. Mr. Butts said yes, if they qualify. Mr. Kruzan asked if they are 
qualified, within an MPO and not in a TIP, can the State legally move forward and purchase 
that property as a hardship case. If it is not in a TIP, does that mean the State will have to tell 
the homeowner that they are not going to acquire their property? Ms. Hammon said they can’t 
use federal funds if local TIP and the State TIP are not in sync. Mr. Kruzan asked if in that case 
the State would not acquire the property or seek to acquire through other monies. Mr. Butts said 
that provided there are sufficient funds for that acquisition in their TIP, they would proceed 
forward with acquisition using State funds. Mr. Kruzan said he appreciated that answer. If we 
choose not to include the hardship case that INDOT seeks within our TIP, what will be the 
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consequences to the entire MPO or to the City? Will we have our money pulled? Ms. Osadczuk 
said she was given instructions to say that we have a stepped response to that. What we will be 
doing is asking the MPO to go along with their 3 step process. We need to make sure that both 
you and your MPO and INDOT are complying with federal regulations. That stepped process 
will probably have possible actions. Ms. Osadczuk said she didn’t want to put something out 
without a letter and apologized for having insufficient information. Mr. Kruzan said that he 
knew that Ms. Osadczuk was in a tough position and that the higher-ups should provide staff 
will the full information before you got here. His concern was with the legal requirements. If 
we choose not to put something into the TIP, the TIP falls out of sync with the reality of what is 
happening with INDOT, is there anything in the law that says that we then don’t qualify for our 
funding. Ms. Osadczuk said there are federal regulations which govern the relationship between 
State DOTs and the MPOs and how MPOs are certified (Section 450 - she thinks). Part of that 
certification process is the 3 C process. FHWA would be looking very strongly at whether the # 
C process is being followed. Mr. Kruzan asked the MPO staff if I-69 as proposed is part of our 
TIP or part of our plan. Ms. Osadczuk said it is part of your plan. Mr. Kruzan asked if I-69 
becomes null and void if it hasn’t been amended into the TIP.   We have to be in compliance 
and adopt this into the TIP and if not then there is a stepped process of punitive measures 
against us one of which could be that our TIP is no longer certified in the eye’s of the federal 
government. Does that mean that I-69 itself is no longer officially approved because it is not in 
our TIP. Ms. Osadczuk said it is not in your TIP right now. It is in your transportation plan. It 
could end up after a certain amount of time that your TIP would be frozen. That just means you 
could not amend into your TIP. It doesn’t mean what you’ve got now is no longer viable, it 
means that changes might not be able to occur until you came into compliance. 

  
Mr. Ruff said that he was around the MPO at the time that the project was included in the Long 
Range Transportation Plan and it was under the same sort of vague threats of decertification 
and denial of funding that the MPO felt compelled to include I-69. It goes back to the sense of 
collaboration and cooperation and that the local MPO doesn’t really feel empowered to be in an 
equal bargaining position when it comes to these types of issues. Is FHWA aware that the City 
of Bloomington has an official resolution and actual legislative action, signed by the mayor and  
approved by the Council, against I-69 laying out multiple elaborated reasons why? He asked 
the question because taking this action puts the PC in conflict with our official, stated City 
position on I-69. We are in the position of deciding whether we want to be inconsistent with the 
State’s TIP or do we want to be inconsistent with our democratically arrived position of our 
community on I-69. Ms. Osadczuk said she thought she remembered that happening a few 
years ago. She restated it is the responsibility of the MPO to plan for your metropolitan 
planning area’s transportation. It is the responsibility of the State to plan for areas around the 
state transportation in the state. Where they overlap, the regulations said that you must work 
together cooperatively, continuously and collaboratively. That is what we are saying that you 
need to show us. Mr. Ruff said so demonstrating that there has been an effort made is what you 
are requesting at this point. Ms. Osadczuk said they are requesting that both sides comply with 
the federal regulations. 

 
Mr. Ruff noted that the Federal Transportation Act guidelines state that projects must be 
fiscally constrained. You must have identified funding. Ms. Osadczuk concurred. Mr. Ruff 
asked how much of the I-69 overall project has specifically identified funding to construct it. 
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Ms. Osadczuk said she believed Sections 1-3 are funded. Mr. Ruff asked for a dollar amount 
compared to the total project. Mr. Ruff asked what part of the project is fiscally constrained. 
Mr. Butts said the funding that is designated for I-69 is for sections 1, 2 and 3 which gets up to 
US 231 at the northwest corner of Crane Naval Warfare Surface Center. The total amount for 
that currently is $700 million. Mr. Ruff asked what year was that estimate was arrived at. Mr. 
Ruff also asked Mr. Butts to confirm that well over half of this project has no identified 
funding. Mr. Butts said that sections 4, 5 and 6 have no identified source of funding. Mr. Ruff 
asked how is it that this project fiscally constrained. Do we typically see local projects come 
forward where 10-30% of the project does not have an identified source of funding and we are 
asking for money to spend on that project with no planned funding for the rest of it? How 
would FHWA view that sort of request for a local project? Ms. Osadczuk said that any project 
put into the TIP has to be fiscally constrained. Mr. Ruff asked about projects in the Long Range 
Transportation Plan. Ms. Osadczuk said it has to be fiscally feasible. In other words fiscally 
constrained means basically they have to have the money in the bank. Fiscally conceivable 
means they have to have within their long range plan a formulation that says they will have 
money for that. Mr. Ruff said yet we are asked to put this into the TIP when this segment of the 
project is not fiscally constrained. It doesn’t belong in the TIP. I don’t accept that we can look 
at this purchase of this property as the project. It is part of a totally unfunded section of the 
proposed I-69 extension. We are being asked, I think, to violate the requirement for fiscal 
constraint. Ms. Osadczuk said that is why they have urged its acquisition, so that if there is a 
problem that someone can come in to ask to be bought out as long as they qualify. Mr. Ruff 
said that what she was saying was that hardship only applies regardless of fiscal constraint. 
Even if you had a project fully funded you could have to do a hardship buyout. Ms. Osadczuk 
said if it was in an MPO area it would have to be in the TIP. Mr. Ruff asked if INDOT was 
prepared right now for an onrush of hardship buyouts all along the corridor. Mr. Butts said that 
anyone who wishes to make application for hardship acquisition for financial or medical 
reasons, as long as they qualify, INDOT is ready to look at them. Mr. Ruff said there have been 
multiple design changes to the road. Can we see what this section through Monroe County is 
going to look like right now or are going by what was in the EIS? Ms. Hamman said that right 
now on section 5, we have our most recently published document available on the web. You are 
welcome to come into the project office anytime and they will sit down and go through where 
they are in the process. We are currently looking at two different alternatives in this area. The 
options are either access at Tapp Rd. or no access at Tapp Rd. Mr. Ruff asked if they even 
know if there is going to be an interchange at this direction. Ms. Hamman said they have to 
consider both alternatives when they look at hardship acquisitions. Mr. Ruff asked if there is a 
finalized plan through Monroe County at this time. Ms. Hammon said there is not. Mr. Ruff 
asked if costs of construction have been going up generally for a while. Mr. Butts said yes. He 
noted that some of the design changes have been a result of the increased costs of materials. 

 
Mr. Baker thanked Mayor Kruzan for bringing up this line of thought. The CAC recommended 
this amendment before the information discussed today was available. It probably would have 
affected how the CAC voted. If the PC chooses to refuse to modify our TIP and be out of sync 
with the State TIP, would the State defer buying this property now or put it off to some time in 
the future in the spirit of cooperation of working with this organization? Ms. Hamman said that 
if we were to defer the purchase of that property, the individual would lose the property. If 
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INDOT doesn’t purchase this property, she will have no way to support herself during her 
retirement or pay her medical bills. 
 
Ms. Johnson asked if the State could use other funds to buy the property. Mr. Butts said he 
would suspect that this was a possibility if funds were available. Ms. Thomas said she 
sympathizes with property owners who are in dire straits—not just limited to this parcel—and 
not just limited to I-69. Why does the MPO have to vote on it? Philosophically speaking, if 
they want us to vote on this project then there is a reason for it. Mr. Nierzwicki said it is 
because this property is in an area of the MPO. Ms. Thomas said she understood that but it does 
mean that we do have some authority here. Mr. Nierzwicki asked what do we need to do if we 
want the State to use their own money to buy the properties. Mr. Martin said it is clear that the 
State is interested in buying this piece of property. Which pile of money is going to be 
authorized to do the purchase? We can make a hardship case for this particular piece of 
property and therefore the pots are different. What you are asking us to do is to include the 
project in our TIP so that you can take it out of the I-69 hardship pot rather than the State’s 
other land acquisition pot. Is that correct? Mr. Butts said they are asking us to allow them to use 
federal funding so that we can help this individual. Mr. Martin said and this is a hardship for a 
piece of property that has been on the market for 7 months and has associated with it some 
economic or medical hardship with this particular owner. Ms. Hamman clarified the amount of 
time the property has been on the market. Mr. Martin said he wished the State would agree to 
buy every piece of property in this community which has those circumstances; because there 
are several that he could think of off the top of his head. That is stretching the definition of 
“typical” amount of time on the market. It is very typical at this point in time for considerable 
amounts of time to pass and multiple attempts to purchase property before a property sells.  

 
Mr. McDaniel asked for public comment and pointed out that there is a time limit per speaker. 
Please do not repeat what others have said. Tom Tokarski (CARR) said he wanted to stress that 
this MPO is responsible to all of the citizens of this community not just one person who is 
having the hardship. He has worked with INDOT for 18 years and he has never seen them act 
out of humanitarian concerns. INDOT acts out of concerns for INDOT. It sounds like the MPO 
is being blackmailed by INDOT if you don’t act on their request. By amending the TIP to 
include the purchase of right-of-way for I-69, this MPO is demonstrating that it not only sees I-
69 as a feasible project but it also is cooperating with INDOT to plan for I-69. This act will be 
forwarded by INDOT and FHWA to other state agencies and to politicians who are promoting 
I-69 around the state. It will be interpreted that Monroe County is finally on board with I-69. 
Amending the TIP in this way will be used to negate the resolution opposing the construction 
of I-69 through the City of Bloomington’s Common Council. It will likely be used to lock in I-
69 through this corridor and to help forward the corridor project. If you amend the TIP, you 
will be ignoring the wishes of thousands of citizens of Bloomington and Monroe County. You 
will not know what kind of highway you will be supporting by this action. Through the huge 
cost increases for all highway construction, INDOT has now drastically changed the design for 
I-69 in Daviess, Pike, Gibson and Greene counties. Interchanges have either been moved or 
deferred. Right-of-way parameters are changing, bridges have been shortened and instead of 
concrete they are going to use asphalt. He has been told by one of the consultants for section 4 
that it has been redesigned. We do not know what the implications or impacts will be for 
Monroe County. This will be a different project than what was presented in the Tier 1 filing in 

AGENDA ITEM II.A.

Policy Commitee Packet 5/8/09
Page 12 of 31



 
 

Bloomington/Monroe County Metropolitan Planning Organization  
Policy Committee 

 

12 

2003. Relative to that INDOT has recently denied public and local officials access to data 
collected to assist the environmental and other impacts of I-69. The estimated cost of the total 
project is now estimated to be $4 ½ to $5 billion. There is no way that the I-69 project is 
fiscally constrained as required by this project. Indeed, this MPO should undertake action to 
remove I-69 from the Long Range Transportation Plan. He pointed out that the Transportation 
Plan’s Vision Statement on page 5 of the Long Range Plan states many conditions for projects 
to be included in the Long Range Plan. I-69 violates practically every one of these statements. 
In the world we live in and in looking forward to the future of transportation, I-69 makes no 
sense at all. He asked for a show of agreement from the audience and many people clapped. 

 
Donna Lentz Ferree said that she had been a student in the Leadership Bloomington program. 
She is sorry for the property owner. She owns 40 acres that she can’t sell either. Even if she 
drops the price, no one will buy it. She has medical and financial hardships, too, like everybody 
else. It bothers her that they want to support one person and they are already out of state and 
they only have ½ an acre. Why don’t they just donate it to Sycamore Land Trust. They should 
try to sell it off to promote something that most citizens don’t even want in the first place. She 
wanted to say to the people who support I-69 that every time they look at satellite maps and 
you see landscape along the route, she wanted them to understand that there are people that live 
on those little squares. She is one of them. She and her husband have worked hard to try to take 
care of a little plot of land to call their own and to have for their family. A lot of people here are 
her neighbors. I-69 will devastate this part of Monroe County. She hoped that her fellow 
citizens would understand that this isn’t just a political thing or something that NAFTA needs 
for their purposes, this is part of our community and she’s willing to fight very hard to save it. 
She will do whatever she can to stop it. This is her country, too. Her family has been here since 
1828.  
 
Jess Gwinn said that if INDOT gets this one property, the door is now cracked open. There 
is no way that you are going to put the genie back in the bottle. I-69 would now be a permanent 
part of the Bloomington landscape. The majority of people in Bloomington, Monroe and the 
surrounding communities do not want I-69. He asked the PC to not include this parcel into the 
TIP. With I-69 being part of the Long Range Plan and then the MPO, this will be hanging over 
our heads forever. It needs to be removed from the MPO.  
 
Lucille Bertuccio said it is rather ironic that a woman destroyed by NAFTA is now begging the 
NAFTA highway to buy her property. She feels sorry for her as she feels sorry for most people 
in that position. But that is how we have been used by the powers that be. We need to transition 
from an addiction to fossil fuels. By doing that does not mean that we need more highways. 
What we need is transportation in and out of our communities and not in a 4-wheeled vehicle 
that we drive individually but in ways that we can get from place to place. It took her 18 ½ 
hours to get from Indianapolis to Bloomington because she got to Indianapolis in the middle of 
the night on a train. She couldn’t get out of Indianapolis until the next morning. That is a 
shame. We are supporting a road that makes people get in their cars and drive using whatever 
fuel they may use. Electric is bad, fossil fuels are terrible, and so are biofuels. They are all bad. 
What we need to be concentrating on is a route from here to Indianapolis to Chicago in a way 
that people who don’t have cars and shouldn’t have cars can get there. She is totally against this 
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road. Providing for this one family may be good-hearted but is not in the best interest of the 
community.  
 
Jaime Sweany who owns Wandering Turtle Art Gallery in downtown Bloomington said that 
she felt sorry for this property owner that her hardship is actually caused by I-69. The loss of 
manufacturing is only being facilitated by the highways and projects like I-69 which made it 
easier for our jobs to go south. It took her 1 ½ years to sell her beautiful home on the north side 
of Bloomington during great economic times near Lake Griffy and it never even occurred to 
her that she might petition for a hardship acquisition. Lots of people are having a hard time 
selling their homes and a lot of people are losing their homes due to medical bankruptcy and 
issues like that. This person is not alone. She doesn’t think INDOT should buy her property. 
She was shocked that the PC was put into the position to vote on this now with information 
being withheld from you until you receive a letter sometime in the future. She finds that 
unconscionable. She is downtown business owner who has just received the downtown 
business of the year award. As a 30-year resident, business owner and someone who cares 
deeply about Bloomington, she is unequivocally and adamantly opposed to I-69. She doesn’t 
agree with the people who think that it will be good for business. Bloomington values its 
historic downtown and our locally owned, eclectic shops and restaurants. I-69 will in no way 
enhance our city. It would not only wreak havoc on our environment but will literally divide us. 
She can say that as a west side resident whose property is not very far from that parcel. She 
would personally not want to live on the other side of this highway. It would also encourage 
more non-locally owned big box stores and chain restaurants to appear adding further 
competition in an already competitive and difficult environment for locally owned businesses. 
It would detract aesthetically and create an “Anywhere, USA” feel upon this corridor. She feels 
strongly that I-69 is a threat to our way of life. Even if it would create increased traffic of 
visitors who want to blow in and out of our city, it would not enhance our community spirit. No 
parcel of Bloomington property should be allowed to fall into this project’s hands or make it 
easier for INDOT to push this unwanted highway onto our community. Bloomington does not 
want this highway and does not want to live with the consequences of what will happen if it 
does go through. 

 
Steve Hendricks of Highland Village thanked the PC for serving and dealing with all these 
issues and minutiae. He is not necessarily anti-car. We live in a country with such a unique 
blessing where people have had freedom and the ability to influence policy and decision 
making. We are rapidly getting to the place—originally the government was a facilitator and 
defining policy had limitations. We are getting away from all these things. The interstate 
project that we are talking about is a major example of how we are losing the unique situation 
that we have had in America. The committee may or may not affect the highway project or be 
able to restore the circumstances that we have up to now enjoyed as Americans. However, he 
urged the committee regardless of what you do with this particular decision—he urged the 
committee and everyone here not to disappear our will regarding what is right, what is 
responsible and what is common sense.  
 
Brian Garvey, a 35-year resident of southwestern Monroe County completely disagrees that 
this is about a private property owner and not much more. This represents the micro/macro of 
the I-69 initiative. It is evident to him that certainly INDOT is using this as an opportunity to 
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get it into the TIP and into the MPO general planning. INDOT has shown over the years how 
they think about people, places and things. They have a job to do and bosses to answer to and 
Mitch Daniels has his bosses to answer to, too. They will use the hardship acquisition policy to 
legitimize this project. What was a bad idea is becoming an insane idea. I-69 is a dinosaur that 
should be allowed to die but there’s momentum and powerful people behind it. There is the 
issue of this little house on the corner. He has known farmers and people out where he lives 
that have been on hold for 20 years because of this thing. There was a farmer in Greene County 
who committed suicide when he saw he was on the map. There has been hardship for years and 
he wasn’t making light of it in any way. It is completely disingenuous for INDOT claim that 
they want to help this person. They want to extend it and put it on the TIP and it’s plain. How 
many times did we hear “conforming?” The job of this body is to conform to the will of the 
people who elected them. The democratic process has broken down in the case of I-69. When 
asked, 94% of the people in this state said they didn’t want I-69--over 130,000 responded. It 
was unprecedented. This is a fantastic opportunity for the MPO to look at it for what it truly is. 
This is how these dinosaurs continue in increments. It is not based in the reality of a 10-30 year 
realistic fiscally responsible transportation plan. It shouldn’t be on the radar and other states 
have known this. Other states have said they are going to take the billions of dollars that this 
would require and think about light rail. Pain makes changes. This is a great opportunity to 
change course before we break our legs and arms with this I-69 business. He hopes they take 
advantage of this opportunity. 
 
Jim Hart thanked the PC for all of the time they devote to the minutiae. The City’s 
representatives in the form of the Mayor and the Common Council have expressed a more deep 
widespread expression of the general will of the City of Bloomington. Regardless of the 
minutiae of fiscal constraints, there is the issue of moral constraints. We’ve been at this for 
almost a generation. He urged them to meditate on that. There is something of 
disingenuousness of this issue of hardship. This project has caused a great deal of hardship. 
There is going to be a mess made in Daviess County. This concern for hardship by INDOT is 
something of a revelation but frankly he’s very suspicious. 
 
Shodo Spring said she greatly appreciated the questions that were asked by members of this 
group and she wanted to appreciate the fortitude of those answering those questions which 
poked to pieces their arguments. She learned that the State of Indiana could help out this 
woman if they want to. This group all by itself can stop the progress of I-69. She would like to 
proceed to address that and that there will be some fairly severe consequences. A Pennsylvania  
township decided that it did not want to be a dump site for one of those giant waste firms. They 
passed an ordinance prohibiting it. They had a huge fight. They won and they have become the 
inspiration for communities and individuals throughout the country. You all can stand up and 
say that we will not be tricked or pressured. We will do what is good for our community and 
what is good for the environment, the nation and the world—none of which includes I-69. Not 
only would we be noticed but supported. She asked the PC to stand up to them.  
 
Jan Henderson sells real estate. She wanted to know if the property owner has any equity in this 
property at all. There was an allusion to the fact that she would lose this property if INDOT 
would not buy her out. That implies that there is a mortgage on the property. That is all the 
more reason that she feels that we are being coerced. Entities coerce and humans have the 
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capacity to cooperate. We are seeing a collision between entities and real humans. Anyone here 
who wants to oppose putting this in the TIP is kind of pleading as people. We are not wishing 
any ill to some other human who is having a hard time but we don’t want to be coerced by an 
entity. She loves that she is America and how patient and civil everyone in this room is being. 
She has had hundreds of calls from people regarding properties and she has never had a single 
person inquire if Bloomington had an interstate. The whole idea that having an interstate is 
going to enhance the economic position of Bloomington is completely false. Any supposed 
proof of this must come from entities instead of people. 

 
Lily Kleinlein said that she has had a house on the market for about 7 months. As excruciating 
as that is, she’s been told that’s normal and it could be a whole lot worse. As a citizen of 
Monroe County, Indiana and the United States, she expects all of you to fight for us and for our 
causes. We elected you to these positions because we trust in your judgment. As a citizen, she 
doesn’t appreciate the blatant bullying from State officials and higher-up employees. I know 
that they are probably being bullied by their own employees but she noted that we are trying to 
teach our kids not to bully but here they are seeing grown-ups bullying each other, it’s really 
hard to see. She was appalled by the idea that those people against I-69 are against America. 
We are all citizens and maybe they have a different view of what is best for this country but the 
reason that we are all sitting here is that we care very much about America and their ideals 
about what kind of future we hope for our children and for ourselves. Thanks to the people 
representing us and please continue to do so. 
 
Sura Gail Tala said that her main business is in real estate and she lives nowhere near I-69. She 
`lives in the northeastern corner of the county. In her area, property is on the market for about 2 
or 3 years. In the rental business, it is very typical for rentals to wreck your property. You hire a 
management company to overlook your property. She sees no hardship here but instead setting 
a precedent toward being in support of I-69. She has been to I-69 gatherings like this for 17 
years. Her son dedicated 2 years to working on this issue. She feels strongly about animals and 
how they will lose their homes and be killed. This has got to be opposed. We have got to stop 
it. There is a huge group of people including the mayor who oppose I-69. She hopes that all of 
you will listen to the comments here and realize all the lives that you are affecting. 
 
Dave Bush, a 20-year resident of Monroe County, thanked the PC for listening to them. He was 
born and raised in the Pike Township area of Indianapolis. Before I-465 was built, he rode his 
bike to school and learned to drive on the back roads of that part of the county. After I-465 was 
built, the township was cut in half. What used to be nice residential areas and farm land became 
industrial tracts and commercial development to the point where it is ruined. You would have 
trouble finding a place to put a spade in the ground now. What started out as a 6 lane interstate 
has warped into a 12 lane monster with concrete barriers on each side. One of the reasons he 
moved to Monroe County was because he valued the quality of life, pace and feeling of 
community here. When they lay I-69 over SR 37, they will cut the community in half. Things 
will not be the same. The building and development that will come with it will bring a whole 
host of issues that he doesn’t value. He drives to Indianapolis about 3 days a week for business 
and goes up SR37. He cannot believe the extra 10,000 vehicles a day that I-69 will bring is 
going to solve any traffic flow issue. It’s going to exacerbate an already bad situation. He still 
can’t come to grips with why our leaders at the state level didn’t choose the I-70/US 41 route 
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which would have been a much better selection when you look at the value of property and the 
value of pristine lands and communities. You could have saved yourselves a billion dollars and 
have improved those roads rather than trying to push this thing through cross country. He 
thought it was unfortunate that INDOT and FHWA didn’t think enough of Bloomington and 
Monroe County to send individuals here who were not at the level that they could speak to the 
questions that were asked here today. He implored the PC to continue to fight the good fight, 
do the things you think are right in your hearts—it’s not too late. The citizens were able to stop 
Marble Hill Nuclear Power Plant. He looks forward to celebrating with his children and 
grandchildren that we don’t have an interstate coming up the center of Monroe County. 

 
Jeffrey Huntsman, a 39-year resident of Monroe County, loves living in the woods. He grew up 
in rural Maine in a town that makes Harrodsburg look like LA. The majority of their roads were 
dirt. He drove most of the way across country on Route 66. He’s driven on many roads that 
don’t even have names. He restores automobiles. He appreciates good interstate roads when he 
travels long distances. With all that said, the new terrain I-69 is a disaster. It is an idiocy. When 
it’s completed, under the best estimates, it will decrease travel time by 15 minutes. He urged 
the PC to pay attention to what the people including the mayor have said and compare that to 
the underwhelming testimony by the officials. It will cost too much and be outdated in 20 
years. He felt sorry for the particular property owner. But, it has been admitted somewhat 
reluctantly that if the State wants to, it will buy it. 

 
Charlie Savage thanked everyone for a great meeting. INDOT and Gov. Daniels caused this 
situation and now they want us feel guilty. He asked the PC to vote no.  
 
Mr. McDaniel thanked the public for their comments. He asked for final committee  comments 
and a vote on the motion. Mr. Martin said to the FHWA representative that the decision that is 
made here is not about whether or not this property gets purchased. That is immaterial here 
because the State has the opportunity to purchase it at this time. It is just a matter of which pot 
of money it is going to come from—whether it’s going to be State only funds or federal funds. 
He wanted to make it clear that should they choose not to put this in the TIP, this is not 
necessarily a repudiation of our existing transportation plan. It is entirely consistent that we 
would say, “Federal money should not be used for this—state money should be used for this.” 
That is essentially the decision that we are being asked to make. He wanted to make it clear that 
this is not to say that we are kicking I-69 out of here and nobody wants to do it ever. This is 
simply choosing which pot of money to use. We can make that decision independent of all the 
other arguments. That is the decision that we have to make tonight. Ms. Osadczuk said she 
would take that information back to FHWA. 
 
Mr. Ruff recognized the State and Federal staff that is here. They have been professional and 
done their jobs well. He thanked the public for waiting 2 or 3 hours and have contributed 
tremendously to this discussion. He thanked the MPO staff and colleagues. It has been a great 
show of democracy. INDOT doesn’t have to do this. If they want to buy this property, they can 
buy it. By approving this, we would be helping to enable the project and we shouldn’t do it. 
The State can buy the property. They shouldn’t come here and coerce the community into sort 
of a back-handed endorsement of the project by unnecessarily bringing it to the MPO for a vote 
under duress suggesting we may be found uncooperative or jeopardizing the status of our MPO 
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or our federal funds. He resents disingenuously presenting this action as an act of sympathy for 
an unfortunate property owner. It places us, the MPO, in the false position of being 
unsympathetic if we don’t support it. He rejects that outright. It’s unfair. It is unfortunate for 
the property owners as with hundreds of others along the route. They do have an alternative to 
rent or lease since a renter isn’t going to care whether in 5 years we may see I-69. A property 
management firm could be used. In general, he would say, not a penny for a massive project 
that is built with oil, that runs on oil and will be maintained by oil at a time when we are 
fighting wars over oil and when oil is in decline and we are not going to find a non-
environmentally destructive alternative to keep massive semi-trucks rolling by the thousands 
around the country on expressways like this one. Not a penny for this project. Identified 
funding for this project doesn’t even exist. It is terrible public policy to spend money on a 
project that is nowhere near funded. The action that needs to be taken that will assist all of the 
property owners along the entire route is for INDOT to drop this wrong-headed, backward, 
horribly wasteful and destructive project. It will help everybody and it will help the planet. 
Whether or not voting this TIP amendment down today seriously impedes the project of I-69 
isn’t really the point. We have an opportunity to take a stand. He implores his fellow PC 
members to vote no on this TIP amendment. 

 
Mr. Nierzwicki said that he doesn’t think that I-69 will be built through Monroe County. There 
was an interstate in New Jersey that stopped at an Indian reservation for a number of years. 
Monroe County is going to be the Indian reservation for INDOT for a number of years. That is 
fine if that is what this community wants. He didn’t think the funding would be there. He 
knows how many parcels that will have to be bought and it’s quite a few. INDOT will not want 
to come back here every time they have one parcel to buy. He feels we should be thinking 
about the people who own that piece of property. There are some people morally opposed to I-
69. There are some people that would take the money and run. He will vote yes in support of 
the one person. ***Frank Nierzwicki made the motion that Policy Committee accept the 
request by INDOT to use federal funds to buy the parcel along SR 37. Jim Ude seconded 
the motion. A roll call vote was taken. 
-Mr. Baker said he came in thinking he would support the motion since it was a case of 
hardship. Other information has come to light that has caused him to rethink the previous 
decision of the CAC. If it were a SR 37 hardship acquisition, we would have been out of here 2 
or 3 hours ago. However, when you connect it to I-69, it brings up other issues but that would 
cause us to go into non-compliance with the State. He thinks he heard at this meeting that it 
may not be as straightforward as he and his committee were lead to believe. Not that anyone 
was trying to fool them - it just wasn’t clear. If we go into non-compliance, there may be some 
options that could be taken. With the idea that those options could be taken, he is going to vote 
no. 
-Bill Williams voted yes because he felt that the parcel could be used for to upgrade the 
intersection whether or not I-69 is built. 
The motion was defeated by a vote by a vote of 3:9. 
 

VIII. Communications from Committee Members (non-agenda items) 
A. Topic Suggestions for future agendas 
Mr. Martin said he would like to bring up another issue dealing with I-69. At the next meeting, 
he would like a discussion about the proposed interchange location for the north side of 
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Bloomington and whether it should be at old SR37 or Kinser Pike. He would like the PC to 
discuss this so that the City and the County can make a unified statement to the State of Indiana 
concerning that particular intersection.  Secondly, he would like to go back to the FHWA 
statement about cooperating, collaborating and coordinating. The County has taken advantage 
of some funding to do some planning with respect to I-69. A firm has been hired to do some 
specific examination of proposals for us. They have reported to us that they were denied access 
to the information that they requested concerning I-69. Subsequent to that we have written a 
letter to Michael Reed, the commissioner, requesting that information. The state statute clearly 
states that County Plan Commissions undertaking the preparation of a comprehensive plan may 
request any public and private officials to make available any information, documents and 
plans, etc. He offered a copy of the letter to FHWA. We on the Plan Commission are trying 
very hard to understand what the transportation system might look like under various scenarios 
and determine how we might go forward with the modification of the Monroe County 
Thoroughfare Plan as a result of that. Without this kind of information it is not possible for us 
to do that activity. I respectfully request of you particularly the Section 5 project leader to be 
forthcoming with all and any information as soon as possible. We need the information now. 
Our consultants should be granted access to that information. Our Plan Commission will be 
following up. We don’t want to be told, “no.”  

 
IX. Upcoming Meetings 

A. Technical Advisory Committee – March 25, 2009 at 10:00 a.m. (McCloskey Room) 
B. Citizens Advisory Committee – March 25, 2009 at 6:30 p.m. (McCloskey Room) 
C. Policy Committee – Special Meeting to discuss Stimulus projects - April 3, 2009 at 
1:30pm (McCloskey Room) 
 

Adjournment 
* Public comment prior to vote (limited to five minutes per speaker) 
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DRAFT Policy Committee Meeting Minutes 
 April 3, 2009 McCloskey Conference Room 135, City Hall 
Policy Committee minutes are transcribed in a summarized outline manner.  Audio recordings are on file with the City  
of Bloomington Planning Department. 
 
Attendance 
Policy Committee:  Susie Johnson (City Public Works Department), Bill Williams (Monroe County 
Highway Department), Richard Martin (Monroe County Plan Commission), Kent McDaniel 
(Bloomington Public Transportation Corp.), Frank Nierzwicki (Proxy Ellettsville Town Council), Jim 
Ude (proxy for Jim Stark, INDOT), Julie Thomas (County Council) and Mark Kruzan (City Mayor). 
 
Others: Adrian Reid (Bloomington Engineering), Lew May (Bloomington Transit), Dave Williams 
(City Parks), Rick Coppock (Bynum Fanyo), Chelsea Sipes (Public observer), Tom Orman (Cowden 
Enterprises) 
 
MPO Staff: Josh Desmond, Raymond Hess, and Jane Weiser. 
 
I. Call to Order—Kent McDaniel called the meeting to order. 
 
II. Approval of Minutes: 

A. January 9, 2009 (revised)—Mr. Hess noted that Mr. Ruff had asked for more details in the 
minutes under the subject of Complete Streets. Mr. Hess noted a few other changes that 
clarified the discussion about railroad crossings on campus. The minutes have been 
updated.  ***Bill Williams moved to approve the minutes as amended. Mark Kruzan 
seconded the motion and it passed unanimously. 

 
III. Communications from the Chair—Mr. McDaniel reported that the bill for regional 

transportation districts that passed the House is dead. HB1607 is moving.  It would create a 
regional transportation district in NW Indiana only but it does include the BTC service area 
language that BT wanted. If this bill passes BT still could provide service beyond its taxing 
districts.  

 
IV. Reports from Officers and/or Committees 

A.  Citizens Advisory Committee 
Mr. Baker discussed the ARRA backed projects and the TIP amendments for BT.  They have 
been discussing a method of prioritizing projects for the TIP using criteria from the Long 
Range Plan.  This is done by other MPOs.  They are looking at developing more project ideas 
to submit to Ball State this year.   
 
B.  Technical Advisory Committee—Adrian Reid said that the W. 3rd St. project lets next 
week.  The Henderson St. Safe Routes To School Project is scheduled for a May letting.  

 
V. Reports from the MPO Staff—There was no report. 
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VI. Old Business 
A. Transportation Improvement Program Amendments 

a. American Recovery and Reinvestment Act Projects (Action Requested*) 
Mr. Hess said that action on the MPO’s ARRA funding allocation was postponed since 
staff felt that they did not have enough information at that time to make an informed 
decision.  On March 9, the MPO received the final 100% funding (ARRA) amount of 
$3,057,822.  Three major requirements resulted in many proposed projects being deemed 
ineligible. The projects need to be shovel-ready. A project needs to obligate funds for 
construction by March 2010. Money cannot be used on design or right-of-way acquisition.  
A project either has to be a new project or one that has been moved up in time. Road 
projects have to be on the federal functional classified system or network. All projects need 
to meet all federal requirements currently in place. There are new reporting requirements 
for the LPAs. Mr. Ude added that any construction has to be completed by March of 2012. 

i. Monroe County projects 
Mr. Hess reviewed the Monroe County pavement preservation projects. The 
project cost is estimated at $676, 996. The second project submitted is for two 
sections of bridge deck overlay for $503,277.  Bill Williams detailed the projects. 
 

ii. City of Bloomington projects 
Mr. Hess said that one project is the Jackson Creek Trial project, Phase I (from the 
Goat Farm to the Sherwood Oaks Park) for $748,045. There is an existing 
Transportation Enhancement Award for this project. The City can redesignate that 
existing award for another City project.  The second City project is for sidewalk 
restoration at multiple locations for $225,559. The third project is traffic signal 
upgrades for $256,887 in downtown locations.  The final project is for pavement 
preservation for S. Walnut St. for $647,058.   
 
Dave Williams presented details about the Jackson Creek trail project.  He said 
they haven’t decided what they would spend the additional $500,000 on. Mr. 
Martin asked if a new project would have to be put into the TIP.  Mr. Hess said 
yes, after the project is approved by the state.  Mr. Reid and Mr. Nierzwicki asked 
if it could change LPAs.  Mr. Hess said he didn’t think they could since the funds 
were allotted to a particular LPA. Mr. Martin asked if Parks has other projects 
eligible for TE funding in the pipeline that they could spend that money on.  Mr. 
Williams said yes.   
 
Ms. Johnson explained how they came up with the other City projects and 
presented more detail about each one. Mr. Martin thought the PC should not 
consider the pavement resurfacing project since it was not included in last month’s 
packet.  Mr. Hess said it was left out of the packet inadvertently last month but 
staff feels confident that it has met the public participation requirements since it 
was publically noticed and was reviewed by the CAC and TAC.  Mr. Martin 
confirmed with Ms. Johnson that they basically shifted a bunch of small projects 
into one large project.   
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iii. Town of Ellettsville 
Mr. Hess reviewed the Heritage Trail project. Mr. Nierzwicki said that they were 
awarded a $169,000 TE grant in 2003 and that Ellettsville is very interested in 
getting this project going again. Rick Coppock, Ellettsville’s Town Engineer, 
explained that they would like to build a 12-ft-wide pedestrian sidepath on the 
bridge over Jack’s Defeat Creek. Mr. Nierzwicki said that smaller towns don’t 
often get these funding opportunities.  Coming up with local matches is difficult 
for small towns. Mr. Martin asked why a pedestrian bridge was not put in when 
the State built the bridge.  Mr. McDaniel said that the MPO asked INDOT to put 
in a pedestrian bridge on the south side and they turned down the request. Mr. 
Martin asked if they have the right-of-way. Mr. Nierzwicki said they have some of 
it. There was discussion of trail phasing.  
 
Mr. Martin discussed with Mr. Williams making the widened bridge on Headley 
fit with the narrower street.  Mr. Martin asked how the PC should evaluate the 
CAC and TAC recommendations since the list they saw was different than the one 
today. Mr. Hess said the recommendations in your packet are from the March 
meeting and are closer to what the final list looks like than the recommendations 
that were made in February. The TAC list did not include the Heritage Trail in 
their recommendation since it seemed the project would not meet the time line. 
 
Mr. Kruzan asked Mr. Nierzwicki if the portions of the Heritage Trail project 
could be done within the year’s time.  Mr. Nierzwicki said yes.  Mr. Kruzan asked 
if for any reason any of these projects cannot be completed in time, what happens.  
Mr. Hess said we would come back and re-designate a different project for use of 
those funds.  Staff’s only concern is that our timelines are relatively tight.  Mr. 
Kruzan suggested dropping the traffic signal modification money completely and 
dedicating it toward the Heritage Trail.  The project will employ local people and 
local contractors.  He indicated the City will try to cover the traffic signals.  If it 
looks like the Heritage Trail is not going to move forward, he asked for Mr. 
Nierzwicki’s support to putting those funds back in for signal modification.  Mr. 
Williams said he could offer additional money from his pavement preservation 
projects.  
 
Mr. Desmond suggested monthly progress reports on these projects. Mr. Martin 
suggested an absolute deadline of Sept. 11 to decide if changes need to be made. 
Mr. Williams said that his trail projects are in the INDOT camp.  Is there 
communication from the MPO to INDOT Seymour indicating the decisions so that 
INDOT will set the letting date?  Mr. Hess said yes.  
 
**Richard Martin moved approval of the ARRA funding project request list 
as amended at the Policy Committee meeting for the total amount of 
$3,057,822 for projects in Monroe County (pavement preservation, bridge 
deck overlay), Bloomington (Jackson Creek Trail, Sidewalk Restoration, 
Pavement Preservation of S. Walnut) and Ellettsville (Heritage Trail).  At the 
Sept. 11, 2009 meeting, the PC will have a report on the status of each project 
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and to verify that they can go forward and use the funds under the criteria 
that have been established by the State and Federal government and allow us 
to make modifications at that point if we have projects that are not going to 
be successful.  Jack Baker seconded. The motion was approved by a 
unanimous voice vote.  

    
VII. New Business 

A. Transportation Improvement Program Amendments 
b. Operational Assistance (Bloomington Transit) (Action Requested*) 
Mr. May said that this TIP amendment is to bring BT’s operational assistance project into 
agreement with the BT budget for 2009.  Last year when the TIP projects for BT were 
prepared, it was done a few months before the actual operating budget was prepared. BT is 
going to need to use about $250,000 of federal funding (5307) to help balance the operating 
budget primarily due to the increased cost of fuel and insurance.  ***Susie Johnson moved 
to accept the amendment. Richard Martin seconded.  The motion was approved by a 
unanimous voice vote. 

 
VIII. Communications from Committee Members (non-agenda items) 

A.  Topic Suggestions for future agendas—Adrian Reid suggested considering getting DES#s 
for possible replacement projects. Mr. Martin wanted to get some discussion about the I-69 North 
interchange so we can send a letter to the State.  Have we received a letter from the feds?  Mr. 
McDaniel said we had not yet.  

 
IX. Upcoming Meetings  

A. Technical Advisory Committee – April 22, 2009 at 10:00 a.m. (McCloskey Room) 
B. Citizens Advisory Committee – April 22, 2009 at 6:30 p.m. (McCloskey Room) 
C. Policy Committee – May 8, 2009 at 1:30 p.m. (McCloskey Room)  

 
Adjournment                
 

* Public comment prior to vote (limited to five minutes per speaker) 
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To: MPO Committee Members 

From: Scott Robinson, AICP 
              Long Range/Transportation Manager 

Date: May 1, 2009 

Re: Local Transportation Enhancement Program (TE) 
              

 
Background 
 
Last year Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) changed the administrative aspects to, and 
the grant awarding process for, the popular state-wide Transportation Enhancement (TE) grant 
program.  Now, the Bloomington/Monroe County Metropolitan Planning Organization (BMCMPO), 
like the other thirteen MPO’s in Indiana, will need to administer and award an annual allocation of TE 
funds.  BMCMPO staff anticipates our annual TE allocation to be around $280,000 (based on a 
formulaic calculation).  These funds must be used for eligible TE projects/activities within the 
urbanized area and as part of this transition from a state to local administrative process, the MPO’s 
must establish a permanent local process to review and award local TE grants.   
 
Included in this committee packet for review is a final draft of the BMCMPO Local Transportation 
Enhancement Program.  BMCMPO staff has coordinated with representatives from our member Local 
Public Agencies (LPA) on key aspects to developing a local TE program.  This program must also 
meet the general guidelines established by INDOT, which was previously detailed in a memo to the 
BMCMPO committees this past September. 
 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC): The TAC reviewed the draft of the local TE program at their 
April 22nd meeting and recommended to table the request because of concerns over the composition of 
the review committee. 
 
Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC): The CAC reviewed the draft of the local TE program at their 
April 22nd meeting and recommended that the PC approve the request.      
 
Requested Action 
 
Staff has worked with a sub-committee of BMCMPO members to resolve the TAC’s concerns on the 
composition of the review committee.  A summary of the changes include the following: 
 

• Deleted the conflict of interest clauses; 
• Included a provision to have at least one member, but not more than two members, from 

each of the MPO committee; and 
• Clarified that some state agencies don’t have to live within the MPO area. 

 
These changes satisfy the Chair of the TAC such that this request can be considered by the Policy 
Committee.  The Policy Committee is requested to tack action on staff’s request to adopt the Local 
Transportation Enhancement Program.    

MEMORANDUM   
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INTRODUCTION: 
 
The Bloomington/Monroe County Metropolitan Planning Organization (BMCMPO) is now responsible to review 
and award eligible Transportation Enhancement (TE) grant applications that fall within the BMCMPO urbanized 
area.   Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) will provide technical assistance and review to ensure 
that any submitted TE application meets federal requirements and are activities eligible to receive TE funding 
(compliance review).  INDOT will also continue to administer TE funds and all subsequent project management 
aspects (e.g. engineering design reviews, contract bids, contract awards, etc.) once the BMCMPO has awarded 
TE funds to a Local Public Agency (LPA).   
 
Under this local TE administrative system the BMCMPO will issue an annual call for projects to closely coincide 
with INDOTs state-wide program and call for projects (e.g. for non-MPO areas).  All LPA members of the 
BMCMPO will be appropriately notified of any pertinent dates and deadlines associated with the TE program.  
The reason for running the local and INDOT calls for projects concurrently is twofold. First, INDOT requires 
their application to be used and submitted to INDOT electronically for their compliance review.  Second, this will 
help to ensure that the BMCMPO uses the current and most up to date application issued by INDOT.   
 
This information packet contains general information about the Local TE Program which is a process used to 
select and award TE grants within the urbanized area of the BMCMPO.  The packet also contains important 
reference material that will be needed by an LPA to submit a TE application.   
 
SELECTION COMMITTEE: 
 
A TE Selection Committee will be formed after the deadline for applications has passed (usually two months 
after the call for projects is issued).  The TE Selection Committee is responsible to review and score all 
applications received during the respective call for projects and to provide their recommendation to the 
BMCMPO committees.  At a minimum, the TE Selection Committee shall be comprised of at least one, but not 
more than two, member(s) from each of the BMCMPO committees: the Policy Committee (PC), the Technical 
Advisory Committee (TAC), and the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC).  Members that are chosen to serve on 
the TE Selection Committee can do so provided the following conditions are met: 

• The member is in good standing with the BMCMPO;  
• The member is nominated by their respective BMCMPO committee to serve on the TE Selection 

Committee; and 
• The member understands that in a good faith pledge their role is to serve in the best interest of 

the BMCMPO community and not to any subordinate agency, group, or association where a 
perceived or real advantage may come to being through their association by serving this 
committee. 

 
In addition to the BMCMPO members serving on the TE Selection Committee, up to three at-large members 
may also be selected to serve on the TE Selection Committee if the MPO staff finds the composition of the 
committee could benefit from additional expertise outside the existing BMCMPO membership.  These at-large 
members may be asked to serve by the MPO staff provided the following conditions are met: 

• The individual resides within the BMCMPO urbanized area, with the exception for representative(s) 
of Indiana Department of Transportation, Indiana Department of Environmental Management, and 
other pertinent state agencies; and 

• At least one of the at large members is directly associated with one of the following: Bloomington 
and Monroe County Visitors Bureau, Downtown Bloomington Inc., Bloomington Bicycle Club; 
Indiana Department of Natural Resource; Council of Neighborhood Association, a local bicycle or 
pedestrian advocacy or safety group, a local historic preservation group (HPC, Monroe County 
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Historical Society), a licensed engineer, architect, landscape architect, or planner, Indiana 
Department of Environmental Management, and Indiana Department of Transportation.  

 
PROJECT SELECTION CRITERIA, REVIEW, AND AWARD PROCESS: 
 
The TE Selection Committee shall review all applications and score them on a 100 point system as prescribed 
by INDOT’s methodology.  This scoring system is comprised of two components.  One is a general score that 
evaluates the level of: public participation/local support, maintenance, connection to existing plans, 
benefit/need/quality of proposal, relation to surface transportation, assurance of local match, supplemental 
funding, and early coordination/consultation.  The general score has a maximum of 50 points.  The other 
component is specific to the type of TE activity for which the project is seeking funding (see Eligible Activities 
for the types).  This component also has a maximum of 50 points.  The BMCMPO may implement a different 
prioritization system in the future; however currently all TE activities are considered equal and thus no 
additional selection criteria is needed to further consider local priorities.  The merits of each application and its 
corresponding TE activity will be evaluated with no predetermined local priorities which would favor one TE 
activity over another TE activity.   
 
Each TE Selection Committee member will be responsible to review and evaluate the submitted TE 
application(s).  Each application/project shall be scored as described above by each TE Selection Committee 
member.  Once the applications have been scored by the committee, the average of their respective scores will 
determine the rank order of the applications.  In addition to the scoring and subsequent rank order of the 
applications, the TE Selection Committee members will also make funding recommendations based upon the 
estimated amount of available TE funds, the respective rank score, and the relative application funding request 
for each application/project.  The TE Selection Committee shall not recommend partial awards.   
 
The results of the TE Selection Committee review will be their recommendation for which application(s) to 
award and how much TE funding the application(s) should receive.  Their recommendations then will be sent to 
the CAC and TAC for their consideration and subsequent recommendation.  The PC will finally consider all these 
recommendations and make the final determination any TE awards.   
  
ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES: 
 
Eligible activities to be considered for TE awards are promulgated by the Federal Highway Administration.  
Generally these activities are described as follows: 

• Provision of facilities for pedestrians and bicycles; 
• Provision of safety and educational activities for pedestrians and bicycles; 
• Acquisition of scenic easements and scenic or historic sites; 
• Scenic or historic highway programs; 
• Landscaping and other scenic beautification; 
• Historic preservation;  
• Rehabilitation and operation of historic transportation buildings, structures, or facilities; 
• Preservation of abandoned railway corridors; 
• Inventory, control, and removal of outdoor advertising; 
• Archaeological planning and research; 
• Environmental mitigation to address water pollution due to highway runoff or reduce vehicle-

caused wildlife mortality while maintaining habitat connectivity; and 
• Establishment of transportation museums. 
 

LIMITATIONS: 
 
TE grant awards are based upon a grant formula where no more than 80% of the eligible costs will be 
reimbursed; which in turn requires a minimum of a 20% local match to be paid by the applicant.  The BMCMPO 
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will get estimated amounts to award annually for the local TE program.  Because of the popularity of the 
program and the time generally associated with design, ROW, and construction, INDOT is currently awarding 
TE funds several years in advance of when the funds will actually be available to disperse.  The BMCMPO will 
have the ability to rollover or bank any previous TE funds allocated to the local TE program that were not 
awarded.  These funds can be used any subsequent year or TE grant award cycle in addition to the annual 
allocation.  For the most current estimate available for the local TE Program, contact the BMCMPO staff.  
Generally the BMCMPO will receive approximately $280,000 annually.  This amount is subject to change and is 
only an estimate to give LPAs an idea on the amount of funding typically available per each call for projects.  
The following are guidelines and limitations to the Local TE Program: 

• No limitation on the number of applications an LPA can submit for consideration; 
• New projects, components of existing projects, and multiple phased projects are eligible; 
• Application requests cannot exceed the estimated amount of TE funds available, and are capped at 

$1,000,000 under any scenario.   
 
APPLICATION: 
 
All TE project applications must be submitted by a Local Public Agency (a unit of government with 
authority to levy taxes) and by the deadline established by the call for projects.  The application must 
follow INDOT guidelines as detailed in their information and application packet (see the resources listed 
below for additional information).  Generally the following conditions apply: 

• Limit each application’s scope to one single project; 
• Limit each application to a total of 35 pages in length; 
• Include additional information pages, maps, pictures, letters of commitment/public 

support etc.; 
• Include a detailed budget for your total project with itemized cost estimates; 
• Include a signature page signed by the highest local elected official; 
• An electronic copy of the application (not to exceed 5 MB in size) must be submitted to 

the BMCMPO and to the Seymour District Local Programs Coordinator; and 
• Re-submissions for future cycles will be accepted; however, the application must be 

updated and meet any new guidance or requirements. 
 

These application requirements may change from time to time and it is recommended that applicants follow 
INDOT’s most current application requirements to avoid any review delays or compliance issues.     
 
RESOURCES: 
 
The following list provides pertinent information related to various aspects of the TE program and materials 
needed to submit an application to the BMCMPO: 
 

• Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Final TE Guidance 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/te/1999guidance.htm 

• INDOT TE Program Guide, application, and state information http://www.in.gov/indot/2988.htm 
• TE project evaluation form, score sheets and other BMCMPO information 

http://bloomington.in.gov/sections/viewSection.php?section_id=191 
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To: MPO Policy Committee Members 

From: Raymond Hess, AICP 
              Senior Transportation Planner 

Date: May 1, 2009 

Re: Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Amendments 
              

Rural Transit – Transit Stimulus Package Purchases (modified) 
On March 13, 2009, the Policy Committee amended the TIP to include Rural Transit’s American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) project.  At the time, the project scope was still under review 
by the Indiana Department of Transportation and subsequently was added to the TIP as illustrative.  
Discussions between INDOT and Rural Transit have resulted in a change to the scope and cost of the 
project.  The project cost has increased from $927,621 to $1,057,074 (ARRA provides 100% funding). 
INDOT has indicated that this project will be funded as detailed below (red strikethrough text 
represents the old project description).  Rural Transit requests the TIP be amended to update the 
project cost and scope of the Transit Stimulus Package Purchases project as follows: 

Project: Transit Stimulus Package Purchases ARRA 1,057,074$         
Description: 4 Modified Vans with Lifts 3 Modified Vans with Lifts

9 Large light transit vehicles, 8 w/ lifts 7 Large light transit vehicles, 6 w/ 
lifts

8 Bus Shelters with signage 1 Ford 150 8cyl. 4wd, shop truck

Fare Collection equipment 10 Bus Shelters with signage
20 On-board camera systems Fare Collection equipment
Office & Garage Security Camera System 10 On-board camera systems
7 computer workstations, 1 network server, 
1 laptop, 1 multimedia projector

Office & Garage Security Camera 
System

4 Office storage units 4 Laptops & 2 mini tower desktops

Scheduling/dispatching software 4 Office storage units
Maintenance Software Scheduling/dispatching software

22 two way radios linked to repeater Maintenance Software
2 new digital repeaters 22 two way radios linked to 

repeater
Upgrade 2 analog repeaters to digital 2 new digital repeaters
4 radio base control stations, 2 handheld 
radios

Upgrade 2 analog repeaters to 
digital

Shop tools 4 radio base control stations
Replace bus wash Shop tools
Fence in area in front of garage Replace bus wash
Repair bus parking lot and drain Upgrade bus lot wiring, lighting, & 

fence
1 Heavy duty scissors air jack Repair bus parking lot and drain
Concrete pad for fuel tanks Replace storage shed and expand 

storage
Facility upgrade: solar perimeter LED 
lighting

Concrete pad for fuel tanks

DES#: n/a Upgrade to solar electric system 
for facility     

Support: Coordinated Plan TOTAL 1,057,074$         -$                        -$                        -$                        

Fiscal Year
Rural Transit Projects 2011 20122009 2010

 

 This amendment has not gone through either advisory committee.  However, this is not 
required per the Public Participation Plan since the project is already in the TIP, represents less 
than a doubling of project cost, and does not require right-of-way or construction of added 
capacity. 

MEMORANDUM   
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Requested Action: 
The Policy Committee is requested to take action on Rural Transit’s request to update the Stimulus 
Package Purchases project in the TIP. 
 

Indiana Department of Transportation – State Road 48 Pavement Preservation from SR 37 to 
Curry Pike 
The Indiana Department of Transportation has requested that the BMCMPO amend the Transportation 
Improvement Program to add a new preventive maintenance project (resurfacing) to the FY 2009-2012 
Transportation Improvement Program.  The project will use American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA) funds.  This project is in the urbanized area.  INDOT requests the TIP be amended to include 
the following project: 

Project: State Road 48 STP
Location: Curry Pike to SR 37 State

Description: STP
State

ARRA 534,251$             
DES#: 0600605   

Support: Pavement Preservation     

Allied Projects: n/a 534,251$            -$                        -$                        -$                        TOTAL

PE

Preventive Maintenance

R
O

W
C

O
N

State of Indiana Projects Funding 
Source

Fiscal Year

2009 2010 2011 2012

 
 

 Technical Advisory Committee Recommendation:  On 4/22/09 the TAC recommended 
amending the TIP to include INDOT’s State Road 48 preventive maintenance project. 

 Citizens Advisory Committee Recommendtation:  On 4/22/09 the CAC recommended amending 
the TIP to include INDOT’s State Road 48 preventive maintenance project. 

Requested Action: 
The Policy Committee is requested to take action on INDOT’s request to add the SR48 preventive 
maintenance project to the TIP. 
 
 
Indiana Department of Transportation  – State Road 45/46 Bypass Project 
The Indiana Department of Transportation has requested that the BMCMPO amend the Transportation 
Improvement Program to update project costs and funding sources for the State Road 45/46 Bypass 
Project (added capacity).  This project is in the urbanized area.  INDOT requests the TIP be amended 
to update the following project: 

Project: State Road 45/46 Bypass STP

Location: State

Description: STP

State

STP 18,601,574$       

DES#: (see Description above) State 4,650,394$         

Support: Expansion/Major Improvements ARRA 36,000,000$       

Allied Projects: State Road 45 projects 36,000,000$       -$                        -$                        

Fiscal Year

20122009 2010 2011State of Indiana Projects Funding 
Source

TOTAL

Kinser Pike to Pete Ellis Dr.

Added travel lanes, including 2 bridges, 
signals, sidepaths, pedestrian underpass.  
DES. #'s: 0300585, 9010075, 9611470, 
(~2.80 miles)

R
O

W
C

O
N

P
E
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 Technical Advisory Committee Recommendation:  On 4/22/09 the TAC recommended 

amending the TIP to update the SR45/46 Bypass project. 
 Citizens Advisory Committee Recommendation:  At the CAC’s 4/22/09 meeting, a motion 

failed to amend the TIP to update the SR45/46 Bypass project.  

Requested Action: 
The Policy Committee is requested to take action on INDOT’s request to update the SR45/46 Bypass 
project in the TIP. 
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