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MEMORANDUM

To: Brad Steckler, Manager
Engineering Assessment Section
Division of Environment, Planning and Engineering

T

foesrer
From: Qk4
Engineering Consultants
3317 Grant Line Road
New Albany, Indiana 47150

Subject: Engineer’s Report
Project Designation Numbers 9802920, 0300694, 9204200, 0300695
Project Designation No, NH-071-5 (10} PE, CN
New Road Construction —
SR 25 (Hoosier Heartland Highway) from {-65 in Lafayette to US 24 in Logansport
Tippecanoe, Carroll, and Cass Counties, Indiana

1.0 PURPOSE OF ENGINEER'S REPORT

The purpose of the Engineer’s Report is to document the engineering assessment phase, including an
outline of the proposal "scope of work® for improvements to SR 25. The report includes discussion of
alternative improvement plans focusing on engineering requirements of the . The Engineer’s Report serves
as a guide lo downstream project development phases, principally the design phase.

1anap<)hsj
“‘\v j J i
A Draft Environmental Impact Slatement (DEIS) was published in August 2002, and a Final EIS is
scheduled for submittal in the fall of 2003. A summary of relevant background data from the environmental

document is included herein.

2.0 PROIJECT LOCATION

The proposal effects reconstruction and relocation of SR 25 starting 0.1 mile east of [-65 in Lafayetts,
Tippecanoe County and extending 35.26 miles east fo US 24/US 35, 1.6 miles east of SR 29 in
Logansport, Cass County. (See Location Map, Figure 1, aside. Refer to topographic location maps
appended, pages W1-W2, C1-C2, E1~E2, and L1.} Equlvalent reference posts (RPs) of those termini (for
the Preferred Alternative—Alternative 2) are 39+39 on existing SR 25 and 12+92 on existing US 24.
Existing SR 25 intersects {-65 on the eastern edge of Lafayette, and serves the communities ol Americus in
Tippecanoe Counly; Delphi, Rockfield, and Burrows in Carroll County; Clymers and Logansport In Cass
County. The project is in both the Crawfordsville and La Porte districts.

The project’s weslern terminus location was selected because it provides a direct connection with 1-65, a
major north-south Interstate highway in Indiana. The project's eastern terminus was selected because it
connects with the recently constructed multi-lane section of US 24/US 35. The entire corridor of SR 25 and
US 24 from Lafayette lo Fort Wayne Is commonly referenced as the Hoosier Heartland Highway.

For ease of reference and analysis, the project area was divided into four major segments—Western,
Central, Eastern, and Logansport—each of which contained two or more of the preliminary alternatives.
Four project designation {Des) numbers comespond to these four segments; 9802920, -65 to 0.5 mile east Figure 1

of the Tippecanoe—Carroll county line, Segment 1; 0300694, 0.5 mile east of the Tippacanoe-Carroll PROJECT LOCATION
county line to 0.2 mile east of Carrofl County Road (CR) 400W, Segment 2; 3904200, 0.2 mile east of
Carroll CR 400W to Cags CR 3008, Segment 3; and 0300695, Cass CR 3005 to US 24/US 35, Segment 4.

Nat to Scale

SR 25
Lafayette to Logansport Segment of
Hoosier Heartland Highway
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4.0

SUMMARY OF PROJECT NEED AND PURPOSE

This project is part of a planned Heartland Industrial Corridor improvement from Lafayette, Indiana, to
Toledo, Ohio—a distance of approximately 200 miles. The project will complete the 99-mile section of the
Heartland Industrial Corridor known as the Hoosier Heartland Highway, from Lafayette to Fort Wayne.

The existing roadway cross section and vertical alignment, among other elements, are substandard to
contemporary design. Crash (accident) analysis results show SR 25 has a higher than average rate of
injury crashes between Lafayette and Delphi and a slightly higher rate of fatal crashes between Delphi and
Logansport. The substandard geometrics and low level of access (drive) control contribute to the crash
rates. The need for an improvement in the corridor is also demonstrated by design year 2030 traffic
projections that indicate traffic volumes will increase substantially along SR 25, compared with year 2000
volumes, and most sections will operate at unacceptable level of service D or E.

The purpose of the project is as follows:

= Toimprove travel time, efficiency, and capacity of SR 25 between Lafayette and Logansport.
* Toupgrade SR 25 to contemporary design standards.

a  Toimprove safety.

» To enhance the statewide and regional transportation network by improving the Heartiand Industrial
Corridor and completing the Hoosier Heartland Highway between Fort Wayne and Lafayefte.

= To implement federal legislation promulgated in the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of
1991 (ISTEA) and the Transportation Equity Act for the 21% Century (TEA-21), and to comply with the
designation of SR 25 as a Statewide Mobility Corridor in INDOT’s 2000-2025 Long-Range Plan.

RELATED PROJECT HISTORY, LEGISLATION, PLANS, PRIOR STUDIES

In 1987, the Indiana General Assembly directed INDOT to undertake a feasibility study for a multi-lane
highway between Lafayette and Fort Wayne—the Hoosier Heartland Highway. The highway was to follow
SR 25 from Lafayette to Logansport and US 24 from Logansport to Fort Wayne. In 1988, the Feasibility
Study: Lafayette to Fort Wayne Corridor was completed for INDOT. The study recommended upgrading the
corridor and prioritized sections for improvement. All sections of the Hoosier Heartland Highway have been
reconstructed as a muiti-lane divided facility and are open to traffic, except the section from Logansport to
Lafayette.

INDOT, the Ohio DOT, and FHWA compieted the United States Route 24 Improvement Feasibility Study in
1994. This study looked at improving the US 24 corridor between Fort Wayne and Toledo (the remaining
portion of the Heartland Industrial Corridor). Currently, the Ohio DOT, in cooperation with INDOT, is
sponsoring three studies for US 24 corridor east of Fort Wayne. One study, an EIS with the Chio DOT as
the lead agency, is focusing on the section between New Haven, Indiana, and Defiance, Ohio; the second
study is considering the section between Defiance and Napoleon, Ohio; and the third study is focusing on
the section from Napoleon to Toledo. in 1995, the State Road 25 Hoosier Heartland Corridor Study was
prepared for INDOT. The study included an extensive public involvement component, and recommended a
partial access control (with limited access right-of-way), four-lane highway as the Preferred Alternative.

The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) identified the Heartland Industrial
Corridor from Lafayette, Indiana, to Toledo, Ohio, as “High Priority Corridor #4." Section 1105, “High
Priority Corridors on the National Highway System,” stated: “the development of transportation corridors is
the most efficient and effective way of integrating regions and improving efficiency and safety of commerce
and travel and further promoting economic development.” The Transportation Equity Act for the 21°
Century (TEA-21), enacted in 1998, identified the section of the corridor between Lafayette and Fort Wayne
as a high priority corridor and provided $18.75 million toward implementation of the project.

5.0

At the state level, the improvement to the SR 25 corrider from Lafayette to Loganspaort is identified in the statewide
transportation plan (Transportation In Indiana: Muiti-modal Plan Development For The 1990's And Beyond) as a
part of one of 27 “Major Commercial Routes.” SR 25 is a Statewide Mability Corridor in INDOT's 2000-2025 Long
Range Plan update, published in 2002. As described in the plan update: “Statewide Mobility Corridors serve as the
connection between urban areas of 25,000 persons or greater in Indiana and neighboring states, provide macro-
level accessibility to cities and regions around the state, and play a vital role in economic development.” INDOT's
Long Range Plan includes an element to reconstruct SR 25 as a multi-lane facility from Lafayette to Logansport.

Locally, improvements to the SR 25 corridor, as part of the Hoosier Heartland Highway project, are supported by
the affected jurisdictions. The Tippecanoce County Area Plan Commission, which is the Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPQ) for the Lafayette-West Lafayette area, included the project in its Adopted Thoroughfare Flan;
the Carroll County Commissioners issued a letter to INDOT consultants Presnell Associates of Indiana (now Qk4),
in July 2001, in suppert of the project; and in February 2002 the Logansport County Council and Cass County
Commissioners in February 2002 adopted a new Thoroughfare Plan that advocates the project.

EXISTING FACILITY

SR 25, which is part of the National Highway System (NHS), is also on the Indiana 4R Network and National Truck
Network. SR 25 is functionally classified on the Indiana highway system as a Rural Other Principal Arterial, and an
Urban Other Principal Arterial within the Lafayette and Logansport Urban Area Boundary (U.A.B.} The functional
classifications of the other state roads in the project corridor are as follows: SR 218, Rural Major Collector; US
421/SR 39/SR 18, Rural Minor Arterial north from SR 25; SR 29, Rural Minor Arterial north to the Logansport
U.A.B. (at Burlington Avenue intersection}, and Urban Minor Arterial north from the U.A.B. to the intersection with
US 24/US 35; and US 24/US 35, Urban Principal Arterial within Logansport U.A.B.

The existing SR 25 is a two-lane facility, constructed circa 1931, with approximately 4-foot-wide earth shoulders
throughout most of the 33-mile-long Lafayette-to-Logansport corridor, The highway travel (driving) lanes are 12 feet
wide and the pavement surface is asphalt throughout. In the 1970s, approximately 1.0 mile on the western limits of
this project was reconstructed to a four-lane curb and gutter section with continuous median left-turn lanes. In
addition, much of the portion of SR 25 through the corporate limits of Delphi is a curb and gutter section. Just east
of Delphi, the roadway was reconstructed to overpass the Norfolk Southern railroad. Shoulders are 8—10 feet wide
in this area and consist of compacted aggregate throughout the section. The right-of-way width is variable (60-100
feet).

The predominant posted speed is 55 mph. Table 1, below, shows the posted speed limits along SR 25.
Table 1—Speed Limits Regulating SR 25

Location Reference Post (approximate) | Posted Speed {mph) Comments
1-65 / SR 25 In Lafaystte 38+50 50 Signalized (Starl of Project)
CR 300N 39+90 55
Approaching Americus 45+50 45
Americus Court -- 55
US 421 west of Delphi 52+10 45 Signalized
US 421 in Delphl 52460 25 Signalized
Union Street in Delphi 35
Delphi area 53400 45
Delphi City Limits (N) 53+80 55
Approaching Rockfield 59+20 40
CR 225 59+80 55
Approaching Burrows 63+00 45
Burrows 53+50 35
Leaving Burrows 64+50 55
Clymers N/A 55 No reduced speed

See Sheets W34, C34, E34, and L2 for approximate Reference Post locations.

Engineer's Report—SR 25 Hoosler Heartland Highway 2



Table 2—8R 25 Deficiencies (Nofe: All sietions have been spproximately measurad as 1°= 2,000° USGS map.)

Station

NORTH BOUND

SOUTH BEGUND

Deficiency

] Note

Defictency | Mote

Lafayette to Amaricus (RP

38+86 to 45+80)

30+50 - 2445
30+45 - 30+92

12
1

40432 - 40468
41440 - 41442
41472
42+85
43401

2,4

iress i cfear zone

43+04
43+06 - AR 77
43+71 - 43482
43488 - 44+37
44+43

headwall with na plrardraif

poles in cipar rong

frees in clear zone

44+43 - 44+84
45+13
45¢32 - 45+38

2,6

>N
w

Irees in clear zone

Awmericus ta North of Delphi (RP 45480 to 5248%)

46+02
46+64
A8+83 « 47402

headwall with no guardsai
steep embankment
headwall with no guardrall

2,3

headwall with no yuardeed]

47H)Z - 47468
47+97
A49+30 - 49435

headweal with no guardraif

49+56
49473 - AD+90
43496
42468 - BO+02

embankment with {rees

embankment with trees

2,4

2,4

frees in claar Tone

B0+58 - 50+51
51409 - 51+38

2,3

telephisne boles in clear zone

25

+

MNorth of Delphl to Rockfield {RP 52+30 to 59+20)

53427 - 53+39
54422 - 54470
54+79
54+34

4
2,3

trees in clear zone

4

The existing horizontal alignment is good throughout the Lafayette to Logansport segment of SR 25, with 5 curves
from 0°30" to 6°00°. Assuming proper superelevation, each of these meets the requirements for a 55-mph roadway.
While much of the vertical alignment meets the minimum reguirements for a stopping sight distance (SSD) for 55-
mph roadway, there are sections between Lafayette and Americus where reduced speed is desirable. Vertical
curve deficiencies in the existing alignment create substandard stopping and intersection sight distances {ISD) for a

sum of approximately 4 miles in the overall project length.

Access control is by drive permit only. There are approximately 81 public crossroads and 145 private entrances
atong this corridor. At-grade railroad crossings occur on approximately 40 of these crossroads, and mainfine SR 25
has three at-grade railroad crossings. Currently 41 trains per day, on average, use the Norfolk Southern railfroad
through the area {according to the trainmaster for the Norfolk Southern Rallway Company). The average is
expected to increase to 65 trains per day wlithin the next few years.

Obstructions on SR 25's existing roadside slopes—inciuding trees, culvert headwalls, utility poles, and substandard
guardrail end treatments or steep embankment slopes without roadside barrier protection—reduce the desired
recovery zone. Table 2, at left, summarizes the existing road’s deficiencies, by reference post, from Lafayelte to
Logansport. The deficiencies/substandard atiributes along the route are identified on the table by number, as

foliows:

{ - Substandard shoulder 3.3-7.9 feet, broken asphalt (4R reconstruction standard is 11-foot usable shoulder,
10 feet paved)

2 - Obstructions inside clear zone and obstruction-fres zane

3 - Non-fraversable fill slope steeper than 3:1 without guardratl

4 - Substandard guardrail and guardrail end treatment

Bridges oocur at the following locations along existing SR 25: Buck Greek, Sugar Creek, Deer Creek, Norfolk
Southern Railroad, and Rock Creek. (The Rock Creek bridge will be replaced hy a new facility. The remaining
bridges will be transferred to local jurisdictions). Table 3 lists types and other features of bridges on existing SR 25.

Table 3—Bridges on Existing SR 25

55H+37
55+73 « 55+87
56+11 « 5E+31

2
2

w

MRINN
L L {8 W

S5B+49 - 5B+74
57+44

23

2,3
23

5B+05
H8+44 - 58458

2,3

2,3

Rockfieid to Burrows (RP 59+20 to §3+40}

59+14 « 60402
8002
ag+B4

2

frees /n clear zone

2,3

2,3

trees in tlear zone

59+90 « 60+03
59+00
63+01
63+06

2,13
8,3
2

2,3

trees [n clear zone

Burrows to Logansport (RP 63340 1o 72+20)

655+28
65+65
88+04

2

2

steas ambankiment

23

Structure Log Mile Featura Crossed T;:;aia,zt
25.78-8633 G5, 78, 65 4481
25-79-7161 SR 25 ¢ Bridge Creek CRES 19.3, 24, 18-3 4504 &1
25-08-11458 SR 25 @ Deer Croek CPCRB, RCA 41-8, 22754 4310 R82 31
Z5-08-4113A 3,18 SR 25 €& Robinson Branch CRCS 34, 40, 30 4102 R-g1 63
25-08-2217 347 SR 25 @ Abandoned RR 5B 45
25-08-2218A 377 S8R 25 @ Moriolk Soulhern RR ROG, S8, RCG | 40, 49, 56, 40, 40 100 R-74 82
25.08-1148A 1129 | SR25 @ Rock Crek RGA 24,8824 41-00 w-60 a2 |
25-09-2040 5405 3R 25 @ Whipperman Dilch
(3512002279} 5.7% US 35 over SR 25 Underpass 2233-10
25-73-740% 28.78 SR 25 @ DBry Rup KPCIB 82-8 §g-10 a3
25-75-7868 29.39 SR 25 @ Buck Creak C18 a6-9 44-007 98

67+80
69+22
G9+80

2

stepp smbgnkment

B9+32
70451
TO+77

lregs In clear zone

70+81
FE+32

sfeep embankment

Signalized intersections occur at the following locations along existing SR 25: northbound and southbound 1-65
ramps, Tippecanoe GR 300N, US 421 just west of Delphi, and US 421 in downtown Delphi.

The majority of the land use in the project area is agricultural, followed by rural-residential uses interspersed with
packets of suburban neighborhoods in outlying areas surrounding Lafayette, Delphi, and Logansport. Other land
uses encountered within the project corridor—along the existing road and the new SR 25 alignment—include
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commercial and industrial facilities near the projects western terminus in Lafayelte, in isolated locations
along rural stretches, and in Logansport, Delphi, and Clymers. Institutional land uses including a social
services agency and a church, and riparian areas and other undeveloped [and not in agricultural use are
also within the project corridor. Most of the recent development in the project corridor has occurred in the
Lafayette, Delphi and Logansport urban areas. Recent development trends in these areas have included a
mix of infill of both commercial and residential uses,

The Norfolk Southern and Winamac Southern railroads traverse the project corridor. Existing SR 25 has
either at-grade or grade-separated railroad crossings at the following locations:

Location Railroad Crossing Waming Device
= Delphi, on US 421 {common Norfolk Southern At-grade Gates, flashing
route with SR 25) lights, and warning
signs
*  Delphi, east of Deer Creek Norfolk Southern SR 25 --
Commerce Park overpass
= Clymers, at CR 400W Winamac At-grade Gates and warning
Southern signs
» [ndustrial properties, east of Norfolk Southern At-grade Warning signs
Clymers spur

The Preferred Alternative (described in Section 9.0, "Discussion of Alternatives"} will intersect the following
existing state and county roads, and Norfolk Southern and Winamac Southern railroads:

= Tippecanoe County: Existing SR 25, CR 400E, CR 300N, CR 500E, CR 400N, CR 625E, CR 450N, CR
750E, CR 900E, CR 600N, CR 700N, CR 1000E, CR 800N, Norfolk Southern, CR 900N

= Carroll County: CR 900W, CR 800W, CR 100N, US 421, CR 200N, CR 300N, Norfolk Southern, SR
218, existing SR 25, CR 500W, CR 400W, CR 600N, North Walnut Street, CR 250W, CR 750N, CR
100W, Meridian Line Road, CR 900N, CR 100E, CR 150E

* Cass County: CR 5008, CR 500W, CR 4008, CR 400W, Winamac Southern, CR 325W, CR 275W, CR
3008, existing SR 25, Norfolk Southern, CR 175W, CR 115W, SR 29, Burlington Avenue, Kokomo Plke

The following streams will be crossed by the Preferred Alternative (in order of crossing, from Lafayette
northward to Logansport). Major streams are identified with an asterisk {*}:

*  Dry Run fributaries (3), Buck Creek tributary, Buck Creek, Sugar Creek tributary, Sugar Creek*, Bridge
Creek East tributary, Bridge Creek East, Bridge Creek West fributary, Bridge Creek West, Bridge Creek
West tributary, Bridge Creek West, Deer Creek*, Robinson Branch, Rock Creek*, Little Rock Creek,
Cronin Ditch, Keeps Creek, unnamed ditch, Goose Creek tributary, Goose Creek

= 19 intermittent streams

FIELD CHECKS, MEETINGS AND COORDINATION

An interagency meeting was held in February 2000, and each of the representatives was afforded the
opportunity to visit the project site. Qk4 personnel met with the Tippecanoe County Engineer and
representatives of the Lafayelte/Tippecanoe County Metropolitan Planning Organization on March 26,
2003, with the Carroll County Engineer on March 25, 2003, and the Cass County Highway Supervisor and
the Logansport Street Superintendent also on March 25, to review the proposal. Gk4 staff also met with the

7.0

Cass County Engineer on June 19, 2003. The engineering assessment and environmental phases involved
numerous other meetings to advise and coordinate efforts.

TRAFFIC DATA AND CAPACITY ANALYSIS

Existing SR 25 serves as the main highway between Lafayette, Delphi, and Logansport. According to 1997 data
from the Tippecanoe County Area Plan Commission (APC), approximately 3,000 people who work in Tippecanoe
County live in Carroll and Cass counties, and most use SR 25 for their commute. In addition, Lafayette serves as a
regional shopping/entertainment district and health-care center for the study area, and Purdue University's main
campus is in West Lafayette.

Traffic volume data along existing SR 25 was obtained from INDOT, mechanical traffic counters, intersection
turning movement counts, and the Tippecanoe County APC travel model. From the 1-65 interchange to Tippecanoe
CR 450N, the current (base year 2000) traffic volume on SR 25 is approximately 21,600 vehicles per day (vpd}, and
the projected volume for design year 2030 is 29,000 vpd. Between CR 450N and Main Street in Delphi, current
traffic volumes range from 7,700—15,500 vpd, and between Delphi and Logansport they range from 4,400-6,800
vpd. By the design year 2030, the traffic in those locations is projected to increase to 11,700-23,400 vpd and
6,500-8,600 vpd, respectively, given the No-Build scenario. Tables 1.1 — 1.2 in this section show existing and
projected traffic volumes and levels of service (LOS) for existing SR 25.

The need for an improvement in the corridor is demonstrated by an analysis of the capacity of the existing facility.
The traffic-carrying capacity of existing SR 25 was analyzed for existing volumes, 2010 volume projections, and
2030 volume projections between 1-65 and Logansport, assuming no roadway capacity improvements. The
capacity analyses included a comparison (expressed as a volume to capacity ratio—v/c) of the traffic volume to the
operating capacity (service flow rate of LOS E} of the road lane based on its characteristics (number of lanes,
shoulder width, grades, passing opportunity, etc.).

The methodology used to analyze the capacity and level of service was based on standard fraffic engineering
procedures outlined in the year 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) “Special Report 209", published by the
Transportation Research Board (TRB). The analysis was performed using Highway Capacity Software (HCS). The
procedure considers traffic and geometric conditions of the facility such as traffic volumes, percent of large vehicles,
operating speed, lane and shoulder widths, grades, and directional distributions to determine the LOS.

Both the Indiana Department of Transportation Design Manual and the American Association of Highway and
Transportation Officials' (AASHTO) A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets state that for the design
of an arterial highway in rural areas (4R reconstruction design class), LOS C is the minimum acceptable, LOS B is
desirable, and LOS D, E and F are unacceptable. (INDOT's Design Manual prescribes LOS B desirable and LOS D
minimum for 3R rehabilitation design class.)

One criterion for measuring the effectiveness of relocating SR 25 is the ability to attract enough traffic away from
existing SR 25 so that it can maintain at least LOS C, or above.

Transportation Needs Study for Hoosier Heartland Highway (SR 25) and Burlington Avenue was prepared by consullants under contract with the City

of Logansport, Cass County, and Logansport-Cass County Econamic Development Foundation. The sludy was conducted lo assess SR 25's access

at Burlington Avenue.
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Corridor Sections Analyzed

To perform the analyses, existing levels of service were identified for thirteen sections of SR 25, and
projections were made for the years 2010, 2020 and 2030 for these same sections. Existing and projected
levels of service were also determined for six intersections along the SR 25 corridor. The thirteen roadway
sections and six intersections, five of which are signalized, are identified below:

13 ROADWAY SECTIONS 6§ INTERSECTIONS

Tippecanoe County; Tippecanae Gounty:
I-65 to CR 450N SR 25 and 1-65 Southbound Ramps (S}
CR 450N {o SR 225 SR 25 and 1-65 Northbound Ramps (S}
SR 225 to Grant Road SR 25 and CR 300N / Deems Drive (S)
Grant Road to County Line Caroll County:

Carroll County: SR 25 and US 421N {5}
County Line to US 421 SR 25 and US 4215 / Washington Street {S)
US 421 to Main Street {Defphi} Cass County:
Main Sireet o CR 300N
CR 200N 10 SR 218 US 24/ US 35/SR 20 {U}
SR 218 to County Line (U) = Unsignalized

Cass County: {5} = Signalized

County Line to CR 4005 (Vandalia Sireet}
CR 400S (Vandalia Street} to CR 3005
CR 2005 to CR 2005

CR 200S o US 24

Base Year 2000 Volumes

Table 4 shows the existing levels of service for the thirteen identified sections of SR 25. The analysis
reveals that over 50 percent of the corridor is operating at unacceptable levels of service D or E (see
shaded rows on Table 4). At the west end of the corridor, near Lafayette, which has a five-lane section, the
level of service is B. The eastern half of SR 25 is operating at LOS C. A separate analysis was performed
for the AM and PM peak-hour volumes at each of the six intersections. Table 5, aside, provides a summary
of the intersection capacity analyses. As indicated in the table, none of the intersections analyzed currently
have unacceptable levels of service. (The SR 25/i-65 southbound ramp, which is now signalized, was not
signalized at the time the analysis was performed. It has not been analyzed as a signalized intersection.)
Table 6, aside, show the percent of heavy vehicle traffic on existing SR 25, eastbound and westbound.

TABLE 4—Level of Service Summary — Base Year 2000 Volumes — Existing SR 25

Roadway Section of Extstlng SR 25 Existing Traffic Volume: AADT Level of Service
{-65 to R 450N 21,800 B
: :
CR 300N to SR 218 8,700 G
SR 218 fo CarrollfiCass Oo, Line 4,400 C
County Line io CR 4008 (Vandalla Street) 4,600 ™
CR 4008 (Vandalia Strest} {0 CR 3008 5,200 o
CR 3008 fo CR 2008 5 800 o
CR 2005 to US 24 8,800 ]

AADT = Annual Average Daily Traffic. Source of data: INDQT traffic counts factored to the current year.
NOTE: Shaded rows Indicate roads operaling at unacceptable levels of service.
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TABLE 5—Intersection Lavel of Service Summary — Bass Year 2000 Volumes- Existing SR 25

Intersection With Existing SR 25 AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

LOS | Avg. Delay {sec.) vic LQS Avg. Delay {sec.) vic
38R 25/-65 3B * * . *
SR 25/1-65 NB G 17 0.83 B 10 0.50
SR 25/CR 300N B 10 0.53 8 10 0,57
SR 25/US 421N B 11 0.49 B 11 0.53
SR 25/JS 4215 c 21 0.67 G 23 0.88
1JS 2475 35/8R 29 A A

* This intersection had not been signalized when the capacity analysis was performed; therefore, LOS ond average delay have not
been evaluated.

Note: Average delay was not evaluated for unsignalized Intersactions,

vi¢ = volume/capacily, i.e., a comparisen of the Iratiic volume to the service capagily of the roadway based on lhe roadway’s
characteristics,

TABLE 6— Year 2000 Heavy Vehicle Traffic (Percent of Total Traffic)

Location on Existing SR 2§ Percent Heavy Vehicles

i85 {0 SR 225 EB 227 wB 12.3 Average 17.8
SR 225 to Americus EB 119 wB 19.1 Average 166
Amaricus to Delphi EB 214 WB 14.7 Averags 18.1
Rockfield to Burrows EB 271 WB 15.8 Average 21.6
Corridor Average 17.7 %

Year 2010 Volumes

Traffic volumes were projected to the year 2010 based on histerical growth trends along the entire length of SR 25.
The LOS analysis was again made assuming the increased traffic volumes on the existing roadway conditions.
Using the projected 2010 traffic, the analysis indicates that over half of the corridor would operate at an
unacceptable level of service D or E. Compared with year 2000 volumes, the level of service remains the same for
the westerly sections between 1-65 and CR 300N east of Delphi. The section from CR 300N to SR 218 drops from
LOS C to LOS D. Also, the segment of SR 25 from CR 200S to US 24 worsens from LOS C to LOS D. Table 7

summarizes the results of the SR 25 mainiine capacily analyses.

TABLE 7—Level of Service Summary — Year 2010 Volumes, *No-Build” Condition

Roadway Section of Existing SR 25 Projected Traffic Volume: AADT Level of Service
{-856 10 TR 450N 24,100 B

SR 218 1o CarroliCass Co, Line 5,100

County Line lo CR 4005 (Vandalia Sirest) 5,800

CR 4905 {Vandalia Sireet) to CR 3008 6,200

CR 3005 to CR 2005 8,800

AADT = Annual Avarage Daily Traffic,
NOTE: Shaded rows indicate roads operating at unaccepiable levels of servica.
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Intersection capacity analyses were performed for 2010 traffic on the previously referenced intersections.
Table 8 summarizes the capacity analyses. As shown in the table, one intersection will experience service
level problems (LOS D} with PM peak-hour traffic: SR 25 / US 4218. (The existing signalized intersection at
US 421 can reach an acceptable level of service through the addition of turn lanes.)

TABLE 8—Intersection Level of Service Summary — Year 2010 Volumes, “No-Build” Condition

Intersection With Existing SR 25 AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

LOS Avg. Delay (sec.) vic LOS | Avg. Delay (sec.) vic
SR 25/1-65 SB v . * . » .
SR 25/1-65 NB c 18 0.85 B 12 0.61
SR 25/CR 300N B 11 0.64 B 12 0.63
SR 25/US 421N B 13 0.54 B 14 0.65
SR 25/US 4215 c 23 0.72 D 27 0.83
US 24/US 35/SR 29 A A

* This intersection had not been signalized when the capacily analysls was performed; therefore, LOS and average delay have not
been evaluated.

Note: Average delay was not evaluated for unsignalized intersections.

v/c = volume/capacily, i.e., a comparison of the traffic volume to the theoretical capacity of the roadway/trave| lane based on the
roadway geomelry/assumptions made.

Year 2030 Volumes

The projections for 2030 indicate that the traffic volumes will increase significantly along the entire length of
SR 25 and, compared with year 2000 volumes, the level of service will deteriorate at eight of the thirteen
locations analyzed (see Table 9). For example, SR 25 from Grant Road to the Tippecanoe/Carroll County
line will decrease from LOS D to LOS E. By year 2030, the only sections of SR 25 operating at LOS C are
those from 1-65 to CR 450N (four-lane section divided by continuous median/left-turn lane) and SR 218 to
the Carroll/Cass County line. All remaining sections of existing SR 25 will be operating at LOS D or E,
which is unacceptable for efficient operation. Accommodating this additional traffic with an acceptable level
of service would require adding travel lanes to the existing roadway or removing traffic demand from
existing SR 25 by building a new parallel facility.

TABLE 9—Level of Service Summary — Year 2030 Volumes, “No-Build” Condition

AADT = Annual Average Daily Traffic.
NOTE: Shaded rows indicate roads operating at unacceptable levels of service.

An intersection capacity analysis of the six intersections was performed using year 2030 AM and PM peak-
hour traffic. Four intersections were found to have service level problems for this traffic scenario: SR 25/ I-
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65 northbound (LOS D, AM peak hour), SR 25/CR 300N (LOS D, AM peak hour), SR 25/US 421 North (LOS D, PM
peak hour) and South (LOS F, AM and PM peak hour), and US 24/US 35/SR 29 (westbound left-turn, LOS F, Am
and PM peak hour). The unsignalized intersection {US 24 / US 35/ S8R 29} can reach an acceptable level of service
through the installation of a traffic signal. Left-turn-lane additicns are necessary for the intersections of SR 26/ CR
300N, and SR 25 / US 421 North and South, to attain an acceptable level of service. Table 10 summarizes the

intersection capacity analyses.

TABLE 10—Intersection Level of Service Summary — Year 2030 Volumes, “No-Build” Condition

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Intersection With Avg. Dela Avg. Dela
Existing SR 25 LOS ?sec.) V| e LOS ?sec.) Y vie
SR 25/1-65 SB B 15 0.82 c 21 0.94
SR 25/1-65 NB D 38 1.02 C 20 0.92
SR 25/CR 300N D N 0.83 B 14 0.81
SR 25/US 421N C 19 0.78 D 32 0.92
SR 25/lUS 4218 F * * F * v
US 24/US 35/SR 28¢

Unsignalized B (WB left-turn, F) B (WB left-turn, F)

Signalized B 10 0,36 B 10 0.48

vic = volumelcapacity, l.e., a comparison of the traffic volume to the theoretical capacity of the roadway/travel lane based on the
* = vic ratio greater than 1.0; delay could not be calculated.

Note; Average delay was not evaluated for unsignalized intersections.

roadway geometry/assumptions made.

Years 2010 and 2030 Traffic Volumes and Level of Service: Preferred Alternative

In the design year 2030, traffic volumes on the new road are projected to range from 4,600-22,500 vpd with
Preferred Alternative 2, LOS A is projected in all areas except between 1-65 and SR 225 in Tippecanoe County,
where the highest traffic volumes (22,500-18,100 vpd} and LOS B are projected {see Table 11). Residual traffic on
existing SR 25 will range from 2,400-6,500 vpd, with the LOS ranging from A to C. Between Delphi and
Logansport, Alternative 2 will incorporate the existing roadway for most of the distance. Therefore, the volume of
residual traffic on the existing road will be “0,” as shown on Table 11.

TABLE 11—Years 2010 and 2030 Traffic Volumes and Level of Service: Preferred Alternative

Preferred _ 2010 2030 -
. No-Build Residual No-Bulld Residual
Alternative 2 Traffic |~ Trafficon | g Trafflc || o) Traffic || 4o Trafficon || ne| Trafic || Ao
{OWA1-PCA1-PEA-YLA) Exisling Alternative Existing Exlsting Alternalive Exisling
SR 25 SR 25 SR 25 SR 25

TIPPECANOE COUNTY

1-65 1o CR 450N 24,100 18,700 B 5,400 A 29,000 C 22,500 B 6,500 A

CR 450N to SR 225 18,100 14,000 A 4,100 G 23,400 18,100 B 5,300 C

SR 225 to Grant Road 15,100 13,000 A 2,100 B 17,600 15,100 A 2,500 B

Grant Road to Co. Line 12,000 9,700 A 2,300 B 15,100 12,200 A 2,900 o}
CARROLL COUNTY

Co. Line lo US 421 10,500 6,300 A | 4200 | ¢ | 16000 if ogo0 | A | 8400 | C

US 421 to Main St. {Dalphi) 11,200 8,900 A 2,300 B 11,700 9,300 A 2,400 B

Main St. to CR 300N 9,200 7,100 A 2,100 A 11,700 9,300 A 2,400 A

CR 300N to SR 218 7,300 7,000 A 300 A 8,600 8,100 A 500 A

SR 218 1o Co. Line 5,100 5,100 A 0 NIA 6,500 6,500 A 0 N/A
CASS COUNTY

Co. Line to CR 4008 5,800 C 5,800 A 0 NIA 8,100 8,100 A 0 N/A

CR 4005 to CR 3005 6,200 C 6,200 A 0 NiA 8,100 8,100 A 0 N/A

CR 3005 {o CR 2008 6,600 C 4,200 A 2,400 A 8,100 5,100 A 3,000 A

CR 2005 to US 24 7,300 p 4,600 A 2,700 A 8,100 5,100 A 3,000 A

Enginesr’s Report—5R 25 Hoosier Heartland Highway
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CRASH DATA AND ANALYSIS

The existing two-lane road fails to mest current design standards along most of the length, with
substandard shoulder width, roadside clearances, and vertical alignment among the main deficiencies,
INDOT's geometrit design criteria for rural, multi-lane arterials (new constructionfreconstruction) specifies
that usable shoulder width should be 11 feet, of which 10 feet should be paved and that roadside ditches
should be traversable (3:1 or flatter) if not recoverable {4:1 or flatter). In addition, substandard vertical
curves occur throughout the project length, but are most frequent in the western segment from Lafayette to
Delphi, where over one third of the verlical alignment is substandard with respect to INDQOT standards for
stopping sight distance,

Vehicle mix is another concern. SR 25 is the major commercial corridor for the study area. Heavy vehicles
(i.e., large trucks, farm vehicles, buses) make up 15 to 20 percent of the existing traffic along SR 25
between Lafayette and Logansport {see Table 6, page 5). Large trucks and farm vehicles entering and
exiting industrial sites, commercial establishments, and farm businesses create conflict points with the
high-speed mainline traffic. The poorer acceleration characteristics of trucks, farm equipment, and buses,
in combination with the limited number of passing zones in sume locations, contribute to high risk passing
maneuvers. At-grade railroad crossings on existing SR 25 and on numerous public crossroads in the
project corridor between Lafayette and Logansport present canflicts between vehicles and trains, and can
cause delays. The parallel Norfolk Southern railroad averages about 41 trains per day.

Access to the existing SR 25 roadway is controlled by drive permit, the lowest levei of access control. This
33-mile-long section of SR 25 has 81 at-grade public street intersections, three at-grade raiiroad crossings,
and approximately 145 privaie entrances. In addition there are at-grade railroad crossings on numerous
public crossroads that provide access to existing SR 25, AASHTO's Highway Safety Design and
Qperations Guide 1997 states that “access control is one of the most significant factors in the safe, efficient
operation of a highway.” Reducing the number of drive access points and at-grade raifroad crossings and
access points would reduce delays in travel time and improve safety within this corridor.

Traffic crash data indicates that numerous crashes occur at the at-grade intersections and private
entrances, all but a few of which are unsignalized and have stop control for crossroad approaches.
Signalization along the existing roadway occurs at SR 25 and the 1-65 interchange ramps, SR 25 at
Tippecanoe CR 300N, and at both SR 25 (Main Street) intersections with US 421/SR 39/SR 18 in Delpht.
To determine if there are segments along existing SR 25 with high rates of crashes, crash data was
obtained using the INDOT and Indiana State Police databases for the four-year period 1995-1988. This
data was analyzed for determining statewide injury and fatal crash rates by type of roadway.

Resuits of the analysis, summarized in Tables 12 and 13, aside, show that SR 25, compared to similar
facilities (Rural Arterials) in Indiana, has a higher than average rate of injury crashes oceurring between
Lafayeite and Delphi and a slightly higher rate of fatal crashes occurring between Delphi and Logansport.
The injury crash rate for Lafaystte to Delphi {61.16) is higher than that for the state {51.88), while the same
rate for the segment from Delphi to Logansport (35.24) is lower than the slatewide rate (51.88). However,
the fatal crash rate for the segment from Delphi to Logansport (2.25) is higher than the statewide rate
(1.99), while that rate for Lafayette to Delphi is lower, at 1.52.

9.0

9.1

9.2

TABLE 12—Traffic Crash Summary {1995 to 1998)

Locatlon No. Fatat Crashes No. Injury Crashes
lLafayetie fo Delpht k| 121
Delphi To Loganspord k| 47
Comdor Total 13} 168

TABLE 13—Crash Rate Comparison

Location Fatal Crash Rate Injury Crash Rate
Other Principal Arterials @ 1.89 51.88
SR 25; Lafayetie to Deiphi @ 152 61.16
SR 25: Delphi o Logansport ™ 2.25 35.24
Indiana Statewide Average: Rural Roads 1.12 60.78

Fatal Crash and injury Crash rates are the numbar of fatalfinjury crashes per 100 million vehicle miles of travel,

{1) Source: INDOT, 1997 Molor Vehicle Falalitios and Rafes
{2) Source: INDOT, 1925-1898 Accident Statistics

To improve safety and meet current design standards, existing SR 25 would need to be reconstructed to the
AASHTO and INDOT design standards, as detailed in the INDOT Design Manual for Ruraf Arierials — New
Consfruction/Reconstruction for a New Roadway, and AASHTC's publication, A Poffcy on Geomefric Design of
Highway and Streets. The standards relate to such factors as traveled-way and shoulder widths, horizontal and
veriical geometry, stopping and intersection sight distances (SSD and ISD) roadside clearance, intersection access
control, etc. Alternatives were evaluated to determine their ability to comply with all current roadway design
standards and improve safety by reducing conflicts including railroad crossings, intersections with public
crossroads, and access toffrom private drives,

DISCUSSION OF ALTERNATIVES

Development of Corridors

As a first step in developing and evaluating build alternatives, the project team identified several broad corridors
that 1) would best meet the project's purpose and need while minimizing adverse effects, and 2) could contain one
or more build alternatives that, from an engineering standpoint, would be feasible to consiruct, The corridors were
approximately 1,000 to 2,000 fest wide and spanned the length of the study area, For ease of refarence, each
corridor was assigned a color—Qrange, Purple, Teal, Red, and Yellow. Connectors, colored Black, were also
developed fo create logical links betwean the corridors. Once the corridors had been screanad for their ability to
meet the project's purpose and need and avoid Section 4(f) resources, theé preliminary altarnative afignments within
the corridors advanced for further analysis were modified and refined for detailed evaluation and comparison of

aiternative routes.

Development of Build Alternatives

It was recognized that, within any of the corridors surviving the initial screening, there were many environmentally
sensitive areas, home sites, businesses, cultural resources, etc., that could be avoided with a judiciousiy placed
300-foot-wide right-of-way—which would approximate the right-of-way for the proposed multilane divided roadway
in level terrain. Therefore, 300-foot-wide build alternative alignments were developed within the broad corridors for
detailed evaluation. Information from preliminary design work, technical studies, coordination with regulatory
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agencies, and puhlic input was used to identify alignments that would be both constructible and responsive
to social, economic, and environmentat consirainfs/concerns.

For ease of reference and analysis, the overall project corridor was divided into four major segments-—
Western, Central, Eastern, and Logansport, In each segment, two or more 300-foot-wide build altematives
were identified. Alignments within one segment could connect to those in preceding and following
segments to form a variety of build aiternatives extending the full length of the project—from Lafayette to
Logansport.

Following the analysis of design considerations and ernvironmental censtraints, several preliminary
alignments were eliminaled. The remaining alignments within each of the four major segments were
combined, in all ways feasible, to form four build alternatives that extend from the western terminus at the 1-
65 interchange to the eastern terminus at US 24. The following feasible aitematives are the subjects of the
discussion in the remainder of this document. {The reader may refer to the Environmental Impact
Stalement for an expanded discussion of alternatives’ development and assessment.)

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative INDOT would not reconstruct or refocate SR 25 between Lafayette and
Logansporl, Routine maintenance and repairs would continue to be made on existing SR 25. Traffic
volumes, characteristics, and development inside and outside the project area will change. Normal growth
in the area would contribute to increases in traffic volumes and a worsening of existing problems. Under the
No-Build Alternative, interruptions to traffic flow would increase, passing opportunities would decrease,
levels of service (LOS) would deteriorate, congestion and accident risk would increase, and overall
roadway conditions would worsen. In addition, the No-Build Alternative would leave the final link in the
Lafayelte to Fort Wayne section of the Hoasier Heartland Highway as a substandard, two-lane roadway
tying into an interslaie ([-65) at its western terminus and the improved, four-lane US 24 at its eastern
terminus. The No-Build Alternative wouid not meet the stated purpose and need for the project, i.e., to
improve the transportation network, reduce congestion, increase capacity, and improve safety between
Lafayette and Logansport.

Build Alternatives

The build alternatives identified below and shown on Figure 2, pages 10-13, were formed by combining
one alignment from each of the four segments developed for purposes of the preliminary analyses.

Namea Combination Length (in Miles) Estimated Cost
Alternativa1  O-WA + P-CA1 + P-EA + Y-LA 35.3 $219 million
Alternative 2 O-WA1 + P-CA1 + P-EA + Y-LA 35.3 $225 million
Alternative 3 O-WA + P-CA2 + P-EB + Y-LB 35.2 $213 million
Alternatived  O-WA1 + P-CA2 + P-EB+ Y-LB 35.3 $218 miflion

From among these four build alternatives, AHernalive 2 was identified by INDOT as the Preferred
Alternative following the issuance of the DE/S in August 2002 and requisite public hearing and comment
period, Alternative 2 is described below, by corridor segment, and depicted on the exhibits foliowing the
text of this report. {Refer to the attached conceptual drawings showing Alternative 2 in the form of
topographic maps, plan view sheets, profile view sheets, and aerial basa photographs, pages W1-W 59,
C1~C40, E1-E54, and L 1-L21.) Table 14, aside, shows the beginning and ending stations and length of
each of the four cortidor segments. Table 15, page 9, compares the impacts of the no-build and preferred
build alternatives.

Table 14—Section Limits: SR 25 Prefarred Aiternative

Station Crossing Length
Maotors Maters Feet Miles
Western Section D+450 CR 500E / HHH (SR 25} & RR
18,681 51,289 1161
bl Existing SR 25 Connector
Ceantrai Section 19+000 CR 200N / HHH
13,571 44,524 8.43
32+871 CR 500W /HHH
Eastern Section A2+000 North Wainut St /HHH
18,000 59,055 11.18
50+000 CR325W/HHM ARR
Lagan, Section 504200 HHH / Exisiing SR 25 & RR
6,500 21,325 4,04
56+700 HHH / SR 28
TOTALS 56,752 186,193 35.28

NOTE: Due to combining of various alternatives the station equations listed below were used at the match lins of each section.

19+131 Back (Western Segment) = 194000 Ahead {Central Segment}
32+571 Back {Ceniral Segment) = 324000 Ahead (Eastern Segment)
50+000 Back {Eastern Segment} = 50+107.60 Ahsad {Logansport Segment}

Western Segment

In this segment of the project comidor, alignmants O-WA and O-WA1 were advanced for detailed analysis in the
DE/S, Essentially, OWA separated the mainline from the Norfolk Southern railroad track by 1,000 feef while OWA-1
reduced this separation to 150 feet. O-WWA1 was idenlified by INDOT as the preferred alignment. The alignment’s
western terminus begins immediately east of the intersection of existing SR 25 and the |-65 northbound
exitentrance ramps, and heads east lo traverse the north and northwest edges of a imestone quarry's grave!
stockpile area. The alternative next traverses a portion of the former Aretz airstrip property now owned by the
Providence Foundation, and then continues east adjacent to and paralieling the Norfolk Southern railroad track.
The alignment crosses Tippecanoe CR 400E and CR 300N. The assassment of access to CR 300N and CR 400E
is ongoing. Threa optional treatments have been developed, as illustrated on Exhibit sheets W-5 — W-8. The
Preferred Alternallve confinues eastward adjacent to the track, providing a one-quadrant interchange (grade
separation with a single connector roadway ramp) with CR 500E, a grade separation with CR 625E (with indirect
access to the mainline via CR 450N), and an at-grade intersection with CR 450N. Passing north of tha community
of Buck Creek, the alignment crosses Buck Creek and provides an at-grade intersection with CR 750E. The
alignment rejoins the railroad right-of-way and provides a one-quadrant interchange (grade separation with a single
connector roadway ramp) with CR S00E. It then turns northward, away from but still more-or-less parallel to the
railroad right-of-way, and crosses CR 600N, which would not have direct access to the mainline. The alignment
next crosses Sugar Creek, and passes to the west of Colburn, providing an at-grade intersection with CR 700N and
grade separation with CR 1000E. The alignment next crosses CR 800N, which would not have direct access to the
mainline, and CR 800N, which would be grade separated with the new mainiine road. A new connecting road (local
service road) links existing SR 25 to the new alignment. The mainline then crosses the raflroad and CR 900W
whereupon it enters Carroll County. CR 900W remains open but will not have direct access fo the new SR 25.
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‘ . Table 15—Comparative Impacts Summary: No-Build Alternative and Preferred Build Alternative (Alternative 2)

DEIS Im Bui . Build Alternative—Preferred Alternative 2
. Section pacts No-Build Alternative O-WA1+P-CA1+P-EA+Y-LA
I i Length (miles) 0 35,26
‘ Eslimated project cost 0 $225 million
Land use—Additional acres of ROW to be acquired (by use):
! J Agricultural {cultivable + uncultivated, in 4.2, below} 0 1,171
J' Residenlial/Rural Residential 0 267
4.1 Commercial/industrial [¢] 80
Inslitutional 4] 1
Total acres 0 1,529
’ Total number of parcels 0 309
Farmland impacts: No effect
Number. of parcels of 20+ cultivabla acres from which ROW would 142
' be acquired (i.e., farm parcels severed)
(_T Cuftivable {20+ acres) farmland acres in ROW 0 1,001
| 4.2 Uncultivated (incl. riparian, forest, wellands) farmland acres in ROW 0 170
Prime/Unique Farmland acres in ROW 0 834.6
[ Statewida + Local Imporiant Farmland acres in ROW 0 11
( ! Miligation discussion required? No No
Social:
Travel ime, community access, efc. Road deﬁci_encies. lraffic, slow travel time, increase costs and reduce ease, safety Improves travel ime and costs, improves areafregional access.
of localiregional access.
‘ ‘I 43 Crossroads closed to through trafiic at new SR 25 4] 16 ’
1 i Railroad crossings eliminated 0 16 {plus 3 open to provide access to adjacenl property, only)
Special groups/unique communilies No effect No impact. (Alignment is not near local German Baptist Gommunity. ).
) Relocations / displacements:
! 4.4 Residential 0 26 single-family; 2 duplexes (30 households)
( J! Commercial 0 >
) Institutional o 1
. 4.5 Economle Increased traffic, reduced road capacity impair development potential, increase lravel cost. | Improved lrave! time, safety, and localfregional access increase development polential and employment opporiunities. Provides added access to Delphi, improved access to Logansport.
, l 4,6 Joint development No change. Possible trail development in Delphi
ol 4.7 Pedestrians and bicyclists (trails crossed) 0 Crosses 3 bike roules sharing road ROW: access maintained on all. Crosses 3 proposed hiking lrails not open to public: access could be maintained. No Seclion 4{f} involvemenl.
4.8 Alr quality Some reduclion in quality over ime. Steadying traffic flow by reducing number of access points and railroad crossings would reduce vehicle-related pollutants. No exceedance of standards projected.
: 4.9 Nolse Noise levels increasa as lraffic volume increases and road capacily Is exceeded. INcrease| 1o decraase In nolse along existing SR 25 at all but one monitored site near 1-65, where minimal (3 dBA) Increase over existing/No-Build is projected.
| at one NRHP-eligible resource.
J . 4.10 Energy No effect. Malor one-time energy rescurces demand. Improved access, travel ime, safety make operalional costs less than or equivalent to No-Build.
Water quality, relaled impacts:
- Stream crossings {incl. Intermittent) 0 43
( | 4.11 Bridges (Stream / Railroad/ Highway) 0 771119
: Length of slream Impact (feet) 0 8,871 major / mlnor + 8,694 Intermittent
General Impacls No change in existing conditions. Possible shori-lerm increase in stream sedimentation, groundwater turbidity during construclion. Roadway pollutanis introduced along new alignment. Grass swales, pipes proposed.
, 4.12 Wetland areas within ROW (acres) 0 2.68
[ ! 4.13 Permits None USACE 404, IDEM 401, IDNR Conslruclion in a Floodway
i 4.14 Water body modificationsiwildlife No effect Wildlife habitat Impacts = 170 acres (uncultivated agricullural landg/riparianfwelland/fores! areas).
4.15 Endangered species No effect Indiana bats captured on Sugar Creek and habitat exists through project corridor.
i ' 416 Floodplains (acres) 0 e
i ‘ 4.17 Wild and scenic rivers None in area Nons in area
4.18 Polential Hazardous Malerials sites No effect "
‘ 4.19 Visual No effecl Pleasant view from the road through rural areas, Visual impacls to cullurat resources (ses 4.21 below).
; ‘ 4.20 Construction No effect Temporary dusl, noise, traffic delays, waler quality impacts.
Cultural resources
. Archaeclogical resources (NRHP eligible / listed) No effect 34 siles and 2 Noodplain areas recommended for avoidance/further testing [SHPO and FHWA determinations pending]
} ‘ 4.2 Hisloric properies (eligible for / listed on NRHP) Increase over existing noise leve! al an NRHP-eligible resource. Visual impact to NRHP-listed Rural Histeric District and 3 eligible resources.
3’ NOTE: Section 106 coordination on-going, No 4(f) involvemenl.
4,22 Long-term impacis Would not improve accessibility, safety, travel time, economic development potential. Completes a link in the Hoosler Hearlland Indusirial corridor and enhances long-lerm preduclivity for the area and region.
S

o Abbreviations Key:

4.2: ROW = Right-of-way

4.7 Section 4(f} = A section of the Departmenl of Transportation Act (1966} requiring avoidance of certain resources {such as public parks and recreational areas, historic and archaeological siles, wild and scenic rivers, or wildlife management areas) when a feasible alternative is possible.

4.9 NRHP = National Regisler of Historic Places
4.13 USAGE =U.8, Department of tha Army, Gorps of Engineers

IDEM = Indiana Department of Environmental Management

IDNR = Indiana Depariment of Nalural Resources

4.21 Section 106 = A section of the Natioral Historic Preservation Act (1968), as amended, requiring the federal governmenit to “take into account” the effect of its proposed aclions on archaeological and historic resources before making projecl decisions.

Engineer’s Report—SR 25 Hoosler Heartland Highway 9
















Central Segment

In this segment of the project corridor, alignments P-CA1 and P-CA2 were advanced for detailed analysis in the
DEIS, (P-CA1 and P-CA2 have a common alignment until one-haif mile east of CR 500W, where P-CA2
crosses existing SR 25 and Norfolk Southern railroad to connect with the P-EB alignment south of tha raliroad
in the Eastern Segment.) P-CA1 was identified hy INDOT as the preferred alignment. This section of the
preferred alignment connects with O-WA1 and continues in a northeasterly direction, providing an at-grade
intersection with Carrolt CR 800W and US 421 (SR 18, SR 39) and crossing Bridge Creek midway between
those two roads. The alignment turns to the norih and intersects CR 200N, which overpasses new SR 25. |t
again crosses Bridge Creek, and then crosses Deer Creek west of the High Bridge area and the Deer Creek
Valley Rural Historic District. After the Deer Creek crossing the aiignment crosses the abandoned Monon
Railrcad and overpasses CR 300N, which will not have a direct connection to the new SR 25, However,
connection will be made In that vicinity between the new SR 25 and the existing SR 25/Main Street via
consiruction of a local access (service) road, intersecting the new mainlina 800 feef east of Deer Creek. The
alignment continues north, traversing the western edge of the Deer Creek Commerce Center property, west of
The Andersons Grain Mill, and crosses over the Norfolk Southern railroad before turning to the northeast to
align paralle! to and south of existing SR 25 to just east of CR 600W, where it crosses existing SR 25. A new
connector creates an at-grada intersection with SR 218, extending to existing SR 25. Another new connector
creates an at-grade intersection with the mainiine linked to existing SR 25 0.7 mile east of CR 600W. The
alignment continues in the northeasterly direction, crossing CR 500W, which will overpass the new mainline
road, and then curves to the east to adjoin the railroad right-of-way and cross CR 400W, which will not have
direct access to the naw SR 25. This segment terminates sast of CR 400W.

Eastern Segment

In this segment of the project corridor, alignments P-EA and P-EB were advanced for detailed analysis in the
DEIS. P-EA Is on the north side of the Norfolk Southern raliroad and P-EB Is south of the railroad. P-EA was
identified by INDOT as the preferred alignmert, From the terminus of the P-CA1 alignment in Carroll County to
CR 3005 in Cass County, the Preferred Alternative uses the existing SR 25 right-of-way, except where the
alignment curves to pass north of Rockfigld, Burrows, and Clymers. From west to east, the new road crosses
Carroll CR 800N, which would have, by way of a connector (LSR), an at-grade intersection with the new
mainline road; and Walnut Street, which would be grade-separated with the mainling; and CR 250W, which
would he provided an at-grade intersection. Just east of Rockfield, the new road crosses Rock Creek. It then
encounters CR 750N and CR 100W, which would be denied direct access at the new road but be connected to
each ofher via construction of a section of local service road. Continuing eastward, the Preferred Alternative
provides a grade separation {o carry Meridian Line Road over the new road and the rallroad. Passing north of
Burrows, at-grade intersections are proposed on the mainiine with CR 900N and CR 100E. East of Burrows the
Preferred Aliernative crosses CR 150E, which would not have direct access to the mainline; and CR 5008, on
the Carroll-Cass County line, where a grade separation is proposed to carry the crossroad over the new
mainline road and the rallroad. Next, the Preferred Alternative crosses CR 500W, which would not have direct
access to SR 25, Passing north of Clymers, the alignment provides an ai-grade intersection with CR 4008, and
then crosses over CR 400W (Main Street) and the Winamac Southern rallroad. The local road, CR 400W,
would not have direct access to the mainline. The new allgnmant then bridges over a railroad spur linked to the
Norfolk Southern rafiroad. East of Clymers the alignment provides a grade-separation with CR 325W, therehy
carrying the crossroad over the new mainline road and the Norfolk Southern raiiroad. It also provides an at-
grade “T"-intarseciion with a connector (LSR) fo CR 300S. The Eastern Segment terminates just east of this
intersection.

9.2,.3

Logansport Segment

In this segment of the project corridor, alignments Y-LA and Y-LB were advanced for detailed analysis in the
DEIS. Y-LA and Y-LB shared an aiignment except at their western termini, where Y-LA connects to the eastern
terminus of P-EA north of the Norfolk Southern railroad, and Y-LE connected to P-EB south of the railroad. Y-
LA was identified by INDOT as the preferred alignment. Just east of its connection with P-EA, Y-LA heads north
and forms an at-grade “T"-intersection with a new connector to existing SR 25. Y-LA then turns southward to
overpass the Norfolk Southern railroad and existing SR 25. It then crosses CR 175W, which will have no direct
access to the new SR 25. The alignment then heads eastward to provide an at-grade “T’-intersection with a
connector (LSR) to CR 115W, which would be denied direct access to the mainfine. The Preferred Alternative
parallals CR 2505 and continues eastward overpassing SR 29, which would have no direct connection with the
new mainline road. The Preferred Alternative provides an at-grade intersection with Burlington Avenue, and
then heads northeast overpassing Old Kokomo Pike, with no direct connection to that crossroad. The mainline
forms an at-grade “T"-intersection with a new connector to existing US 24/US 35. The Preferred Alternative
terminates at its connection with US 24/US 35 easl of Old Kokomo Pike.

Typical Cross Sections

The new SR 25 mainline typical section (Figure 3, pages 15-16) would have an approximately 300-foot-wide
right-of-way (the precise dimension will vary, depending on alignment and terrain features) within which would
be two 3.6-meter-wide (12-foot) lanes in each direction separated by a 24-meter-wide (80-foof) depressed
median that would include 1.2-meter-wide (4-foot) inside shoulders (paved and usahle); a minimum 9-meter-
wide (30-foot) outside clear zone containing 3.3-meter-wide (11-foot) usable shoulders, 3.0 meters (10 feet) of
which would be paved. The typical section for state routes and high-voluma county maintained connecting
roads would include two 3.6-meter-wide (12-foot) lanes with 2.4-meter-wide (8-foot) usable outside shoulders,
1.8 meters (6 feet) of which would be paved. (The proposed state-jurisdictional connector from existing US
24/US 35 to the proposed mainline would match the existing prevailing cross-section of US 24/US 35.) Low
volume county roads wouid have two 3.3-meter-wide (11-foot) lanes with 1.8-meter-wide (6-foof) outside usable
shoulders of which 1.2 meters (4 feet) would be paved.

9,2,4 Design Guidelines: Rural Arterials, New Construction, Table 53-2 INDOT Design Manual

Rural Other Principal Arteriat, and an Urban Other Princlpal Arterial wilhin the Lafayeite and

Functional Classification. .. ...... Lagansport LLAB,

Design Class, v . vvrernreencaras 4R Muitliane Rural Arlerial {Ch. 53, indiana Deslgn Manuat)

Typeof Terrain. . ..o vvvaveanina Level

Design Speed. ., ......ovvinvu 1-65 interchange to approx. 1,500 L E of exisling SR 25 conneciar 85 mph; and 70 mph the
remainder of lhe distancs o the project’s terminus

Access Control........cvvuiinne Partial (L.A. RAVY with breaks at sstect public raads}

Typical Section {see Fig. 3)....... 4-lane divided

Twa 12-ft \hraugh lanes in each diraclion separated by an B0-fi depressed median
Shoulder Width, . ...cvvvuenn.... Inside 4 f paved and usable; outside 11 ftusable {10 ft of which paved;
AADT f{design yzar 20340). ........ Ranges from 29,000 vpd In Lafayelie area — 4,400 vpd in Logenspon area
Cloar ZONB .. cavavnrncrrmansrirn 34 it {including shoulders)
Proposed right-of-way widths. .., . 300 ft {variable}

Additional R'W required and
No. of Parceis. . v oo viunavinnnnn 1,529 ac; 308 parcels

Maintenance of Trafflc. . c. .. v voes New alignment—Iraffic maintalned on exiating roadway
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9.2.5 Prapased Bridges , 0.2.6 Proposead Intersections and Spacing

The following lable provides data for the preferrad course of action (Alternative 2) on proposed bridge The following table provides data for the preferred course of action (Alternative 2) on proposed intersection
locations, Tengths, widths, and cost estimates. spacing.

Table 17—Intersection Spacing: SR 25 Preferred Alternative

Table 16—Proposed Bridges: SR 25 Preferred Alternative
. Aux, Turn Lanes
Station Erossing Length Width cost Intersection | Station ?,f;g;‘;;g s{‘:ﬁf;'gg A,gﬁrﬁm Mainline | Crossroad Comments
Meters Meters Fest Maters Feet LF RT | LF  RT
3+753  |CR 500E / HHH (SR 25) & N5 Railroad 150.00 500 11.00 37 $ 1,560,000 gtaﬂ of Project F-65 0+450 Tangent Existing signalized Interseclion
64250  |CR 625E /HHH & NS Rallroad 151,00 503 11.00 37 $ 1,570,000 amps
8+275  [HHH/ Buck Creek 75.00 250 24.60 82 $ 1,740,000 c | Exisl. SR 25 04757 a07 0.19 Curva X X T-intersaction,
é 114479 {CR900E /HHH & NS Railrpad 160,00 500 11.00 37 $ 1,560,000 1*3 CR 500E 500 | 2743 70 Tangent X X Tntersection
03,; 134450 |+ / Sugar Creek 80.00 267 24,60 82 $ 1,860,000 Uc'l ' ) s County would prefer overpass
€ | 14+834  |CR 1000E / HHH 120,00 400 11.00 37 $ 1,250,000 g | CRA50N (Buck Creek)| 7+372 | 3,672 | 241 | Tangent | X | X X here
ﬁ 16+125  |HHH / Craek 80.00 267 24.60 a2 $ 1,860,000 g CR 750E (Buck Creek)| 8+922 | 1,550 0.96 Tangent X X Cross Road
g 17+300  |HHH / Bridge Creek 100.00 333 24.80 a2 $ 2,320,000 ‘ CR 900E 114781 | 2,859 1.78 Tangent X X X {Teintersection
174700 |HHH/ CR 900N 100.00 323 24.60 82 $ 2,320,000 CR 700N 144027 | 2,240 1.40 Tangent X X Cross Road
18+150  |HHH / N& Raifroad 100.00 333 24,60 82 $ 2,320,000 Exlist. SR 25 Connecior] 17+944 = 3,917 2.43 Tangent X X X T-intersection
18+450  |HHH / CR 900W 80.00 267 24.60 82 $ 1,860,000 CR 800W 204061 | 2,117 132 | Tangent X X Cross Road
5 22:255; :: :‘;:‘i ; ;H;eek zgxgg :gg ;:xgg g; z ;i:g!ggg ?j gs 421R 21+995 | 1,034 1.20 | Tangent X X X Access type under review
E 254100 Door Crook o000 000 e o . 6:970:000 g fo“?éihizf' Comnectar | pg.3g5 | 33a0 | 241 | Tangent | X X X |Teintersection
“g 254700 HHH / CR 300N £0.00 267 24.60 82 $ 1,860,000 g SR 218 27+257 1,872 1.16 Tangent X X X Cross Road
§ 26+100 |HHH /NS Railroad £0.00 267 24.60 82 $ 1,860,000 Exisl. SR 25 Connector| 28+805 | 1,548 0.98 Tangant X X X |T-Intersection
30+013  |CR 500W/ HHH 120.00 400 11.00 a7 $ 1,250,000 CR 600N Connegtar 32+104 3,299 2.05 Tangent X X X T-intersection
342047 IN. Walnut St /HHH 120.00 400 11.00 3 § 1,250,000 § | CR250W (Rocklisid) | 34+575 | 2471 | 154 | Tangent | X | X X |Cross Road
§ | 36+225 |HHH/Rock Creek 90.00 300 24.60 82 $ 2,090,000 i
"E 40+775 Meridian Line Rd/HHH & NS Rallroad 150.00 500 14.00 37 $ 1,560,000 ﬁ CR 800N (Burrows} 404770 6,175 3.84 Tangent X X X Sross Road
‘e | 449233 CR500S/ HHH & NS Rallrond 190.00 633 11.00 a7 $ 1,970,000 § | cR100E (Bumows) | 414608 | 948 059 | Tangent | X | X g;gfﬁp‘?i;fgr;‘;g"e’pass may ba
{3 ::;g[oi :;{: ; 400W & WS Raiiroad 140,00 467 24,60 g2 $ 3,250,000 I.E CR 4095 {Clymers) 46+902 5,204 3.23 Tangent X X Cross Road
w + Raitroad Spur 80.00 267 24,60 82 § 1,880,000 T-Intersgction, heavy truck {eaffic
49+024  ICR 325 HHH & NS Railroad 150.00 500 11.00 37 $ 1,560,000 CR 3088 491850 | 2,548 183 Tangemt | X X X | expected v
E— - 517800 |HHH / Exiet, SR 25 & NS Ralond 220,00 200 2400 - $ 2,790,000 :é i Exist. SR 25 Connecior| 50+797 947 0.59 Tangent X X X :::Z:E;E: ey ontrance
5 ;% 534000 |MHH /SR 29 120,00 400 24,60 82 $ 2,790,000 B % CR 118W 53+0ae | 2.241 139 | Tangent X X X o indusirial plant
A 554500  HHH / Kokomo Pike 140.00 367 24.60 a2 $ 2,560,000 %m Butlington Ave, 544534 1,497 0,93 Tangeni X X X JAccess type under review
- US 24 Connector 564003 1,469 0.91 Curve X X T-Intersection
Avg. Spasing 1.57

9.2.7 General Instructions to Designer

Refinements to the conceptual plan presented in this Engineer’s Repori will take place in the subseguent
design phase. The designer is instructed to commit allention lo these elements, among others: coordination of
proposed horizontal alignment with vertical profile gradeline, approach lanes’ layout at intersections, matnline
and crossroad treatment at railroads, over vs. under issues at grade separations, local service roads (LSR),
and pavemnent removal on vacated road sections. The designer shall monitor any future changes to the
proposal in the form of an Addendum to this Engineer's Report possibly relating to railroad crossings and
access type at select major crossroads.
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10.0 COST ESTIMATES the Tippecanoe, Delphi, and Logansport-Cass County public libraries; and at many city, town, and county

To estimate project costs for each alternative, a number of individual segments were identified and cost offices.

estimates were developed for each segment. Costs for the following items were estimated for each 12.0 SURVEY REQUIREMENTS

individual segment, for basis of estimating cost:
Horizontal and vertical controls have been established in the field by Qk4 survey personnel for the entire

project. Aerial photography and mapping for the entire project were developed by Photo Science. This
mapping was used as the basis for creating profiles and cross sections included in this report. Although the
project is in both the east and west zones of Indiana, the mapping was developed using the east zone
coordinates for ease of reference. Table 19 shows roadway lengths for the Preferred Alternative where
construction is anticipated. Full, updated 1and survey is necessary to carry out detailed design tasks.

»  Crossroads

* Culverts, river and railroad bridges, and other bridges (small creeks, etc.)
=  Pavement

= Earthwork (including excavation, embankment, and borrow)

* Land acquisition and relocations

The size and length of bridges and culverts were estimated by examining aeria! photos, U.S. Geological

Survey quadrangle maps (USGS quad maps), and the road profile. Pavement costs were based on the Table 19—Roadway Lengths

calculated segment lengths using an assumed pavement section and costs associated with each layer and Road Meters Feet Mites
thickness. . . r . ) . . Mainline—SR 25 HHH 18,656 81,207 11.61
' s. Earthwork quantities for the crossroads and mainline were determined by the road profile, typical Relocated Exist. SR 25 207 679 043
section, and average end area method. - Local Service Road 1,217 3,002 0.76
. . . ) . & Relocated CR 500E 800 2,624 0.50
Costs assigned the first four items were then tallied, per alternative, and an additional cost was added g CR 500E Conneclor 524 1,719 033
based on a percentage of the subtotal (25 percent of pavement, crossroads, culverts, and other bridges o Relocated CR 625E 900 2,953 0.56
subtotal) to account for items such as guardrails, mobilization, clearing and grubbing, traffic control, etc., i ::x:::: gﬁ;’igg 1;13253 3;?;34 3':2
that would be required to construct this project. Finally, an additional 15 percent was added to the subtotal o Relocaled CR 900E 961 3,151 0.50
to account for contingencies. All cost estimates were then rounded to the nearest $10,000. g CR 900E Gonnector 290 951 0.18
- CR 700N 600 1,970 0.37
Land acquisition costs were estimated using per-acre prices for farmland. Costs for improvements were CR 1000E 1,000 3,281 0.62
estimated based on lump sum amounts for the type and condition of the property, with an estimate for SR 25 (COTnedor) 449 1":;5 -
Sublota 27,004 88,595 16.80

severance dam i i ' i - -
C ages, where applicable. Table 18 lists the estimated costs, in 2002 dollars, by type of work. Mainino—SR 25 HHH 13,500 44,290 8.43
. g Relocated CR B00W 636 2,088 0.40
Table 18—Estimated Costs by Type of Work g Frontage Road 177 579 011
o Us 421 301 988 019
Type of Work Alt. 1 Preferred Alt, 2 1 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 7] CR 200N 650 2,133 0.40

— :

Relccaled Exist. SR 25 611 2,004 0.38
Eafthwork |__$ 40,040,000 $ 37,940,000 $ 43,970,000 $ 41,860,000 é SR 25 Connector 218 716 014
_Mainfine Pavement $ 53,860,000 $ 53,960,000 $ 53,480,000 $ 53,570,000 z SR 218 743 2,437 0.46
Bridges $ 50,670,000 $ 57,800,000 $ 44,090,000 $ 51,420,000 o SR 25 Connector 319 1,048 0.20
. CR 500W 886 2,908 0.55

Small Drainage Struclu )
ge ! res $ 2,800,000 $ 2,770,000 $ 2,880,000 $ 2,650,000 Subtotal 18,042 59,102 1.25
Approaches $ 13,890,000 $ 13,560,000 $ 13.380,000 $ 13,060,000 Mainline—SR 25 HHH 18,000 59,055 11.18
Signing $ 2,820,000 $ 2,830,000 $ 2,800,000 $ 2,810,000 Relocated CR 600N 290 950 016
Mobilization/Demobilization $ 8,260,000 $ 8,510,000 $ 8,080,000 $  8330,000 = N. Watnut 5t, 500 1,640 0.31
—— e ‘ e e & CR 250W 379 1,244 0.24
0n- oM {2,340, . 5 Local Service Road 608 1,994 0.38
Contingencies/iiscellaneous (15%) $ 25,851,000 $ 25,272,000 26,055,000 u Meridian Line Rd. 1,000 3,281 0.62
= CR 900N 584 1,915 0.36
— — i = GR1XE 280 919 0.17
Land Acquisition X 5 CR 5008 1,000 3,281 0.62
{ROW/Damage/Relocation) $ 10,700,000 $ 10,200,000 $ 9,100,000 $ 8,600,000 < CR 4008 207 940 0.13
Design Engineering $ 10,000,000 $ 10,300,000 $ 9,800,000 $ 10,100,000 CR 325W 1,000 3,281 0.61
Total $ 218,891,000 $ 224,604,000 $ 212,652,000 $ 218,455,000 CR 3008 Connector 257 843 0.16
Subtolal 24,184 79,343 15.03
11.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES - Mainline—-SR 25 HHH 6,421 21,066 4.04
. . . g - SR 25 Conneclor 414 1,358 0.26
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) approved in August 2002 contains the detailed analysis & & CR 115W 458 1,502 0.28
of the potential environmental impacts of the project. The DEIS is available for viewing at the offices of the Z 2 CR 2605 Conneclor 242 794 015
Indiana Department of Tr . . . . , g . _— o uw Burlington Ave. 448 1,470 0.28
partm ansportation {(INDOT) in Indianapolis; INDOT's District Office in Crawfordsville; at S o Exist. US 24/US 25 487 1,599 0.30
Sublotal 8,470 27,789 5.31
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13.0 RIGHT-OF-WAY IMPACTS 15.0 RELATED PROJECTS, PLANS, AND STUDIES

Construction of the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 2, would require the acquisition of approximately

1,529 acres of additional right-af-way from approximately 308 parcels of land (see Table 20), Amaong others, the following projects {Table 21} are in the vicinity of the SR 25 Hoosier Heartland Highway

project:

Table 20-~Potential Right-of- a
otential Right-of-Way Impacts of Preferred Alternative Tabla 21— Related Projacts

Number of parcels from which ROW wauld be acquired 309 Project | Sponsor Description/Location County Status
Number of acres to be acquired, by land use: 9080850, | oo | Road Rehabiitation, Intersection improvement, Trafflo Signals Modernization Lot
Agncuitural {cuttivable acres) 1,001 8325070, Loganspérl Old US 24 and Market St. from WCL of Loganspord to SR 25 & from 24™ St, to Cass 10-2001
ResidentialRural Residential 267 and othors ECL of Logan
Commercialindustrial o0 9682280 | Carroll Co. g;ggiﬁ?;?gigf;;gic:g: n Carroll ; ;(?@5
Institutional 1 - -
’ . City Slroet, Transportatiocn Enhancement (TE} Lest
go81350 D
Wildlife Habitat 170 ® ciphl City of Delphi Wabash & Erle Canal interpretive Center Carrol 10-2001
Total 1,528 9981310 Tippecanoe | City Street, Transportalion Enhaneemant (TE} Tiopacanoe RFC
Number Relocations/Dlgplacements: Co. Museums at Prophetstown Slate Park, indiana NDR PP 7-2005
Restdential (number of households / number of dwallings) 307/28* a017170 npoT | SR 25, Resurfacing Tippecanoa, Let
Commercial/industrial 5 From -85 to US 421 Carrall 4.2003
Institutional 1 0012660 | INpoT | U5 Bridge Rehabiitation Ti RFC
. ppecano
“ Two of fis housing units ure duplexes Bridge over Wabash Rivef, 1.13 miles N of 3R 25 7-2004
0066610 INDOT I-65, Intersiate Rehabiliation Tiopecanoe Let
0066620 From 0.6 mile N of SR 26 to 1.1 miles N of SR 25 (includes 1 bridge) PP 1-2003
The majority of the fand that wouid be acquired is currently used for agriculture, followed by rural-residential 0004240 INDOT SR 225, New Bridge Conslruction Tippecanoe Let
uses Interspersed with pockets of suburban neighborhoods in outlying areas surrounding Lafayette, Delphi, Bridgs over Park Road (Prophelstown Stafe Park) 102001
and Logansport, Other land uses encountered along the project's alternative alignments include commercial 9704040 INDOT gf;f;{;r;%”s;[s: l::fR;jZasl: ;?:15 Carol Bi};ﬁs
and industrial faciities (in isolated locations along rural strefches, and more heavily concentrated in Us 421 ;nta‘mcﬁon Improvement RFC
communities such as Logansport, Delphi, and Clymers), a family services agency, and riparian areas and 8720075 INDOT 1 atn Jetwith SR 18 Carroll 3-2005
other undevelo land not in agricultur . ! =
ped g al use 8720335 INDOT SR 25, Rafiroad Cms;smg ’ Carrol! Elirninated
(.1 mile east of west junchion with US 421 B-2003
4!0 i i
i TRAFFIC MAINTENANCE DURING CONSTRUCTION 702530 | INDOT | SR 25 Bridge Refabiitation Camoll | Suspended
. ) . . NS grade separafion, (.6 mile west of SR 218
The following general discussion of traffic maintenance is presented with a provisional strategy outlined for 010144 INDO SR 25, Bridge Replacement Elimination
phasing construction. The designer is instructed to refine this plan. ¢ T AtRack Croek, 5.9 miles east of SR 218 Carrol pending
. . SR 25, Small Struciure Replacement RFC
trimi 010144 NDOT ’
Trafflc flow maintenance and construction sequences wouid be planned and scheduled to minimize traffic 101447 IND At Longcliff Creek, 0.23 mile S of US 35 Cass 12-2003

defays on existing public crossroads and SR 25, where necessary. Signs would be used fo notify the
traveling public of road closures and other pertinent information. The local news media would be notified in
advance of road closings and other construction-related acfivities that could excessively inconvenience the
community so motorists can plan travel routes in advance, Access to all properties would be maintained to
the extent practical through confrolled construction scheduling. Traffic delays would be controlled fo the
extent possible where many construction operations are in progress at the same time. The contractor would
be required to maintain one lane of traffic in each direction at all times.

* RFC = ready-for-conlracis date

Burlington Avenue in Logansport and US 421 in Delphi

During the public hearing/public comment porfion of the process, numerous local government and economic
development officials, emergency responders and members of the general public urged the construction of
an interchange, rather than an al-grade intersection, at Burlington Avenue in Logansport. Future fraffic
volumes at the iocation, safety factors, and local access were the primary reasons given for supporting an

In Tippecanoe County, 11 miles of the existing SR 25 would remain open to fraffic. The new mainline
parallels the Norfolk Southern raifroad some two miles o the south for most of its distance through this area.
In Carroil County approximately 9 miles the existing SR 25 would remain in use and open to traffic—mainly
through the communities of Delphi, Rockfield and Burrows. In Gass County, approximately 3 miles of
existing SR 25 will remain open throughout and following construction of the new road, in¢luding the section
through the community of Clymers.

interchange. A traffic study—Transportation Needs Study for Hoosier Hearlfland Highway (SR 25) and
Burfington Avenue—was prepared by The Mannik & Smith Group for the Cily of Logansport, Cass County,
and Loganspori-Cass County Economic Development Foundation. The report evaluated the operation of the
propesed new SR 25-Burlinglon Avenue junction as both an at-grade intersection and a grade-separated
interchange. The study recommends that a grade-separated interchange be instailled at the junction of the
new mainline road and Burlington Avenue. The report was entered into the record at the public hearing in
Logansport. Following the public hearing a request was made for an Interchange at US 421. Any reviaion to
the proposai outlined in this Engineer's Report with respect to type of access at Burlington Avenue and US
421 would be prasented in a future Addendum.
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16.0

Pedestrian Trails—Delphi

There are three potential hiking trails in the Deiphi area that would be encountered by the preferred build
alternative—Alternative 2. These trails are not officially dedicated, are on private property, and are open fo
the public for guided hikes only a few times annually. The preliminary design for the does not specifically
provide for uninterrupted access to the proposed trails. While it is probable that the Deer Creek bridge's
vertical clearance would be sufficient to permit padestrian use, the bridge’s location would require dstouring
a portion of the trail to the edge of the cresk embankment. When a long-range trail master plan is prepared
and presented for adoption by the local govemment jurisdictions guarantesing fong-term public accass fo
the trails, INDOT could consider ways to accommodate the trails in the vicinity of new SR 25. The designer
is instructed to monitor the progress of local trails’ planning.

COORDINATION, MEETINGS, CONCURRENCE

Since public involvement plays such an important role in the development of the project, a public
participation program was developed that included a project web site, a series of newsletters, and numerous
informational meetings with the public and with representatives of local and state government organizations
and regulatory agencles; businasses, utilities, interest groups, etc. During this period, the web site received
over 800 “hits,” and several hundred letters/written commants were submitted. Al of those requesting
information recelved responses. The newsletier mailing list contained more than 2,100 names, many of
which were Identified from meeting attendance records and web site requests.

In additlon to identifying issues of concern to the general public, the informal meetings were insirumental in
tnitiating coordination with requisite state and federal regulatory agencies, local government officials, and
{ocal planning and economic development groups; and in identifying and evaluating the numerous study
corridors and alternative alignments under consideration during the course of this project.

The DE!S was submitted in August 2002. The formai commant period began September 13, 2002, with the
Federal Register notice of the document's availability; included three formal pubtlic hearings, one each in
Lafayette, Delphi, and Logansport; and concluded on November 1, 2002, Gver 700 persons attended the
public hearings, and comments were received {including emails, letters, and petitions) from more than 450
persons and agencias. The following is a chronological fist of key informational meetings and the public
hearings.

= January 18, 18, and 20, 2000—First series of public meetings, in Lafayette, Delphi, and Logansport. A
total of 498 people aitended.

*  February 14, 2000—Informaticnal meeting and discussion of public involvement approach with Carroll
County Commissioners and the Mayor of Delphi,

* February 15, 2000—Scoping Meeting with faderal, state and local agencles to discuss purpose and
need, environmental constraints, Section 106 cultural resources, ecological resources, socioeconomic
issues, and fraffic and enginesaring issues.

*» March 8 and 9, 2000—Task Force mestings, with representatives of interest groups and residents in
Lafayette, Delphi, and Logansport. A total of 151 people attended.

= April 5, 10, and 11, 2000—Second series of public meetings, in Buck Creek, Logansport, and Delphi. A
total of 471 people attended,

= June 8§, 2000Purpose and Need/Preliminary Corridor Review meaating with representatives of Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), Indiana Department of Natural Resources (IDNR), Tippecanoe Area
Plan Commissicn, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Army Corps of Enginears {USACE), and
U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service {USFWS) discussing the purpose and need and the review of the
preliminary corridors recommended to he dropped from further consideration.

August 11 and September 6, 2000—Meefings with Cass County and the Logansport Economic
Davelopment Foundation (LEDF) officials to present the alignment studies completed to date and to
discuss the termini alternatives near Logansport.

September 6 and 7, 2000-Meetings with Cass and Carroll Counties’ Emergency Services Agencies to
discuss the potential effects of the proposed partial access control alternatives on the provision of

ameargency services.

September 12, 13, and 14, 2000—Third series of public meetings, in Lafayette, Delphi, and Logansport.
A total of 483 people attendsd.

September 12 and 13, 2000—Mesetings with Tippecanoe County Commissioners, and Deiphi officials
and Carroll County Commissloners fo discuss alternative alignments and potential right-of-way impacts.
November 17, 2000—Meeting with the Hoosier Heartiand Industrial Coiridor (HHIC) coalition regarding
alternative alignments. January 10, 2001—Meeting with the HHIC coalition to discuss alternative
alignments.

January 26, 2001—Meeting with Norfolk Southern Railway Company (NS) officials to discuss issuas
relating to raifroad access to The Andersons’ plant in Clymers.

March 7, 2001—Meeting with HHIC representatives to discuss project status and schedule.

April 25, 2001—Meeting with The Andersons, Inc., officials, NS representatives, and Carroll Gounty
Commissioners to discuss impact of alternatives, rallroad access, and right-of-way issues.

June 8, 2001—Meeting with IDNR to discuss issues related to natural areas and historic resources in
project corridor.

July 11, 2001—Section 106 “Consuiting Parties” meeting at Delphi to discuss the area of potential effect
{APE) and the eligibitity of properties for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.

July 18, 2001—Meeting with the HHIC coalition regarding progress on the project,

September 26, 2001—Meeting with the HHIC coalition regarding progress to date.

November 26, 2001—Meeting with the HHIC coalition to discuss the status of the DEIS and Section 106
activities, and steps needed to take the project to final design.

March 21, 2002—Seaction 106 “Consuiting Parties” meeting in Delphi to review the project status, APE,
and eligible historic properties, and to discuss the possible effects of the project on the properties.

May 3, 2002 Meeting with the HHIC coalition to discuss the status of the DEIS and Section 106
activities.

July 16, 2002~-Meeting with HHIC coalition to discuss timeframe for DEIS completion and public
hearings.

October 1, 2, and 3, 2002—Public hearings regarding the DEIS, in Lafayette, Delphi, and Logansport,
Indiana. A fotal of 737 people were recorded as attending.

Aprit 3, 2003—Mesting with representatives of FHWA, USFWS, USACE, and IDNR to review
environmental impacts identified in the DEIS, and discuss potential mitigation measures.

April 18, 2003—Meeting with Delphi government officials, and representatives of FHWA and Carmoil
County Wabash & Erie Canal, Inc., to discuss the proposed pedestrian trails and access issues related
{o the alignment of the recommended Preferred Alternative.

April 16, 2003—Section 108 “Consuiting Partias”™ meeting in Delphi to discuss potential mitigation for the
project’'s adverse visual effects to NRHP-listed/efigible properties.
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June 18,2003—Field reconnaissance of Delphi Swamp and envirans with FHWA, USACE, USFWS,
IDNR, IDEM to review the area’s potential as a wetland mitigation sife.

(o *  July 15, 2003—NMeeling with HHIC coalition to discuss the timelable far completion of the
P environmental documentation phase of the project.

*  September 2, 2003—Meeting with HHIC coalition to discuss the status of the FEIS.

I ’ 17.0 FHWA REVIEW AND OVERSIGHT

This praject has bean developed following the guidelines of the NEPA process and, as a resuit, bas had

] close coordination with the FHWA, A Record of Decision {ROD) an the FEIS will be required far complatian

| of this project. Given that the praject is not on the Interstate System, design oversight is not required of
FHWA,

‘ 18,0 CHANGES TO PROPOSAL

o The Engineering Assessment Section shall he consulted if the proposal (scope of work} is to be changed.

| | The person initlating the change should by letter or memo request concurrence from the Engineering

E Assessment Section Manager. The designer should route the request through the appropriate Design
Development Section Manager.

Concur: Q—/j:»‘-"; C)—/ (%

Date: /2‘30 v‘:&g

i Altachments
. cel Salley Morgan (5 copies)
Gary Mroczka

Matt Thomas

Bili Schmidt (Survey Unit)
Bob Cales

Jim Juricic

Athar Khan

Roberta Johnsoh

Jamie Gallagher

Bruce Gonrad

Don Abraham

Ron Adams

David Unkefer (FHWA)

Brad L. Steckler, P. E.
Manager of Engineering Assassment
indiana Department of Transpartation

Engineering Assessment Section file
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