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MEETING OVERVIEW
The Ohio Department of Transportation in coordination with the Eastern Corridor Implementation Partners
held a series of three public involvement meetings on July 31, August 1 and August 2, 2012, involving two Tier
2 Eastern Corridor projects. The first two meetings were focused primarily on the Oasis Rail Transit project,
and the August 2 meeting was a combined meeting focusing on both the SR 32 Relocation Project and Oasis
Rail Transit. The public involvement meetings were held at the following locations:


Tuesday, July 31: Milford High School in Milford; 6pm to 8pm



Wednesday, August 1: LeBlond Recreation Center near downtown Cincinnati; 6pm to 8pm



Thursday, August 2: Nagel Middle School in Forest Hills; 5pm to 8pm

The purpose of the SR 32 Relocation meeting on August 2nd was to provide opportunity for public review and
input on the project Feasibility Study (March 2012), which presents an evaluation of preliminary study
corridors from the Eastern Corridor Tier 1 effort and recommends corridors for advancement into Tier 2 study.
It was primarily structured in a manner to help explain how the levels of engineering and environmental detail
have advanced over the years from the broad study area to the current corridors. Input from the public
meeting will be included as part of the SR 32 Relocation project’s documentation of Tier 2 public involvement
activities and the decision‐making process.

Notification
Public notification for the series of three public meetings was provided through a variety of media, as
summarized below. The meeting press release, card mailer and list of digital, print and broadcast notifications
of the meetings are included in Appendix A.


Notification cards ‐ mailed July 17, 2012 to approximately 1,265 households in the SR 32 Relocation
and Oasis Rail Transit station study areas



Website – meeting information posted on the project website (www.easterncorridor.org), the ODOT
District 8 website and the Hamilton County website beginning in early July 2012



Email announcements – sent July 16, July 25, and August 30, 2012 to an estimated 650 individuals
representing Eastern Corridor communities, business associations, historic preservation and
environmental groups, resource agencies, environmental justice organizations and other interested
parties (from previous website or other contact)



Press release – provided the week of July 9, 2012 to local TV and radio stations, with media follow‐up
the weeks of July 16th and July 23rd (see Appendix A for list of digital, print and broadcast notifications
resulting from the press release)



Social media – meeting information periodically posted on Facebook and Twitter beginning the week
of July 9, 2012



Eastern Corridor Development Team (ECDT) preview ‐ overview information from the upcoming public
involvement series presented at an ECDT meeting held July 18, 2012
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Attendance
A total of 235 people signed in at the three Eastern Corridor public meetings. The August 2nd combined
meeting for the SR 32 Relocation/Oasis Rail Transit projects held at Nagel Middle School had the highest
number of attendees, with a sign‐in of 137 individuals.

Meeting Format and Materials
The August 2nd public meeting for SR 32 Relocation/Oasis Rail Transit was presented in an open house format
from 5pm to 7pm, with a formal Question‐and‐Answer session held at 7pm and lasting until approximately
8:15pm. The meeting layout consisted of five areas:


Welcome/Sign‐In Table and Comment Form Drop‐Off



Eastern Corridor Information Area – stations/boards with overviews of the Tier 1 work and current
status of the Eastern Corridor Red Bank, I‐275/SR 32 Interchange and SR 32 Eastgate project segments



Oasis Rail Transit Information Area – stations/boards presenting status of Oasis rail project
development and requesting input on rail technology, transit‐oriented development, and station
location



SR 32 Relocation Information Area – station/boards presenting status of SR 32 Relocation project
development and requesting input on the recommendations of the Feasibility Study



Q&A podium/seating area and tables for completing comment forms

Handouts provided at the Welcome/Sign‐In area of the August 2nd meeting consisted the following:




SR 32 Relocation Fact Sheet, Frequently Asked Questions Handout, and Comment Form
Oasis Rail Transit Fact Sheet and Comment Form
Section 106 (Historic Preservation) Fact sheet and Consulting Party Application

All of the information boards and handout materials presented at the August 2nd public meeting were
subsequently posted to the Eastern Corridor project website (www.eastercorridor.org) approximately one
week following the meeting. Information boards and handout materials for the SR 32 Relocation project
portion of the meeting are included in Appendix B.
The July 31st and August 1st Eastern Corridor public meetings, while primarily focused on presentation of
information for the Oasis Rail Transit project, also included an overview of the SR 32 Relocation Project,
including a summary of the project history, the SR 32 Relocation Feasibility Study and recommendations, and
next steps in project development. An overview of the Eastern Corridor program of projects, including the Red
Bank Corridor and SR 32 Eastgate Area Improvement projects, was also presented.

Comment Form
The SR 32 Relocation Comment Form (see Appendix B) included four key requests for information/input:
Question 1 ‐ Requested that the participant rate on a Scale of 1 (Very Important) to 5 (Not Important At All)
sixteen project elements (community and design factors) associated with the SR 32 Relocation project.
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Question 2 ‐ Requested that the participant choose whether they would prefer a “Modes Together” or ‘Modes
Split” transportation corridor in the Newtown and surrounding project area (as depicted at the SR 32
Relocation Information Area [Station 4] during the public meeting), and to explain why.
Question 3 ‐ This section of the comment form provided space for the participant to document any additional
comments or questions about the SR 32 Relocation project.
Question 4 ‐ This section of the comment form provided space for the participant’s contact information for
future project updates.

Question and Answer Session
The Question and Answer portion of the August 2nd public meeting was moderated by Joe Vogel, Planning and
Engineering Administrator from ODOT District 8. Opening remarks were made by Steve Mary, ODOT District 8
Deputy Director, and Todd Portune, Hamilton County Commissioner and Chair of the Hamilton County
Transportation Improvement District. Panelists consisting of representatives from ODOT, Hamilton County
and the project consultant team addressed questions.
Twenty‐two questions and comments from the public were voiced during the approximately one and a quarter
hour Q&A session. Notes from the session are included in Appendix C. Key topics of concern/discussion
included:








Potential impacts to Newtown
Potential benefits to Newtown
Decision‐making process and schedule
Questions about various design elements
Coordination with local plans including Anderson Township
Noise and other environmental impacts
Rail transit/station elements

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Survey results and the comments, suggestions and opinions expressed by respondents as summarized below
will be considered during the SR 32 Relocation Tier 2 evaluation and decision‐making process.

Comments Received
Thirty‐two Comment Forms for the SR 32 Relocation project were completed and returned at the August 2nd
public meeting, and an additional 146 Comment Forms and five individual letters or email were received by
ODOT after the meeting through the comment period, which ended September 2, 2012 (forms received or
post‐marked through September 7th were included).
Based on review of contact information provided on the forms, comments submitted at the meeting were
primarily from residents of Newtown and the community of Shademore (65%), Anderson Township (15%), and
4
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the greater Cincinnati area (20%). By comparison, Comment Forms (95%) received after the meeting were
mostly obtained from residents of Mariemont, resulting from a targeted community effort to submit public
comments on the project.

Summary of Comment Forms
Question 1
Using a scale of 1 to 5 (with 1 = Very Important to 5 = Not Important at All), please rank the following SR 32
Relocation project elements to you.
For all respondents combined (meeting and post‐meeting), the following project elements were ranked Most
Important and Least Important, respectively:
All Responses
(178 forms, meeting and post‐meeting)
Most Important
Preserve existing community character
Minimize impacts to the natural environment and historic properties
Minimize impacts to parks and greenspace
Minimize noise impacts from the relocated roadway
Minimize impacts to existing businesses and residences

89%
88%
87%
82%
79%

Least Important
Consolidate access points on SR 32
Provide a park‐and‐ride facility at the transit station
Locate rail transit station(s) within walking distance
Encourage new economic development
Reduce local congestion and traffic delays

43%
27%
26%
24%
22%

Further review of the response information indicates differences between forms submitted at the meeting
(primarily from Newtown/Shademore) and those submitted after the meeting (primarily from Mariemont)
relative to ‘Most Important’ ranked elements. Specifically, respondents attending the meeting reported that
safety, congestion and multimodal linkages were key elements of importance, whereas Mariemont residents
submitting responses after the meeting reported impacts to environmental resources (particularly parks and
greenspace such as Mariemont Gardens and historic properties) as most important. Both sets of respondents
provided similar answers regarding ‘Least Important’ elements, which included consolidating access,
encouraging new economic development and the location/walkability of rail stations. A breakdown of public‐
meeting versus post‐meeting responses is presented below:
Responses Submitted at Meeting
(32 forms, primarily from Newtown/Shademore)
Most Important
Reduce local congestion and traffic delays
Provide a park‐and‐ride facility at the transit station
Increase travel safety
Provide connections to the regional bikeway network
Minimize noise impacts from the relocated roadway
5
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Least Important
Expand travel options (add rail transit, bike and walking paths)
Encourage new economic development
Consolidate access points on SR 32
Locate rail transit station(s) within walking distance
Provide landscaping/aesthetic amenities for roadway

9%
9%
6%
6%
6%

Responses Submitted Post‐Meeting
(146 forms, primarily from Mariemont)
Most Important
Preserve existing community character
Minimize impacts to the natural environment and historic properties
Minimize impacts to parks and greenspace
Minimize impacts to existing businesses and residences
Minimize noise impacts from the relocated roadway

97%
94%
93%
84%
83%

Least Important
Consolidate access points on SR 32
Provide a park‐and‐ride facility at the transit station
Locate rail transit station(s) within walking distance
Reduce local congestion and traffic delays
Encourage new economic development

43%
28%
26%
23%
23%

Question 2
As project alternatives are developed in the Newtown and surrounding area, would you prefer that relocated
SR 32, Oasis rail transit and bike/walking paths are built side‐by‐side (Modes Together) OR are split, where the
Oasis follows existing railroad tracks through Newtown and SR 32 follows a separate alignment in an alternate
location (Modes Split) and Why?
Of the total 178 Comment Forms received, 139 respondents (78%) provided an answer to Question 2 with the
following results:




Modes Split
Not Sure
Modes Together

59%
36%
5%

About one‐half of the respondents to Question 2 (67 total) provided a written answer to ‘Why?’. Comments
on modes development and ODOT/FHWA responses are summarized in Table 1 (page 7). Predominant issues
were related to:
1. Impacts (70%): Modes Split results in narrower roadway width, with respondents citing concerns over
property, community and/or business impacts of a wider corridor; impacts/costs are minimized if
modes are split and rail uses an existing corridor; and about one‐third of respondents making a
specific reference to avoiding "Mariemont" or the park/gardens area.
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2. Aesthetics/safety/Health (25%): Modes Together results in poor aesthetics from path user's
perspective (i.e., "why would we want to run/ride along roadway/rail traffic?") and safety and health
issues associated with pedestrians located immediately adjacent to roadway/rail.
3. Accessibility (13%): Modes Split provides opportunity for rail transit station to be closer to
communities (Newtown core) for easier rider access.

Table 1. Comments on Modes Development and ODOT/FHWA Responses
Comment/Comment Category

Name and Community

ODOT/FHWA Response

1. Impacts
Comments in this category focused
on property, community and/or
business impacts due to a wider
corridor if modes are together;
minimizing impacts/costs if modes
are split and rail uses an existing
corridor; and the need to avoid
"Mariemont" or the park/gardens
area. One commenter (Massey)
stated that modes together would
reduce reliance on private rail
entities, shorten rail distance, have
less impacts on Newtown and
would increase prospects of a
successful SR 32 Relocation. One
commenter (Wilhelm) was
concerned about destroying the
character of Newtown. One
commenter (Geary) wanted to
build bike and rail transit only (not
relocated SR 32) as alternative
means of transportation.

Anderson Township: Rebecca Pace, Gene
Martin, Michael Massey, Michael Weigel
Batavia: Steve Wilhelm
Cincinnati: Don Burrell
Liberty Township: Barb Davis
Mason: Martha Pelletier, Gretchen
Pennington
Mariemont: Brenda Allen, Michael &
Natalie Barnes, Linda Bartlett, Tim & Beth
Biggs, James & Paula Biro, Ellen Calves,
Barbara Davis, Stuart Deadrick, Arlene
Demaret, Richard Demaret, Jon Dill, Nan
Dill, Dirk & Liz Disper, Tim & Michelle
Duever, Margaret Geary, Chris & Julie
Haimbach, Eric & Penny House, Ginger
Kelley, Don Keys, Margaret Keyes, Chris
Laird, Nick Ljubisavljevic, Heather Roger,
Steve Sauter, Isabelle & Phillip Schram,
Craig & Susan Siegman, Molly Smyth, Liz &
Matt Steger, Jerry Stephens, Jamie
Swindon, Chuck Stewart, John Sullivan,
Jerry & Suzi Vianello, Dina & Dave Wilder
Newtown: Kevin Dineen, Josh Martin,
Other: Karen Koch, Susan Lawson
Loveland: Austin Stahl
Mariemont: Betty Conn, Luther Conn,
Lucianne Crowley, Tim & Michelle Duever,
Ann & Jim Foran, Denise Scholtz, Karen
Sullivan, John Sullivan, Jamie Swindon,
Ginger Kelley, Kimberly Klumb, Nick
Ljubisavljevic, Pat & Ray Sabo, Patrick
Swindon
Mason: Gretchen Pennington
Oakley: Joyce Adams
Clermont County: Mike Neihaus
Mariemont: Michael & Natalie Barnes,
Linda Bartlett, James & Paula Biro,
Margaret Geary, Chris Laird
Newtown: Josh Martin, Michael Negussu

ODOT/FHWA will further develop the
Modes Split and Modes Together
options as part of the next phase of
work. Avoidance and minimization of
impacts to properties, greenspace and
other resources will be assessed as
part of the comparative evaluation of
alternatives and selection of a
preferred alternative.

2. Aesthetics/Safety/Health
Comments in this category stated
that ‘modes together’ resulted in
poor aesthetics and poor air
quality (exhaust fumes) from a
path user's viewpoint and safety
issues associated with pedestrians
located immediately adjacent to
roadway/rail.

3. Accessibility
Comments in this category stated
that ‘Modes Split’ provides
opportunity for a rail transit
station to be closer to
communities (Newtown core) for
easier rider access.
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Modes Split and Modes Together
options as part of the next phase of
work. Input from communities on the
location of bike/pedestrian facilities
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well as bike/pedestrian safety and
aesthetics will be incorporated into
the project design.
The Eastern Corridor Oasis Rail Transit
study is evaluating rail transit stations,
including proximity to existing
neighborhoods, and will recommend
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coordinated with Oasis Rail Transit to
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Table 1. Comments on Modes Development and ODOT/FHWA Responses
Comment/Comment Category

Name and Community

ODOT/FHWA Response
support those recommendations.
Input from communities will aid in
determining the locations for the rail
transit stations.

Question 3
Please document any additional comments or questions you have about the information shared today on the
SR 32 Relocation Project.
Of the total 178 Comment Forms received, 132 respondents provided written comments to Question 3.
Comments covered a wide variety of topics, with the predominant issues and concerns related to:
1. Park/greenspace impacts (primarily Mariemont Gardens) (50%): All of the comments related to
park/greenspace impacts were associated with the Mariemont Gardens area (also referred to as the
‘Lower 80’ or ‘Bottom 80’) and submitted after the public meeting by residents of the community of
Mariemont. Written comments mentioning impacts to the Mariemont Gardens were generally
opposed to a project corridor through this area, citing impacts to bike/walking paths, special event
use, gardening, and viewsheds.
2. Historic and archaeological resources impacts (primarily Mariemont National Historic Landmark)
(39%): All but one of these comments came from residents of Mariemont who were concerned about
the project’s potential impacts to the integrity of the Mariemont National Register Historic District and
National Register Landmark designations, and on Native American archaeological sites along the Little
Miami River bluff and Mariemont bottom area, and the need to coordinate with the National Park
Service and historical groups. Several comments noted the need to add the National Landmark
boundaries to the project mapping presented in the Feasibility Study.
3. Community character/aesthetics (33%): About 95% of written comments relating to community
character/aesthetics were from Mariemont residents and 5% were from Newtown/Shademore
residents. In general, respondents were concerned about the project disrupting existing community
qualities, citing elements such as ‘quiet’, ‘peaceful’, ‘fine’, ‘historic’, and ‘downtown character’. These
comments were more associated with the overall community (not a particular impacted location),
although many of these same respondents also mentioned concerns about impacting the Mariemont
Gardens.
4. Property values and business/residential impacts (32%): About two‐thirds of these comments were
submitted by Mariemont residents who were concerned that the project’s proximity to the village
would decrease property values and reduce the overall tax base of the community. About one‐third of
these comments were from a mix of Mariemont, Newtown and Shademore residents who were
concerned about the project’s direct impacts on businesses and/or residences.
5. Noise Impacts (24%): Written comments related to noise were primarily submitted by Mariemont
residents who were concerned that the project would increase noise levels, especially to those living
along the Mariemont bluffs.
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6. Bluff stability (22%): Written comments about the Little Miami River bluff were primarily submitted by
Mariemont residents who were concerned that the project would exacerbate existing instability issues
in this area of the village.
Other topics and issues of concern provided by respondents in Question 3 include the following:
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

19. Wildlife and threatened and endangered
species impacts (4%)
20. Floodplain concerns (2%)
21. Sprawl/development concerns (2%)
22. Displacements (1%)
23. Project information/recommendation (8%)
24. Meeting notification and project
communication (4%)
25. Response to public input (5%)
26. Website (2%)
27. Other options (7%)
28. Various questions (1%)

Supports SR 32 Relocation (4%)
Supports rail transit (7%)
Supports bike trails (6%)
Project need (8%)
Traffic/congestion concerns (7%)
Access/connectivity (2%)
Safety concerns (2%)
Project cost/funding concerns (4%)
Air quality impacts (9%)
Viewshed impacts (8%)
Little Miami River impacts (7%)
Light pollution (6%)

Table 2 summarizes the comments submitted in Question 3 by category and ODOT/FHWA responses.

Table 2 ‐ Summary of Comments by Category and ODOT/FHWA Responses
Comment/Comment Category

Name and Community

ODOT/FHWA Response

1. Parks/Greenspace Impacts
(primarily Mariemont Gardens)
Comments in this category are
associated with potential impacts
to the Mariemont Gardens;
commenters were opposed to a
project corridor through this area,
citing impacts to bike/walking
paths, special event use,
gardening, and viewshed.

Cincinnati: William Hull
Liberty Township: Barbara Davis
Mariemont: Brenda Allen, Linda Bartlett,
Tim & Beth Biggs, Ellen Calves, Betty Conn,
Stuart Deadrick, Jennifer Degerberg, Scott
Degerberg, Arlene Demaret, Patty Dewey,
Jon Dill, Nan Dill, David Garber, Valerie
Garber, Paula Christian Gerdsen, Sally
Guastaferro, Carolyn Hamlin, Scott Hamlin,
Valarie Hanley, Kate Hassey, Kevin Hassey,
Roseann Hassey, Tara Hatch, Anita Hunt,
Ginger Kelley, Don Keyes, Todd Keyes,
Kimberly Klumb, Annika Lund, Tyler & Fayre
Martin, Elizabeth Mathews, Robert
Mathews, Catherine Miller, David Miller,
Marion Molski, Ronal Newbanks, Leslie
Pennell, Pat & Ray Sabo, Isabelle & Phillip
Schram, Audrey Sharn, Craig & Susan
Siegman, Molly Smyth, Liz & Matt Steger,
Mollt Stewart, Joe & Aquila Stoner, Karen
Sullivan, Sean Sullivan, Steve & Erica Turan,
John Vago, Jerry & Suzi Vianello, Suzy &
Matt Weinland, Doug Welsh, Dina & Dave
Wilder, Pam Winget, Robert Winget, Betty

Additional studies to refine and
evaluate alternatives to avoid and
minimize impacts to the
Mariemont Gardens and other
parks in the project area to extent
possible will continue in Tier 2. As
the project further develops, the
project team will work with the
village through the Mariemont
Community Partners Committee
to obtain current and future park
plans for consideration in
alternatives development and
project design. Input from the
community will be sought through
public involvement meetings to
be held throughout project
development.
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Table 2 ‐ Summary of Comments by Category and ODOT/FHWA Responses
Comment/Comment Category

2. Historic and Archaeological
Resources impacts (primarily
Mariemont National Historic
Landmark)
Comments in this category
expressed concern about the
project’s potential impacts to the
integrity of the Mariemont
National Register Historic District
and National Register Landmark
designations, on Native American
archaeological sites along the Little
Miami River bluff/ Mariemont
bottom area, and the need to
coordinate with the National Park
Service and historical groups.
Several commenters noted the
need to add the Mariemont
National Landmark boundaries to
the project mapping presented in
the Feasibility Study.

3. Community
Character/Aesthetics
Comments in this category
expressed concern about the
project disrupting existing
community qualities, citing
elements such as ‘quiet’,
‘peaceful’, ‘fine’, ‘historic’, and
‘downtown character’. These
comments were more associated
with the overall community (not a
particular impacted location),
although many of these same
respondents also mentioned
concerns about impacting the
Mariemont Gardens. Most of
these comments were expressed
by Mariemont residents, but also
residents of Newtown and the

Name and Community
Wright, Sarah Zawaly
Mason: Martha Pelletier, Gretchen
Pennington
Newtown: Judith Winstel
Other: Karen Koch, Susan Lawson, Kathy
Miller
Cincinnati: Susan Conner
Mariemont: Michael and Natalie Barnes,
Linda Bartlett, Tim & Beth Biggs, James &
Paula Biro, Barbara Blum, Nancy Boyles,
Edward Brown, William Brown, Elizabeth &
Nick DeBlasio, Jennifer Degerberg, Scott
Degerberg, Patty Dewey, Nan Dill, David
Garber, Valerie Garber, Paula Christian
Gerdsen, Sally Guastaferro, Carloyn Hamlin,
Scott Hamlin, Valerie Hanley, Chuck Hatch,
Tara Hatch, Harry Herlinger, Ginger Kelley,
Todd Keyes, Edward Kiami, William Klumb,
Marcy & Stephen Lewis, Lynn Long, Tyler &
Fayre Martin, Robert Mathews, Catherine
Miller, David Miller, Isabelle & Phillip
Schram, Audrey Sharn, Molly Smyth, Chuck
Stewart, Molly Stewart, Joe and Aquila
Stoner, Karen Sullivan, Carolyn & Ed Tuttle,
Suzy & Matt Weinland, Dina & Dave Wilder,
Pam Winget, Betty Wright, Sarah Zawaly
Newtown: Sue Short Barnard
Other: Edward Kiamie, Karen Koch, Susan
Lawson, Kathy Miller
Batavia: Steve Wilhelm
Mariemont: Linda Bartlett, Tim & Beth
Biggs, Nancy Boyles, Edward Brown, Ellen
Calves, Elizabeth & Nick DeBlasio, Patty
Dewey, Jon Dill, David Garber, Valerie
Garber, Paula Christian Gerdsen, Valerie
Hanley, Chuck Hatch, Tara Hatch, Ginger
Kelley, Kimberly Klumb, William Klumb,
Nick Ljubisavljevic, Tyler & Fayre Martin,
Robert Mathews, Catherine Miller, David
Miller, Margaret Phillips, Audrey Sharn,
Callie Stephens, Chuck Stewart, Molly
Stewart, Jamie Swindon, John Vago, Joan
Luppino, Dina & Dave Wilder, Pam Winget,
Robert Winget, David Wuertenberger, Kim
Wuertenberger
Newtown/Shademore: Sue Short Barnard,
Judith Winstel, Carl Edmonson, Julie
Edmonson
10
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Archaeological and historic
architecture studies are currently
underway in the SR 32 Relocation
study area to identify resources
listed on or eligible for listing in
the National Register of Historic
Places and associated boundaries.
Findings will be coordinated with
the Historic Preservation Office,
National Park Service and other
consulting parties as part of the
Section 106 consultation process.
Every effort will be made as the
project develops to avoid and
minimize impacts to historic
resources. Boundaries for the
Mariemont National Historic
Landmark have been clarified and
incorporated into the project
information and mapping.

The SR 32 Relocation project is
being developed to support the
existing and future land use vision
of adjacent communities,
minimize impacts to businesses
and residences, and consider
location of a multi‐modal
transportation corridor that will
incorporate elements of
community character with
aesthetic treatments. Context‐
sensitive design strategies to
reinforce the character of local
communities will be considered as
the project develops. Some
examples may include: gateways
into historic communities and/or
the Little Miami River area;
landscaping and aesthetics such
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Table 2 ‐ Summary of Comments by Category and ODOT/FHWA Responses
Comment/Comment Category

Name and Community

ODOT/FHWA Response

community of Shademore.

Other: Edward Kiamie, Susan Lawson,
Kathy Miller

4. Property Values and
Business/Residential Impacts
Most comments in this category
expressed concern that the
project’s proximity to Mariemont
would decrease property values
and reduce the overall tax base of
the community, affecting schools
and community services.
Additional comments in this
category were against the taking
by eminent domain, and from
residents of Newtown who were
concerned about the project’s
direct impacts on businesses
and/or residences.

Mariemont: Edward Brown, Ellen Calves,
Richard Demaret, Nan Dill, David Garber,
Valerie Garber, Chris and Julie Haimbach,
Carolyn Hamlin, Scott Hamlin, Tara Hatch,
Eric & Penny House, Ginger Kelley,
Margaret Keyes, Kimberly Klumb, Marcy &
Stephen Lewis, Nick Ljubisavljevic, Elizabeth
Mathews, Robert Mathews, Catherine
Miller, David Miller, Marion Molski, Pat &
Ray Sabo, Isabelle & Phillip Schram, Audrey
Sharn, Joseph Stelzer, Callie Stephens,
Karen Sullivan, Jamie Swindon, Patrick
Swindon, Jerry & Suzi Vianello, Doug
Welsh, Dina & Dave Wilder, Pam Winget,
Robert Winget, Betty Wright
Newtown/Shademore: Sue Short Barnard,
Carl Edmonson, Julie Edmonson, Judith
Winstel
Other: Barbara Davis, Susan Lawson, Kathy
Miller
Mariemont: Tim & Beth Biggs, David
Boyles, Ellen Calves, Clifford Clemons,
Stuart Deadrick, David Garber, Valerie
Garber, Chuck Hatch, Tara Hatch, Ginger
Kelley, Margaret Keyes, Marcy & Stephen
Lewis, Nick Ljubisavljevic, Lynn Long,
Elizabeth Mathews, Robert Mathews,
Catherine Miller, David Miller, Barbara
O’Connell, Heather Rogers, Pat & Ray Sabo,
Isabelle & Phillip Schram, Molly Stewart,
Karen Sullivan, Jamie Swindon, Suzy & Matt
Weinland, Betty Wright
Newtown: Judith Winstel
Other: Anita Hunt, Karen Koch, Susan
Lawson, Kathy Miller

as placement of special lighting,
signage and/or sidewalks through
communities; and aesthetic noise
wall design. Public input will be
obtained to assure transportation
plans are consistent with
community needs and
expectations to the extent
possible.
Avoiding and minimizing negative
impacts to communities within
the project area have been and
will continue to be an important
focus for the SR 32 Relocation
project. Potential impacts to
businesses and residents were
recognized and addressed during
Tier 1 by incorporating the
Eastern Corridor Land Use Vision
and Green Infrastructure planning
efforts into the project
development process. The Tier 2
work will continue under this
context‐sensitive framework
where proposed transportation
solutions are designed to help
support local land use planning
based on input from adjacent
communities.
A noise study will be completed in
the alternatives evaluation phase
to determine impacted receptors
(including an analysis of potential
noise impacts to residences along
the bluff area) and impacts will be
considered as part of the
comparative evaluation of
alternatives and selection of a
preferred alternative. Once the
preferred alternative is identified,
a detailed noise study will be
performed to determine impacts
and potential barrier
effectiveness.

Cincinnati: Susan Conner
Mariemont: Linda Bartlett, Barbara Blum,
Bob Blum, Nancy Boyles, Stuart Deadrick,

Preliminary geotechnical studies
are underway to determine
location(s) of instability along the

5. Noise Impacts
Comments in this category were
mostly from Mariemont residents
who were concerned about
increased noise levels for residents
along the Little Miami River bluff
area. One individual commented
that noise barriers could not be
constructed along the bluff area
and asked if barriers are built,
would they prevent noise from
flowing uphill (Clemons).

6. Bluff Stability
Comments in this category were
mostly from Mariemont residents

11

SR 32 Relocation
Public Meeting, August 2, 2012
MEETING SUMMARY
HAM/CLE‐32F‐2.50/0.00; PID 86462
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Comment/Comment Category
who were concerned that the
project would exacerbate existing
instability issues along the Little
Miami River bluff.

7. Supports SR 32 Relocation
These comments expressed
general support of the project as a
whole, including the need to get
traffic off of Main St. (existing SR
32) and the need to improve
access to I‐71.
8. Supports Rail Transit
Comments in this category
expressed support for the rail
transit component of the project,
including comments that the rail
transit should come first (Caruso,
Schreiber, Stahl), that it’s a more
cost‐effective (Biro) or more
environmentally friendly (Geary)
solution, and that a transit station
in Newtown would be
advantageous (Pace).

9. Supports Bike Trails
These comments generally
supported or indicated interest in

Name and Community
Scott Degerberg, Arlene Demaret, Richard
Demaret, David Garber, Valerie Garber,
Valarie Hanley, Tara Hatch, Ginger Kelley,
Don Keyes, Marcy & Stephen Lewis, Lynn
Long, Tyler & Fayre Martin, David Miller,
Marion Molski, Craig & Susan Siegman,
Chuck Stewart, Molly Stewuart, John
Sullivan, Karen Sullivan, Jerry & Suzi
Vianello, Suzy & Matte Weinland, Betty
Wright
Other: Kathy Miller
Anderson Township: Susan Conley, Gene
Martin, Michael Massey, Rebecca Pace,
Mike Wiegel

Anderson Twp: Tom Caruso, Susan Conley,
John Schreiber, Rebecca Pace
Clermont County: Mike Niehaus
Loveland: Austin Stahl
Mariemont: James & Paula Biro, Margaret
Geary, Craig & Susan Siegman

Loveland: Austin Stahl
Mariemont: Tim & Michelle Duever,
Margaret Geary, Kate Hassey, Kevin
12

ODOT/FHWA Response
project corridor. The findings will
then be used in the evaluation of
alternatives. More detailed
geotechnical studies will be
performed during detailed design
and appropriate measures will be
developed to address problem
areas.

Comments acknowledged. The
project purpose and need
framework is based on alleviating
congestion on the existing
transportation network and
improving regional connectivity.
Comments acknowledged.
Eastern Corridor project
development to date has
emphasized maximizing use of
existing transportation corridors
to the extent possible in
addressing the regional
transportation issues, including
the rail transit. The SR 32
Relocation project is being closely
coordinated with the Oasis Rail
transit component of the Eastern
Corridor to support operations
and station location. A transit
station in Newtown is being
considered as part of that study.
The Eastern Corridor is a multi‐
modal program that includes new
rail transit, expanded bus,
pedestrian/bikeways, and
roadway network improvements.
All components of the program
are intended to work together to
gain maximum benefit for the
region by improving mobility and
connections.
Comments supporting bike trails
are acknowledged. The SR 32
Relocation project will support
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Comment/Comment Category

Name and Community

the bike trail component of the
project. One commenter asked if
bike paths associated with the
project would connect to existing
paths, and would like to see more
information on bike paths
(Dineen). Another commenter
noted that the Mariemont bike
trails/park is not shown on project
mapping (Sullivan).

Hassey, Roseann Hassey, Jerry Stephens,
Karen Sullivan
Newtown: Kevin Dineen

10. Project Need
These comments questioned the
overall need for the project stating
that it negatively affects
communities and disregards
people.

Liberty Township: Barbara Davis
Mariemont: Elizabeth & Nick DeBlasio, Nan
Dill, Margaret Geary, Margaret Phillips,
Craig & Susan Siegman, Jerry Stephens,
Molly Stewart, Brenda Westfall
Other: Susan Conner

ODOT/FHWA Response
and tie‐in to the existing bike
network. New bike linkages will
also be developed in conjunction
with the relocated transportation
corridor. Regarding the
Mariemont Garden trails, the
project team is working with the
village as the project develops to
obtain current and future
park/trail plans for consideration
in alternatives development.
Transportation improvements in
the Eastern Corridor are needed
because the existing roadway
network cannot support existing
and future travel demand, leading
to congestion, delays, and
accidents. The existing network is
characterized by indirect routes
and few travel options (modes),
resulting in poor regional
connectivity and inefficient
movement of goods, services, and
people. These conditions hinder
economic development and
adversely affect the environment,
and will only continue to worsen
under a No build (do nothing)
scenario.
This project is a result of many
years of study, culminating in the
comprehensive 2‐year Major
Investment Study (planning study)
led by the Ohio‐Kentucky‐Indiana
Regional Council of Governments
and completed in 2000. The
project is being administered by
ODOT in cooperation with the
Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA), the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) and the
Eastern Corridor Implementation
Partners including the Hamilton
County Transportation
Improvement District (HCTID), the
Clermont County TID, the City of
Cincinnati, the Southwest Ohio
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Comment/Comment Category

Name and Community

11. Traffic/Congestion Concerns
These comments expressed
concern that the project would
negatively affect traffic conditions
in and around the area, would
‘funnel’ traffic to Columbia
Parkway or Red Bank Expressway,
or would introduce traffic to areas
which previously had little or
none. One commenter would like
to see how traffic is affected in the
Beechmont hill area from Corbly to
Lunken Airport (Sliter). One
commenter would like to limit or
restrict ‘18‐wheeler’ traffic from I‐
275 to I‐71 and be sure that US 50
in Mariemont does not become a
major artery (Clemons).

Anderson Township: Barbara Sliter
Mariemont: Tim & Beth Biggs, Clifford
Clemons, Betty Conn, Stuart Deadrick,
Valerie Garber, Robert Mathews, Daniel
Schneider, Jamie Swindon

12. Access/Connectivity
These comments pertained to
community connectivity and
access to the relocated facility,
including:
 Would like to see an

Anderson Township: Mike Niehaus, Mike
Weigel
Newtown: Josh Martin
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ODOT/FHWA Response
Regional Transit Authority
(SORTA) and ODOT District 8.
Future (2030) Build traffic
volumes presented in the
project’s Feasibility Study
obtained from a Travel Demand
Model (TDM) update performed
for the Eastern Corridor project in
2011/2012 indicate that
implementation of the SR 32
Relocation project will reduce
traffic volumes on key segments
of the local road network,
including existing SR 32, Newtown
Road and portions of US 50.
Congestion and delays are
expected to decrease and safety
will be improved on the regional
and local network as a result of
the project. Regarding comments
about traffic on Beechmont Road
and US 50 through Mariemont,
information presented in Table 1
of the Feasibility Study indicates
that traffic volumes will decrease
by about 1.5 to 12 percent
(depending on the roadway
segment; see Table 1 of the
Feasibility Study) on Beechmont
between Corbly and the Lunken
Airport vicinity, and will also
decrease on US 50 through
Mariemont between 12 to 25
percent (depending on the
roadway segment; see Table 1 of
the Feasibility Study) with
construction of the SR 32
Relocation project. Restriction of
truck traffic on the new facility is
not being considered at this time,
as all traffic is to be
accommodated.
Alternative alignments and access
point details have not yet been
determined but will be developed
in the next phase of work.
Preliminary concepts for access at
the east end of the project include
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Comment/Comment Category
interchange/access at eight
Mile Rd included in any SR 32
Relocation (Martin).
 Connect Anderson Center
Station via a bus feeder line to
rail transit station at Newtown
or Beechmont (Niehaus).
 Connect Eight Mile to
Beechwood (Weigel).
13. Safety Concerns
These comments expressed
concern that the project will pose
a threat to community safety.

Name and Community

Anderson Township: Judith Winstel
Mariemont: Tim & Beth Biggs

14. Project Cost / Funding
Comments in this category
indicated concern over the cost of
the project as whole, individual
project components, and/or the
use of funds devoted to the
project instead of fixing existing
infrastructure in the area.

Mariemont: James & Paula Biro, Nan Dill,
Daniel Schneider, Craig & Susan Siegman,
Chuck Stewart, John Sullivan

15. Air Quality Impact
These comments mentioned air
pollution, vehicle emissions,
pollution in general, or concern
over air quality associated with the

Anderson Township: Judith Winstel
Mariemont: Ellen Calves, Ginger Kelley,
Elizabeth Mathews, Robert Mathews,
Barbara O’Connell, Daniel Schneider,
Isabelle & Phillip Schram, Karen Sullivan,
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an access point at Mt. Carmel
Road with a connection to
Beechwood. The Oasis Rail
Transit study is evaluating rail
station locations and potential
bus feeders. Stakeholder and
community input will continue to
be sought throughout the project
development process.
Traffic and crash analyses
reported in the SR 32 Relocation
Feasibility Study indicate that
current crash rates on key roads
in and adjacent to the project
study area exceed the statewide
average, including SR 32, Red
Bank Road, Newtown Road and
Wooster Pike. The SR 32
Relocation project will reduce
traffic volumes on much of the
local road network and improve
safety. Facility design will
incorporate safety features for
motorists, bicyclists, pedestrians
and rail transit users alike.
The Eastern Corridor project
emphasizes using existing
transportation corridors to the
greatest extent possible in
addressing the regional
transportation needs and
maximizing cost‐effectiveness.
The rail transit, local network
improvements, and bikeway
elements of the multimodal
program utilize existing
transportation infrastructure.
New capacity projects, including
the SR 32 Relocation, are essential
parts of the program for
addressing needs related to
improving connectivity, capacity,
safety and mobility for the region.
The project is included in OKI’s
long range transportation plan
and regional air quality
conformity analyses. Effects of the
project on ozone, carbon
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Comment/Comment Category

Name and Community

project.

Suzy & Matt Weinland
Other: Karen Koch, Susan Lawson

16. Viewshed Impacts
Comments in this category
indicated concern over an adverse
impact to existing views from
properties adjacent to the
proposed project corridor (mostly
in regard to Miami Bluff
properties).

Anderson Township: Judith Winstel
Mariemont: Patty Dewey, Nan Dill, David
Garber, Valerie Garber, Ginger Kelley,
Catherine Miller, David Miller, Karen
Sullivan, Suzy & Matt Weinland
Other: Kathy Miller

17. Little Miami River
These comments mentioned or
indicated concern over adverse
impacts or restriction of access to
the Little Miami River as a result of
the project (including concerns
regarding water quality).

Anderson Township: Judith Winstel
Cincinnati: William Hull
Mariemont: Scott Degerberg, Anita Hunt,
Ginger Kelley, Daniel Schneider, Craig &
Susan Siegman, Karen Sullivan, Sean
Sullivan
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ODOT/FHWA Response
monoxide, particulate matter and
mobile source air toxics will be
evaluated in accordance with
current ODOT/FHWA policy as the
project develops.
The Miami Bluff area of
Mariemont was recognized as a
visually sensitive resource during
the Tier 1 work. In the current
Tier 2 studies, minimization of
visual impacts will be an
important consideration in
alternatives development and
selection of a preferred
alternative. Strategies for
enhancing viewsheds will be
considered during detailed design.
Some examples may include:
gateways into the Little Miami
River corridor area; roadway
landscaping and aesthetics and
aesthetic noise wall design. Public
input will be sought to assure
transportation plans are
consistent with community needs
and expectations to the extent
possible.
Protection of the Little Miami
River has been important
consideration for the Eastern
Corridor project since it began.
Coordination conducted in Tier 1
with project stakeholders and
resource agencies resulted in a
project commitment to clear‐span
the Little Miami River (no piers in
the river channel) in order to
minimize impacts. The Green
Infrastructure Plan, land use
visioning efforts, and
geomorphological studies have
each contributed to establishing a
protection framework for the
Little Miami River as part of this
project. Protection measures,
including water quality protection,
will continue to be developed in
Tier 2. Existing and planned access
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Name and Community

18. Light Pollution
These comments mentioned or
indicated concern over light
pollution that may be generated
by the proposed facility,
particularly with regard to its
potential effect on the Village of
Mariemont.

Anderson Township: Judith Winstel
Mariemont: Ellen Calves, David Garber,
Tara Hatch, Ginger Kelley, Elizabeth
Mathews, Karen Sullivan
Other: Karen Koch

19. Wildlife/T&E Species
These comments were concerned
about potential impacts of the
project on wildlife and
threatened/endangered species.

Mariemont: Tim & Beth Biggs, Ginger
Kelley, Karen Sullivan
Mason: Martha Pelletier, Gretchen
Pennington

20. Floodplain Concerns
These comments expressed
concern over flooding issues,
costs, and constructing the project
in a floodplain.

Mariemont: Lynn Long, Daniel Schneider,
Betty Wright

21. Sprawl/Development
Concerns
These comments expressed a
concern that the project would
spur undesirable industrial /
commercial development and
suburban sprawl in the Mariemont

Mariemont: Tim & Beth Biggs, Margaret
Phillips
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to the river will be considered in
project development.
The need for and placement of
lighting for the project will be
determined during detailed
design. Context‐sensitive design
strategies to minimize impacts to
adjacent communities and
support local community
character will be considered as
the project moves forward.
Avoidance and minimization of
impacts to natural resources and
threatened and endangered
species are important
considerations in the alternatives
evaluation process and selection
of a preferred alternative.
Information will be coordinated
with resource agencies and
unavoidable impacts will be
mitigated. The Green
Infrastructure Plan and land use
visioning efforts conducted for
the project to date have
established a resource protection
framework for this project that
will continue to be developed in
Tier 2.
There will be costs associated
with construction in the
floodplain. Costs will be
developed for the various
alternatives and considered as
part of the comparative impact
matrix in identifying a preferred
alternative. Measures will be
developed during detailed design
to accommodate existing flood
areas and not increase the
potential for flooding.
Urban sprawl was an important
issue raised during the Tier 1 work
and addressed by incorporating
the Eastern Corridor Land Use
Vision and Green Infrastructure
planning efforts into the project
development process. Tier 2 work
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Name and Community

area.

22. Displacements
One commenter included an
inquiry as to whether several
specific properties were shown on
the displacement mapping
included in the Feasibility Study,
including parcels:
41‐41‐40.023
41‐41‐40.024
All Saints Church (41‐41‐40.025B,
.028B and .029B)
23. Project information /
recommendations
Comments in this category
questioned why the ‘preferred
relocation’ was revealed at the
meeting for the first time and/or
why attention had shifted to the
north (nearer to Mariemont).
Other commenters requested
additional information about the
project regarding the ‘split modes’
option. One commenter noted
that nothing new has been shown
since ‘last time’ (anonymous).

Clermont County: Susan Hunkele

Mariemont: Bob and Barbara Blum, Jo and
Alan Henning, Harry Herlinger, William
Klumb, Catherine Miller, David Miller,
Margaret Phillips, Suzy & Matt Weinalnd
Newtown: Kevin Dineen
Other: Kathy Miller
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will continue under this context‐
sensitive framework where
proposed transportation solutions
are designed to help support local
land use planning based on input
from affected communities.
None of the parcels in question
were indicated as potential
displacements on the mapping
presented in the Feasibility Study.
Potential impacts, including
displacements, will be further
evaluated as specific alternatives
are developed in the next phase
of work.

As an important part of
ODOT/FHWA’s project
development process, the August
2, 2012 meeting provided an
opportunity for the public to
review and comment on the
recommended corridors
presented in the SR 32 Relocation
Feasibility Study. No preferred
alignment location has been
selected yet. Input from the
public is being used to help refine
the corridors for advancement
and further study and analysis as
a normal step in working towards
identifying a preferred alternative.
‘Split modes’ refers to the option
of keeping the SR 32 Relocation
roadway on new alignment,
separate from Oasis Rail transit
which would follow the existing
Norfolk Southern (NS) rail corridor
through Newtown. ‘Modes
together’ refers to the option of
keeping the roadway and rail
transit alignments together
(parallel) within the same
corridor. Both options are being
considered as alternatives are
developed and evaluated in the
next phase of work.
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24. Public Meeting Notification
and Communication
These comments expressed
concern or frustration over
communication about and/or
notification of the public meeting,
the solicitation of public input and
having the meeting over the
summer.

Mariemont: Barbara Blum, Ann & Jim
Foran, Jo & Alan Henning, William Klumb,
Suzy & Matt Weinland, Betty Wright

25. Response to Public Input
Comments in this category
expressed general concern over
project advancement despite
community opposition and/or
dissatisfaction with project team’s
responsiveness toward public
input.

Anderson Township: Carrie Rufner
Mariemont: Michael & Natalie Barnes,
Harry Herrlinger, Paula Christian Gerdsen,
Tyler & Fayre Martin
Newtown: Sue Short Barnard
Shademore: Joan McClellon

26. Project Website
These comments focused on
difficulties with navigating the
project website.

Anderson Township: Gene Martin
Mariemont: Suzy & Matt Weinland

27. Other Options
Several commenters asked why
various other options were not
being considered instead of the SR
32 Relocation, including why not
use the Beechmont Levy crossing,
why not widen Red Bank Road and
existing SR 32, why not cross the
river further south through a
landfill, Horseshoe Bend, and
agricultural land, and why not the
No Build alternative.

Anderson Township: Carrie Rufner
Mariemont: David Garber, Harry
Herrlinger, Ginger Kelley, Chris Laird, Pat
and Ray Sabo, Carolyn and Ed Tuttle
Newtown/Shademore: Nan Dill, Joan
McClellan
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By providing contact information
at the August 2, 2012 public
meeting and/or by submitting a
comment form, individuals have
been added to the existing project
stakeholder list and will be
notified of future public
involvement efforts. Meetings
have been and will continue to be
advertised through the local
community press, on the Eastern
Corridor project website, by email
updates to stakeholders and via
social media including Facebook
and Twitter. Additional
information on signing‐up for
project updates can be found at
www.easterncorridor.org.
Community input has and will
continue to be an important
element in the evaluation of
alternatives and selection of a
preferred alternative (including
consideration of the No Build
alternative), along with the ability
to meet project purpose and need
and fulfill regulatory agency
requirements. Additional public
involvement opportunities will be
provided throughout all phases of
project development.
The Eastern Corridor website is
currently being reviewed for
opportunities to make
information both accessible and
easy to navigate.
Previous Eastern Corridor studies
evaluated preliminary options and
eliminated those that didn’t
address regional transportation
problems, including a crossing at
the Beechmont Levy.
Improvements to the Red Bank
corridor are being considered as
part of the Eastern Corridor Red
Bank study currently underway.
The No Build alternative is still
under consideration for the
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28. Various questions
One commenter included a series
of specific questions:

Name and Community

Mariemont: Ginger Kelley

a. What steps will be taken in Tier
2 to correct National Landmark
boundaries?

b. What information is being
provided to Native American
tribes?
c. Have Hamilton County
Commissioners been involved
in approved proposals that
disturb communities?
d. Are community meetings
published in newspapers?

e. Why aren’t community
meetings held in all impacted
neighborhoods?
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project. A preliminary corridor
south of the Horseshoe Bend was
evaluated in the Feasibility Study.
Final corridor recommendations,
which include another look at a
potential corridor south of the
Horseshoe Bend, are being
developed by ODOT/FHWA based
on review of public input and
additional studies, and included in
a Feasibility Study Addendum.
a. Boundaries for the
Mariemont National Historic
Landmark have been clarified
and incorporated into the
project information and
mapping. Avoidance and
impact minimization efforts
will be considered as project
development continues.
b. ODOT/FHWA coordination
with the Native American
Tribal community is ongoing.
c. The Hamilton County
Transportation Improvement
District is an active Partner on
the Eastern Corridor project.
d. The August 2, 2012 meeting
notification was published in
the local Community Press.
Future meetings will also be
posted in the local papers.
e. The Nagel Middle School
cafetorium was selected for
the August 2, 2012 meeting
because of its large size,
providing an opportunity for
all communities in the SR 32
Relocation area to
participate. The July 31st and
August 1st meetings, which
focused on the Eastern
Corridor Rail Transit project,
but also presented an
overview of the SR 32
Relocation project, were held
at the Milford High School in
Clermont County and the
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ODOT/FHWA Response

f.

f. Why unveil a new plan without
conversations with community
leaders first?

g.
g. How are homeowners
compensated?

21

LeBlond Center near
downtown Cincinnati,
respectively. Other venues in
the project area may be
selected for future public
involvement meetings or
smaller community meetings.
An overview of project
information was shared with
the Eastern Corridor
Development Team (ECDT) on
July 18, 2012 just prior to the
July 31st, August 1st and
August 2nd public meetings.
The ECTD, which includes
representatives from Eastern
Corridor local communities,
business and environmental
groups, and other
stakeholders, has met
quarterly (approximately)
since November 2011 to be
informed of the program’s
progress, provide feedback,
and share project updates
with their respective groups.
More information about the
ECDT and its members can be
found on the project website
(www.easterncorridor.org).
The August 2, 2012 meeting
provided an opportunity for
the general public to review
recommended corridors for
the SR 32 Relocation. No
preferred corridor or
alignment location has been
identified. Input from the
meeting will be used to help
refine corridors for
advancement.
Impacts to specific properties
have not yet been
determined. Once a
preferred alternative is
identified, any impacted
properties will be
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ODOT/FHWA Response
compensated following
federal relocation and
assistance program
guidelines.
h. Potential impacts to adjacent
communities related to air
quality and lighting will be
considered as the project
moves forward in
development.
i. The SR 32 Relocation study
area contains a variety of
important natural and man‐
made resources such as high
quality streams that include
the Little Miami National and
State Scenic River, historic
properties, archaeological
resources including Native
American sites, floodplain
and aquifers, threatened and
endangered species habitat,
parks and greenspace, and
developed communities
including business and
residential areas. All of these
resources are considered as
part of the decision‐making
process and identification of
a preferred alternative.
j. Restriction of truck traffic on
the new facility is not being
considered at this time.
k. The posted speed limit for
the proposed facility has not
yet been determined.
l. Additional traffic analyses will
be conducted once a
preferred alternative is
identified to assure that the
design provides for an
efficient flow of traffic in the
vicinity of the new US 50/SR
32 interchange and Columbia
Parkway.
m. Preliminary geotechnical
studies are underway to
determine locations of

h. Why is there no mention of
light pollution and little
mention of air pollution?

i. Why is there great emphasis on
preserving agricultural land and
little on historic, archaeological
and parks?

j. Has there been consideration
of a NO TRUCK policy?
k. Has there been consideration
of a reduced speed (40‐
45mph)?
l. How will you solve increased
congestion at Columbia
Parkway?

m. What erosion studies have
been done along Miami Bluffs?
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ODOT/FHWA Response
instability along the project
corridor. The findings will
then be used in the
evaluation of alternatives.
Additional studies will be
performed during detailed
design and appropriate
measures will be developed
to address problem areas.

Question 4
Please provide contact information for future project updates and meetings.
A total of 165 Comment Forms (out of the 178 submitted) included contact information in Question 4.
Overall, respondents represented twelve zip codes from the following communities in the project vicinity, as
presented in Table 3:

Table 3 ‐ Comment Forms Submitted by Geographic Area
Zip Code

Community (Approx.)

45227
45244
45230, 45255
45202, 45220, 45229
45040
45103
45140
45209
45011

Mariemont, Madisonville, Fairfax
Newtown, Mt. Carmel, Anderson Township, Ancor
Anderson Township, California, Mt. Washington
Cincinnati
Mason
Batavia, Clermont County
Loveland‐Madeira
Oakley
Hamilton

No. of
Forms
132
17
5
3
2
1
1
1
1

Percent
80%
10%
3%
2%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%

Summary of Letters
Six letters (from five separate individuals) were submitted for the SR 32 Relocation project through the public
comment period via mail or posting through the Eastern Corridor project website. A summary of comments
included in the letters and ODOT/FHWA responses are presented in Table 4.
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From / Date
Mayor Dan
Policastro
Mariemont
August 7, 2012

Submitted To
Ted Hubbard,
Hamilton
County
Engineer’s
Office

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐
‐

Mr. Harry
Herrlinger
Mariemont
Resident
August 11,
2012

Ted Hubbard,
Hamilton
County
Engineer’s
Office

Summary of Comments
Objects to the SR 32 Relocation
recommended corridor as presented
at the August 2, 2012 meeting on
behalf of Village of Mariemont.
Corridor impacts Mariemont Lower
Gardens and Walking Trails Park ‐ a
resident favorite and planned for
further development.
Corridor also lies within the
boundaries of the National Historic
Landmark as designated in 2007,
requiring the need to follow Section
106 and National Park Service
preservation guidelines.
Corridor comes in close proximity to
Madisonville Archaeological site and
recent work performed by UC at the
base of the Mariemont bluff
discovered anthropogenic deposits
and any future discoveries would not
be possible if paved‐over by a new
highway.
Mariemont questions logic of a
corridor in these areas based on the
above impacts and is disappointed in
the lack of communication with
Mariemont as an 'active partner' in
project development.
Requests additional coordination
with the project team.
Various attachments included with
letter that provide information on
Lower Gardens Park, National
Landmark status, archaeological
resources, and Section 106.

‐ Opposed to the location of the SR 32
Relocation recommended corridor
(proximity to Mariemont) as
presented at the August 2, 2012
meeting.
‐ Comments that a more southern
corridor as presented 8 years ago is
more acceptable.
‐ Concerned about heavy truck traffic
coming close to Mariemont’s
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ODOT/FHWA recognizes Mariemont’s
concerns regarding potential impacts
to the Gardens area, National Historic
Landmark boundaries, and
archaeological resources in the project
area. Additional studies and
coordination with Mariemont and
resource agencies with jurisdiction
over these important resources will
continue as project development
continues in compliance with the
requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and
related statutes including Section 106
of the Historic Preservation Act, and
Section 4(f) of the U.S. Transportation
Act for potential impacts to parks and
historic resources. Mariemont was an
important partner during Tier 1
community involvement and land use
vision efforts. These efforts were
completed in 2006 and the project was
on hold until Tier 2 efforts commenced
in 2010/2011, except for several
specialized environmental studies
completed in 2008 and 2009 by the
Eastern Corridor Implementation
Partners that included an
archaeological modeling investigation
and Little Miami River
geomorphological study, and a land
use vision update. ODOT intends to
continue working with the Village in
Tier 2 to address concerns through the
Mariemont Community Partners
Committee and the Section 106
consultation process.
The August 2, 2012 meeting provided
an opportunity for the public to review
and comment on the recommended
corridors, but no preferred corridor or
specific alignments have been
identified. ODOT/FHWA recognizes
the concern Mariemont has with the
potential proximity and impacts of the
project on the Village. Additional
studies will be conducted to quantify
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Table 4 ‐ Summary of Comments from Letters and ODOT/FHWA Responses
From / Date

Submitted To
‐
‐

Harry
Herrlinger,
Mariemont
Resident
August 26,
2012

Andy
Fluegemann,
ODOT District 8

‐

‐
‐

Eric B. Partee,
Little Miami
River Inc.
September 7,
2012

Eastern
Corridor
website

Summary of Comments
southern boundary.
Feels that project team is not
listening to concerned citizens.
Comments that there is discontent
within the community and residents
are concerned about noise, pollution
and property values.
Latest Route "Unacceptable" due to
Mariemont's National Historic
Landmark status and proximity to
important archaeological sites and
the Lower 80 Garden and Walking
Trail Park.
Dissatisfied at project’s coordination
efforts with Mariemont officials.
Requests a response that addresses
voiced concerns.

‐ Protection and preservation of Little
Miami National Scenic River is a
necessary part of the
implementation of an effective
transportation project.
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ODOT/FHWA Response
potential impacts as project
development continues and the
project team will continue to work
with Mariemont to identify and
address current and future issues.

ODOT/FHWA acknowledges
Mariemont’s concerns regarding
potential impacts to the Gardens area,
National Historic Landmark
boundaries, and archaeological
resources in the project area.
Additional studies and coordination
with Mariemont and resource agencies
with jurisdiction over these important
resources will continue as project
development continues in compliance
with the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
Section 106 of the Historic
Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of the
U.S. Transportation Act for potential
impacts to parks, and related statutes.
Mariemont was an important partner
during Tier 1 community meetings and
the land use vision effort, which were
essentially completed in 2006 and the
project was on hold until Tier 2 efforts
commenced in 2010/2011, except for
several specialized environmental
studies completed in 2008 and 2009 by
the Eastern Corridor Implementation
Partners that included an
archaeological modeling investigation
and Little Miami River
geomorphological study, and a land
use vision update. ODOT intends to
continue working with the Village in
Tier 2 to address concerns through the
Mariemont Community Partners
Committee and the Section 106
consultation process.
Protection of the Little Miami River
and developing an environmental
stewardship plan have been important
components of the Eastern Corridor
project since the beginning from the

SR 32 Relocation
Public Meeting, August 2, 2012
MEETING SUMMARY
HAM/CLE‐32F‐2.50/0.00; PID 86462

Table 4 ‐ Summary of Comments from Letters and ODOT/FHWA Responses
From / Date

Sierra Club
September 7,
2012

Submitted To

Summary of Comments
‐ Water quality of the Little Miami
River has substantially improved and
returned to full attainment of OEPA
chemical and biological standards,
and diverse species are supported.
‐ The natural river setting is a key
component of preserving the Little
Miami River for public enjoyment.
‐ The public has demonstrated interest
in preserving the Little Miami River
for a variety of recreational uses and
public use of the corridor boosts the
local economy.
‐ The Little Miami River is a natural
greenway and scenic gem in
southwest Ohio.
‐ Little Miami River Inc. encourages
ODOT to adopt a ‘transit first’
approach to the Eastern Corridor
that uses existing rail corridors and
supports transit‐oriented proposals.
‐ Little Miami River Inc. opposes and
requests that ODOT abandon the
new Red Bank Road Connector
bridge crossing of the LMR.

Andy
Fluegemann,
ODOT District 8

Sierra Club reiterates long‐standing
opposition to Segment II/III and new
bridge over Little Miami River because:
a. The Little Miami River is a National
and State Scenic River with
threatened and endangered species,
economic and recreational value and
opposition to project is supported by
Department of the Interior and local
residents and users.
b. Project will add significantly to air
pollution and stormwater runoff.
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Major Investment Study phase,
through Tier 1 and into Tier 2 project
development. Coordination
conducted in Tier 1 with project
stakeholders and resource agencies
resulted in a project commitment to
clear‐span the Little Miami River (no
piers in the river channel) in order to
minimize impacts to this important
resource. The Green Infrastructure
Plan, land use visioning efforts, and
geomorphological studies have each
contributed to establishing a context
sensitive/protection framework for the
Little Miami River as part of this
project. Project development to date
has also emphasized maximizing use of
existing transportation corridors to the
extent possible in addressing the
regional transportation issues,
including the rail transit,
Transportation System Management
(improvements to the local network
such as intersection improvements,
signal timing improvements, etc.) and
bikeway elements of the multimodal
program. New roadway capacity
projects, including the SR 32
Relocation project, are essential parts
of the program for addressing regional
needs related to improving
connectivity, capacity, safety and the
movement of goods and services.
ODOT/FHWA offers the following
responses to concerns expressed by
the Sierra Club:
a. Protection of the Little Miami River
and developing an environmental
stewardship plan have been
important components of the
Eastern Corridor project since it
began from the Major Investment
Study phase, through Tier 1 and
into Tier 2 project development.
b. The project is included in OKI’s long
range transportation plan and
regional air quality conformity
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Table 4 ‐ Summary of Comments from Letters and ODOT/FHWA Responses
From / Date

Submitted To

Summary of Comments

c. Project will increase traffic
congestion rather than mitigate it by
funneling high‐speed traffic into the
crowded Madisonville‐Fairfax I‐71
interchange.
d. Project will significantly impact or
destroy up to 1/3 of homes and
businesses in Newtown.

e. Cost of building the highway through
a floodplain is prohibitive.

f. The Village of Mariemont is on
record opposing the current plan
which endangers rich archaeological
resources and riverside bluffs.
g. Madisonville Community Council and
Cincinnati City Council are on record
requesting a 35 mph facility for
Eastern Corridor Segment 1, which
the Sierra Club supports.
h. Concerned that current Oasis rail
transit plan is flawed and
recommends further study into mass
transit options.

i. Sierra Club has presented hundreds
of post cards, petitions and letters
over the years to OKI, FHWA and
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analysis. Effects of the project on
ozone, carbon monoxide, PM2.5
and MSAT will be evaluated in
accordance with current
ODOT/FHWA policy as project
development continues. Mitigating
stormwater runoff will be an
important element of the project’s
detailed design phase.
c. The SR 32 Relocation and Red Bank
Corridor projects are being closely
coordinated to address regional
congestion issues.
d. The project will not destroy up to
1/3 of Newtown homes and
businesses. Minimization of
impacts will be a key consideration
as alternative alignments are
developed in the next phase of
work.
e. There will be costs associated with
construction in the floodway/plain.
Costs will be developed for the
various alternatives and considered
as part of the comparative impact
matrix in identifying a preferred
alternative.
f. ODOT/FHWA is working with
Mariemont in addressing their
project concerns.
g. ODOT/FHWA is working with
Madisonville and Cincinnati City
Council in addressing their project
concerns.
h. The Oasis Rail Transit component of
the Eastern Corridor is just one
element of a regional rail transit
plan for the greater Cincinnati area,
and is being developed in
conjunction with existing bus
transit that will support the overall
regional public transit network.
i. ODOT/FHWA has received the
Sierra Club’s correspondence over
the years and has considered
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Tom Synan,
Village of
Newtown
Police Chief

Submitted To

Andy
Fluegemann,
ODOT District 8
(email)

Summary of Comments
ODOT regarding the project and
urges that comments be acted upon.
Attachments to letter included:
ecological mapping; letter from Mary
Knapp, USFWS; letter from Newtown
Business Assn.; email from Tom Synan,
Newtown Police Chief.
‐ Opposes SR 32 Relocation project.
‐ Police Chief notes from personal
knowledge that crashes have
decreased in Newtown and traffic
flow has not changed in past decade.
‐ Comments that a bypass is not
needed and that project would not
improve traffic in Newtown.
‐ Comments that residents and
business have opposed project for 20
years and ODOT/others have
continued to move forward.
‐ Comments that project would be
detrimental to Newtown businesses
and tax base.
‐ Comments that the project is not
needed because there are already
four other east‐west routes.
‐ Comments that decisions impact
many people and that the project
will decrease rather than increase
businesses, even in the Ancor area
because of limited space and
planned mining.
‐ Comments that the road project will
not improve safety, the flow of
traffic, ease congestion, or have a
positive impact on Newtown,
surrounding communities or the
County and State.
‐ Requests that project not continue.

ODOT/FHWA Response
concerns at every stage of project
development.

Traffic and crash analyses conducted
for the project and reported in the SR
32 Relocation Feasibility Study indicate
that:
‐ crash rates on key roads in and
adjacent to the SR 32 Relocation
study area (based on 2007 to 2009
crash data) exceed the statewide
average, including SR 32, Red Bank
Road, Newtown Road and Wooster
Pike. Crash information will
continue to be updated as the
project moves forward.
‐ existing SR 32 will experience a 21
to 41 percent traffic growth by
2030 under No Build conditions and
other roads in the general area,
including US 50, SR 125, SR 561,
Newtown Road, Wooster Pike,
Clough Pike, Round Bottom Road,
Valley Avenue, and most of Red
Bank Road in the Eastern Corridor
will also experience traffic growth
between 5 percent and 118 percent
by 2030.
Additionally, future (2030) Build traffic
volumes as reported in the Feasibility
Study indicate that implementation of
the SR 32 Relocation project will reduce
traffic volumes on key segments of the
adjacent local road network, including
much of existing SR 32, Newtown Road
and portions of US 50.
The SR 32 Relocation is not intended to
bypass Newtown, but is being
developed to support/consider existing
and future land use vision for the area,
support economic development
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Summary of Comments
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opportunities, manage access, improve
safety, and minimize impacts to
businesses and residences.
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Eastern Corridor Public Involvement Meetings Scheduled
Meetings to Focus on Oasis Rail Transit and SR 32 Relocation Projects
CINCINNATI (July 9, 2012) – Public involvement meetings have been scheduled for two of the Eastern
Corridor Program’s core projects—Oasis Rail Transit and the State Route 32 Relocation project. At these
meetings, local residents will have the chance to learn more about multi-modal transportation
improvements being planned to ease congestion, enhance economic development opportunities and
improve connectivity within the eastern half of the Greater Cincinnati region.
Meetings about the Oasis Rail Transit project will be held on the evenings of July 31, August 1 and
August 2. Although held in different locations, each meeting will have the same content. A meeting
about the State Route (SR) 32 Relocation project will be held in conjunction with the Oasis meeting on
August 2. Specific meeting times and locations are listed below:

OASIS MEETING

OASIS MEETING

COMBINED OASIS/SR 32
RELOCATION MEETING

Tuesday, July 31, 2012
Milford High School
1 Eagle’s Way
Milford, OH 45150

Wednesday, August 1, 2012
LeBlond Recreation Center
2335 Riverside Drive
Cincinnati, OH 45202

Thursday, August 2, 2012
Nagel Middle School
1500 Nagel Road
Cincinnati, OH 45255

6 p.m. to 8 p.m.
Q&A session: 7 p.m.

6 p.m. to 8 p.m.
Q&A session: 7 p.m.

5 p.m. to 8 p.m.
Q&A session: 7 p.m.

The meetings will be organized as open houses which people can attend any time during the meeting
period. For the July 31 and August 1 Oasis meetings, the meeting period will be between 6:00 p.m. and
8:00 p.m. To better accommodate the combined Oasis Rail Transit and SR 32 Relocation meeting on
August 2, the meeting period will be expanded one hour and begin instead at 5:00 p.m. A Question-andAnswer session will be held at 7:00 p.m. each evening. Comment cards will be available for members of
the public who wish to provide feedback in written form.
“A series of information stations will highlight key project elements and project representatives will be
available at each station to discuss the information, answer questions and receive comments,” said Andy
Fluegemann, Planning Engineer for the Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) District 8. “No final
decisions have been made for the current Tier 2 study phase of these Eastern Corridor projects. Getting
public input is an integral component of the project development process and is something we value and
take seriously.”
- more -

	
  

	
  
Hamilton County Commissioner Todd Portune emphasized the importance of public participation at the
meetings:
“We need people to describe for us the kind of a multi-modal, integrated, regional transportation system
they want, and what kinds of transit improvements they will use including passenger/commuter rail
service, smart system traffic management, new roadway enhancements, and bicycle and pedestrian trails.
With the public’s input, we hope to learn which of those, singly or in combination, will best generate a
better quality of life in their community, spark economic and transit oriented development and create the
jobs that come with transit oriented development.”
Portune added: “What we do today, if done right, will ease traffic congestion, reduce air pollution and set
the stage for community improvement and benefit for the next hundred years.”
Mr. Fluegemann noted that the public will have multiple opportunities to provide input at the meetings by
visiting multiple information stations and speaking with project team representatives, completing written
response forms and by participating in one of the open forum Question and Answer sessions held each
evening. Comments can also be submitted before and after the meetings through the Eastern Corridor
website and by email. The Eastern Corridor Program’s website address is www.EasternCorridor.org and
its email address is EasternCorridor@EasternCorridor.org.
Individuals needing interpretation or special assistance services should contact Kaity Dunn, Rasor
Marketing Communications at (317) 379-9601 three to five days prior to the meetings. All meeting
locations are ADA accessible.

About the Oasis Rail Transit Project
The Oasis Rail Transit project will provide a new transportation mode alternative for the Eastern Corridor
region, moving residents, workers and visitors between downtown Cincinnati, the City of Milford and the
communities that lie in between. The proposed rail corridor extends 17 miles, travels along a
combination of existing and new tracks and will be served by multiple stations.
“Rail-based transportation is integral to the future of our region,” said Portune. “The Oasis line will
establish a much-needed transportation alternative between central Cincinnati and its eastern communities
and create a foundation upon which future passenger rail lines can be added. It will also serve as a strong
catalyst for community enhancement and economic growth—particularly in regards to development
around the rail stations.”
Information pertaining to the Oasis project that will be presented and discussed at the public involvement
meetings is outlined below. Public feedback is being sought on each topic:
•

Proposed Rail Service – Commuter and special event service are being proposed as the initial
service types to be provided by the Oasis line.

•

Rail Station Locations – Ten rail stations were previously proposed for the Oasis line. Based on
projected service needs and requirements, the number of stations recommended for advancement
at this time may be reduced.

•

The Station Area Planning process – Rail stations offer significant community enhancement and
transit-oriented development opportunities. Information will be shared on the opportunities this
presents for the Eastern Corridor region and what the next steps in planning will be.
- more -

	
  

	
  
•

Rail Vehicle Technology – Based on length of the Oasis line, its service needs and projected
costs, low-emission, low-noise regional rail vehicles powered by modern diesel multiple unit
technology have been identified for use on the Oasis rail line. Information about this technology
will be shared and discussed.

About the SR 32 Relocation Project
From the intersection of SR 32 and I-275 and extending west, the SR 32 Relocation project would shift
the roadway from its current alignment to a new connection with US 50 (Columbia Parkway) and the Red
Bank business corridor. The new road is being planned in conjunction with portions of the Oasis Rail
Transit corridor, including potential new rail transit stations in the Fairfax and Newtown vicinities, and
would include accommodations for bicyclists and pedestrians. A new clear-span bridge would be built to
cross the Little Miami River.
“The vision for the relocated SR 32 is not a highway like I-71, but rather a road that looks and feels more
like a boulevard or parkway – two lanes traveling in each direction, a grassy or landscaped median in the
middle, and possibly trees or other aesthetic treatments lining the road” said Hamilton County Engineer
Ted Hubbard. “A bicycle and pedestrian path would travel along one side and portions of the Oasis line
could travel along the other. Stoplights placed at key intervals along the road’s corridor would manage
access on and off the roadway.”
When the Tier 1 phase of the Eastern Corridor study concluded in 2006, the study area for the SR 32
Relocation project encompassed 21 preliminary corridors to be further evaluated. Based on the results of
recent studies that evaluated the natural, social and historic environment and considered public input, the
project team is recommending that many of these preliminary corridors be eliminated from consideration.
The recommendations would focus further studies on two to three revised corridors located primarily
north and northwest of Newtown, with the potential new river crossing located upstream (east) of the
river’s horseshoe bend. The revised corridors represent a broad area within which detailed roadway
alternatives will be developed and evaluated as the next step in the study process. No specific road
alignments have been identified yet, nor has a preferred alternative or the No Build been selected.
Additionally, no roadway designs have been developed at this time. These will be prepared with public
input as the project advances in the project development process.
The project team’s recommendations and rationale for the refined study corridors will be highlighted and
discussed at the combined public involvement meeting held on Thursday, August 2. In addition,
information about the project’s purpose and need, development history, current status, next steps and
funding will also be presented and discussed.
###
The Eastern Corridor is a program of integrated, multi-modal transportation investments. The Program will
enhance our regional transportation network by improving travel and connections between central Cincinnati and
the communities extending east through Hamilton County into western Clermont County. Program elements include
improvements to existing road networks, new and expanded roadways, rail transit, expanded bus routes and
improvements for pedestrians and bicyclists. The Eastern Corridor Program is administered by the Ohio
Department of Transportation (ODOT) in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the
Eastern Corridor Implementation Partners: Hamilton County Transportation Improvement District (HCTID),
Clermont County Transportation Improvement District (CCTID), City of Cincinnati, Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana
Regional Council of Governments (OKI) and the Southwest Ohio Regional Transit Authority (SORTA).

The Eastern Corridor

Public Involvement Meetings
Scheduled For the Oasis Rail Transit and
State Route 32 Relocation Projects

The meetings are open house; come when
your schedule allows. Meet with project
planners, ask questions, share your comments.
The multi-modal Eastern Corridor Program will enhance our
regional transportation network and support economic growth
by improving travel and connections between central Cincinnati
and the communities extending east through Hamilton County
and into western Clermont County. The relocation of SR 32
will improve local and regional traffic efficiency and improve
travel safety. The Oasis Rail Transit project will provide a new
transportation alternative to driving and be a foundation upon
which future regional rail transit can be added. Additional
enhancements for bicyclists, pedestrians and bus travel are also
being planned. Individuals needing special assistance at the
meetings should call the Eastern Corridor Hotline at
(513) 888-7625 prior to the meetings.

u F or more information,

Email EasternCorridor@EasternCorridor.org
or call (513) 888-7625.

Meeting Focus: OASIS RAIL TRANSIT
Tuesday, July 31, 2012 | 6 p.m. to 8 p.m. | Q&A Session: 7 p.m.
Milford High School
1 Eagle’s Way, Milford, OH 45150
Meeting Focus: OASIS RAIL TRANSIT
Wednesday, August 1, 2012 | 6 p.m. to 8 p.m. | Q&A Session: 7 p.m.
LeBlond Recreation Center
2335 Riverside Drive, Cincinnati, OH 45202
Meeting Focus: SR-32 RELOCATION and OASIS RAIL TRANSIT
Thursday, August 2, 2012 | 5 p.m. to 8 p.m. | Q&A Session: 7 p.m.
Nagel Middle School
1500 Nagel Road, Cincinnati, OH 45255

SR-32 Improvements, Eastgate Area Project

1848 Summit Road,
Cincinnati OH 45237

Oasis Rail Transit Project

The Eastern Corridor
www.EasternCorridor.org

Public Involvement
Meetings Planned
July 31 | August 1 | August 2
The Public Involvement meetings are
being hosted by the Ohio Department of
Transportation in partnership with the
Hamilton County Transportation Improvement
District, the Clermont County Transportation
Improvement District, City of Cincinnati,
Southwest Ohio Regional Transportation
Authority and the Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana
Regional Council of Governments.

Take the Eastern Corridor Survey:

Share your thoughts now by taking the EASTERN
CORRIDOR SURVEY at www.EasternCorridor.org

I-275/SR 32
Interchange Project
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07.06.2012

The next Eastern Corridor
Madisonville Community
Development Team meeting has Council Facebook page
been scheduled for Wednesday,
July 18
Eastern Corridor Public
hamiltoncounty.org
Involvement Meeting Mailer pdf

EC Community
Involvement Meetings

https://www.facebook.com/madisonvilleohio

EC Community
Involvement Meetings

http://www.hamiltoncountyohio.gov/hc/hc_pdfs/Meetin
gMailer12_376.pdf

07.12.2012

Eastern Corridor Public
newtownohio.gov
Involvement Meeting Mailer pdf

EC Community
Involvement Meetings
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Eastern Corridor Public
Cincinnati.com
Involvement Meetings
Gov. Beshear Talks Brent Spence Nky.com
Bridge with President Obama

EC Community
Involvement Meetings
Brent Spence Bridge

07.16.2012

Eastern Corridor Meetings
Planned

Cincinnati.com

EC Community
Involvement Meetings

07.16.2012

Eastern Corridor Meetings
Planned

Communitypress.cincinnati EC Community
.com
Involvement Meetings

http://www.newtownohio.gov/wp‐
content/uploads/2011/05/Eastern‐Corridor‐Public‐
Involvement‐Meeting‐Dates.pdf
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Eastern Corridor Public
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EC Community
Involvement Meetings
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Eastern Corridor Public
Involvement Meetings
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Oasis Rail Transit projects
focus of public involvement
meetings
Eastern Corridor Letter
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Planned
Eastern Corridor Public
Meetings Scheduled
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Involvement Meetings
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Involvement Meetings

http://local.cincinnati.com/calendar/event2.asp?ProdID=
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Involvement Meetings
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Involvement Meetings
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Involvement Meetings
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Transportation facebook
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Speedy Soution Impresses Race Fans

Cincinnati Enquirer

Brent Spence Bridge

Bridges Trump Enhancements

Cincinnati Enquirer

07.11.2012
07.15.2012
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Cincinnati Enquirer
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Construction zone: Bad moods ahead

Cincinnati Enquirer
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Eastern Corridor Meetings Planned
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PROJECT OVERVIEW
As one of the primary
thoroughfares within the
Eastern Corridor region, State
Route (SR) 32 is an important
element of the Eastern Corridor
Program. Currently, this
roadway experiences high
volumes of commuter, heavy
truck, and residential traffic.
This creates high levels of
congestion and accident rates
and poor levels of overall
service. In addition, travel
options are limited primarily to
vehicular traffic. The proposed
SR 32 Relocation project is
intended to address these issues
and provide direct, multi‐modal
access to US 50, the Red Bank
corridor and I‐71.

PROJECT ELEMENTS
The SR 32 Relocation project will:
 Expand capacity and consolidate access points on SR 32
 Improve safety, decrease congestion and travel time, reduce air emissions
 Implement roadway network improvements to improve mobility
 Create a new link between SR 32, US 50 (Columbia Parkway), and the Red
Bank Road business corridor
 Construct a new, multi‐modal clear‐span bridge across the Little Miami
River to connect SR 32, US 50 and Red Bank Road
 Incorporate accommodations for new rail transit, expanded bus service,
bicyclists and pedestrians
The SR 32 Relocation project is being developed in close coordination with other
core Eastern Corridor Program projects including the Red Bank Corridor project
and Oasis Rail Transit project.

THE CURRENT STUDY
The SR 32 Relocation project is in the preliminary engineering phase of ODOT’s
new Project Development Process (PDP), Path 5. It is also following a tiered (or
multi‐stage) environmental impact analysis approach required by the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. This process focuses on identifying the
proposed project’s potential effects on the natural and cultural environment, and
identifying ways to avoid or reduce negative impacts.
In 2005, the Tier 1 Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) presented a series
of conceptual corridors within which a new alignment for SR 32 could conceivably
be built. Now, as part of the Tier 2 study, these corridors are being examined in
much more detail and some will advance for further study. Once feasible project
corridors have been identified, project alignment alternatives will be developed
and evaluated, including a No Build alternative. The Tier 2 study will conclude by
identifying a preferred alternative for the SR 32 Relocation project.

PROJECT STATUS
For more information, visit

www.EasternCorridor.org
or call the Eastern Corridor
hotline at 513.888.7625.

The project team has conducted several studies since Tier 1, including a
geomorphological assessment of the Little Miami River channel and additional
archaeology reviews. Building upon information gained from these and previous
Eastern Corridor studies, the team has evaluated the conceptual project corridors
identified in Tier 1 and developed recommendations on which to eliminate from
consideration and which to advance for further study. Their recommendations are
documented in the SR 32 Relocation Feasibility Study report, now available for
public review and comment at www.EasternCorridor.org (SR 32 Relocation, Study
Documents links).
Moving forward, the project team will continue with environmental studies of the
refined corridors and use the information gained to develop feasible project
alignment alternatives. This environmental work will consist of multiple field

Continued

PROJECT STATUS (CONTINUED)
studies that may include building inventories, visual/walkover property
inspections, topographical surveys, soil testing and stream and wetland
delineations. Study results will be used to develop a comparative analysis of
impacts for the feasible alternatives, including a No Build alternative, from
which a preferred alternative will be identified.
No decisions have been made yet regarding specific corridors or alignments.
All alternatives will be evaluated equally, as neither the NEPA process nor
ODOT’s Project Development Process allows a pre‐determined outcome.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
Public involvement has played a critical role in the planning and development
of the Eastern Corridor Program. Public involvement will continue to be
instrumental as the SR 32 Relocation project undergoes further evaluation and
refinement. Throughout the Tier 2 study, the SR 32 Relocation project team
will meet with local community representatives and stakeholders to discuss
the project and its status, gain input from the community and gather
additional information to be considered as part of the project evaluation and
alternative refinement process.
Information about upcoming meetings will be posted on the Eastern Corridor
website, noted in local papers and distributed via email. Additional
information about how to get involved is provided on the Eastern Corridor
website under the Public Participation link.

IMPORTANT CORRIDOR RESOURCES
The SR 32 Relocation study area contains a rich mix of important community
and environmental resources that will be considered in the development of a
context‐sensitive transportation solution through this area. Key resources
include:
 Community resources in the region including the Village of Newtown,
portions of Anderson Township and southern edges of the villages of
Fairfax and Mariemont
 A variety of land uses including residential, commercial and industrial
development in and around Newtown and US 50 in Fairfax; wooded
stream corridors and agricultural land along the National and
State Scenic Little Miami River; and wooded uplands with developing
residential areas along SR 32 to the south and east of Newtown
 A number of recreational and natural areas including golf courses, ball
fields, township greenspaces and the Horseshoe Bend preserve
 Sensitive historic and archaeological resources, especially along the Little
Miami River floodplain and in the villages of Newtown and Mariemont
 Extensive gravel mining in the Ancor area near Newtown and active
landfills along US 50 west of the Little Miami River and along SR 32 east of
Newtown

ABOUT THE EASTERN
CORRIDOR PROGRAM
The Eastern Corridor is a regional
effort to improve travel and
connections between central
Cincinnati and the communities
extending east through Hamilton
County and into western Clermont
County. The program integrates
multiple transportation modes –
from rail and cars to buses, bikes
and feet – to better connect and
support communities and facilitate
enhancement and economic growth
opportunities.
The Eastern Corridor Program is
administered by the Ohio
Department of Transportation
(ODOT) in cooperation with the
Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) and the Eastern Corridor
Implementation Partners:
 Hamilton County Transportation
Improvement District (HCTID)
 Clermont County Transportation
Improvement District (CCTID)
 City of Cincinnati
 Ohio‐Kentucky‐Indiana Regional
Council of Governments (OKI)
 Southwest Ohio Regional Transit
Authority (SORTA)
 Ohio Department of
Transportation (ODOT)

Frequently Asked Questions
July 2012

1. What is the SR 32 Relocation Project?
The SR 32 Relocation project is a core element of the Eastern Corridor Program, which is being developed to improve
regional mobility and connectivity between central Cincinnati and the communities extending east through Hamilton County
and into western Clermont County. The SR 32 Relocation Project extends from US 50 in Fairfax to the I-275/SR 32
interchange in Clermont County. It involves an improved SR 32 roadway coordinated with new rail transit and
bike/pedestrian improvements. The project will consolidate access points along SR 32, improve safety and connectivity and
decrease travel times through the region.

2. Why relocate SR 32?
There are few direct routes connecting Eastern Corridor communities with Greater Cincinnati’s central employment, shopping
and entertainment areas. Instead, people use I-275, I-471 and crowded surface streets to reach their destinations. This means
more time in the car, more fuel consumption, more traffic and more congestion. It also means more accidents. These
problems are expected to get worse as population and development increases within the Eastern Corridor region.
Many strategies for managing Eastern Corridor traffic have been explored through comprehensive studies and public
involvement. These efforts are documented in previous Eastern Corridor Tier 1 studies posted on the project website at
www.EasternCorridor.org. Based on Program goals, local land use vision, study results and public input, four projects were
identified as the core elements of the Eastern Corridor’s transportation improvement program: SR 32 Improvements Eastgate
Area; SR 32 Relocation; Red Bank Corridor Improvements; and Oasis Rail Transit. These projects work in concert with each
other to provide maximum benefit to the region. Key components of the SR 32 Relocation project include:





Shifting the west end of SR 32 which currently intersects with Beechmont Avenue, north to create a new
link with the Red Bank business corridor and I-71
Construct a new, clear-span crossing of the Little Miami River to link SR 32, US-50 and Red Bank Road
Make improvements to the local roadway network by expanding capacity and consolidating the many
entrances and exits to SR 32
Develop the project in coordination with Oasis Rail Transit, support expanded bus service, and
accommodate the needs of bicyclists and pedestrians

3. What work has been completed?
The Eastern Corridor is following a tiered (or staged) development approach for evaluating potential project impacts on the
natural and social environment, as required under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). After reviewing
comprehensive program scoping and environmental impact studies, the Federal Highway Administration issued a Tier 1
Record of Decision (ROD) in 2006 that outlined the current multimodal Eastern Corridor Program to improve regional
mobility. The Program includes expanding and improving local roadway networks, establishing a new rail transit line,
expanding bus options, and better accommodating bicyclists and pedestrians. These recommendations have been divided into
the Eastern Corridor’s four core projects which are now undergoing further evaluation and development in Tier 2. Tier 2
studies are focusing on completing in-depth project impact assessments, identifying measures that can be taken to minimize or
avoid negative impacts, and determining specific project alignment locations and configurations. Initial Tier 2 work
completed for the SR 32 Relocation Project is presented in the SR 32 Relocation Feasibility Study, which can be viewed on
the Eastern Corridor project website.
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Frequently Asked Questions
(continued)
4. What is the SR 32 Relocation Feasibility Study about?
The Feasibility Study takes an in-depth look at the 21 preliminary corridors identified in Tier 1 for the relocation of SR 32.
The Study concludes with recommendations about which of these corridors should be eliminated from further consideration
and which should be advanced for additional study. Corridors recommended for advancement represent broad study areas in
which more detailed alignments for the roadway, rail transit line and bike and pedestrian paths will be developed in the next
step of the study process. As part of the project development process, these corridors will undergo further analysis to
determine options for minimizing negative impacts, and to eventually identify a Preferred Alternative.

5. What is a Preferred Alternative?
A Preferred Alternative is the alternative which project planners identify as best fulfilling a project’s purpose and need, giving
consideration to environmental, economic, technical and other factors, including public input.

6. Maps in the Feasibility Study show a number of shaded bands or “corridors” that seem to affect a large
area. What’s the difference between a study area, a study corridor, and an alignment?
Avoiding and minimizing negative environmental and community impacts is an important consideration in ODOT’s project
development process and under the requirements of NEPA. In the Tier 1 study, important resources (such as rivers,
floodplains, historic and archaeological resources, homes, etc.) were identified and mapped within a large study area to help
identify key constraints. Study corridors were then developed within the large study area that avoided important resources to
the greatest extent possible. In order to provide flexibility for further project development, study corridors were generally
400 feet to 800 feet in width and much wider than the footprint needed for an actual roadway alignment. As additional studies
have been performed within the broad study corridors in the early part of Tier 2, some have been recommended to be
eliminated from further consideration due to impacts, costs or other issues, as described in the Feasibility Study.
For corridors that remain under consideration, more detailed alignments will be developed in the next step in the study
process. Alignments are much narrower than the study corridors and represent the footprint needed for an actual roadway,
including the travel lanes, shoulders, median, ditches, slopes and other design components. Multiple alignment alternatives
will be developed within the broad study corridors, and a comparative evaluation of impacts and costs will be performed to
help identify a Preferred Alternative, including consideration of the No Build (Do Nothing) Alternative. Public input will
continue to be considered when developing and evaluating alignments as the SR 32 Relocation project continues.

7. I’ve heard that the traffic modeling done for the Eastern Corridor used 2005 data? Is that correct?
Existing and future traffic volumes developed in January 2012 for the Eastern Corridor Program (as reported in the SR 32
Relocation Feasibility Study) used the Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana’s 2005 Regional Travel Demand Model (OKI RTDM). The
2005 OKI RTDM is the currently accepted travel model used by ODOT and all of the local jurisdictions in the eight-county
OKI region as a starting point in traffic analyses. Traffic data used to evaluate the Eastern Corridor project, however, was not
from 2005. Traffic volumes were based on traffic counts taken in 2011 and 2012 along key roadways in the Eastern Corridor.
These volumes were then adjusted based on traffic trends from updated population and employment data entered into the
model. Traffic data will continue to be updated as more detailed alignments are developed and evaluated.

8. What decisions have been made about the SR 32 Relocation Project and who makes the final call?
The SR 32 Relocation project is still in the development and evaluation stage and no decisions have been made on selecting a
preferred alignment, including the No Build alternative. As part of the Eastern Corridor Program, the SR 32 Relocation
project has evolved through extensive planning over the years, with various decisions being carried forward from one project
development phase to the next based on appropriate levels of analyses and public input. The Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) in cooperation with the Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) will issue a Tier 2 Record of Decision (ROD)
upon completion of the SR 32 Relocation Tier 2 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that identifies a Preferred Alternative.
This decision will be made based on equal consideration of all feasible project alternatives, including the No Build alternative.
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Frequently Asked Questions
(continued)
9. Why aren’t other transportation corridors that follow existing roadways being considered?
The Eastern Corridor Major Investment Study (MIS) evaluated a broad range of transportation improvement options within a
200 square mile study area based on travel performance, costs, environmental issues and public input. The MIS was
conducted at a level of detail appropriate for the regional planning issues under consideration. It documented the elimination
of a number of roadway improvement options as part of the Eastern Corridor Program, such as various interstate
improvements, US 50 widening, Wilmer/Wooster Road widening, the Five Mile Connector, and a relocated SR 32 linking US
50 and SR 125 using the Beechmont Levee, amongst others. These options were eliminated because they didn’t effectively
fulfill the purpose and need for the project and Program goals or other options were determined to be more efficient, offer
more opportunities, etc. A summary of the MIS can be downloaded from the Eastern Corridor Program website.

10. How will the project affect businesses and residences in local communities in the area?
Avoidance and minimization of negative impacts to communities within the project area have been and will continue to be a
key consideration for the SR 32 Relocation project. Potential impacts to businesses and residents were recognized and
addressed during Tier 1 by incorporating the Eastern Corridor Land Use Vision (2002) and Green Infrastructure (2005)
planning efforts into the project development process. Project development in Tier 2 will continue under this contextsensitive framework where proposed transportation solutions are designed to help support local land use planning based on
input from affected communities. More information about the Eastern Corridor Land Use Vision Plan and the Green
Infrastructure Plan can be found on the project website.

11. What is a Context-Sensitive Framework?
The SR 32 Relocation project is being developed using the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Context-Sensitive
Solutions (CSS) approach. CSS is a collaborative, interdisciplinary, holistic approach to the development of transportation
projects. It involves a broad range of stakeholders, including community members, elected officials, interest groups, and
affected local, state, and federal agencies. It puts project needs and both agency and community values on a level playing field
and considers the trade–offs in decision making. The CSS approach is guided by four core principles:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Strive towards a shared stakeholder vision to provide a basis for decisions
Demonstrate a comprehensive understanding of contexts
Foster continuing communication and collaboration to achieve consensus
Exercise flexibility and creativity to shape effective transportation solutions, while preserving and
enhancing community and natural environments

12. What could the roadway look like?
The initial concept for the SR 32 Relocation is a four-lane divided roadway with limited access. Rail transit and
bike/pedestrian components would be separated from the roadway by grass berms or barriers. The location of the roadway
will need to be identified before considering design details including specifics on the roadway width, bridge type, multimodal
connections, access, aesthetics, etc. All of these will depend on drainage, floodplain, topography, minimization of
environmental and community impacts, public input, and other considerations identified during the project development
process. It is possible that the roadway and rail modes could be split, with the rail transit line following the existing railroad
tracks that run through Newtown and the relocated roadway traveling on an alternate alignment along the north edge of
Newtown. Specific alignments have yet to be determined.
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Frequently Asked Questions
(continued)
13. I’ve heard the SR 32 Relocation referred to both as a roadway project and a highway project. Which is
it?
The vision for the relocated SR 32 is a road that looks and feels like a boulevard or parkway – two lanes traveling in each
direction, a grassy or landscaped median in the middle, and possibly trees or other aesthetic treatments lining the road.
Stoplights placed at key intervals along the road’s corridor would manage access on and off the roadway. It will not be a
highway like I-71 or I-75.

14. How are important environmental resources such as the Little Miami Scenic River being considered?
The SR 32 Relocation study area includes a number of sensitive resources. A key commitment from Tier 1 is to develop a
clear-span crossing of the Little Miami River to minimize impacts to this scenic river resource (a clear-span bridge is a bridge
that is completely spans a watercourse and does not require construction of supports within the river channel or alterations to
the riverbed or banks.) A preliminary strategy for addressing potential negative impacts to important resources is described in
the Eastern Corridor Tier 1 EIS. Through development of the Eastern Corridor Land Use Vision Plan and subsequent Green
Infrastructure planning efforts, environmental protection measures initially identified in Tier 1 will be carried forward into
more detailed development in Tier 2. More information about these planning efforts can be found on the project website.

15. How will the SR 32 Relocation Project be funded?
Construction funding for the SR 32 Relocation project has not yet been identified. ODOT and the Eastern Corridor
Implementation Partners are actively working to identify and secure funding for all of the Eastern Corridor Program
components. Possible funding sources include but are not limited to: the Federal Transportation Bill, regional infrastructure
improvement zones, bonds, grants, redirected funds and public-private partnerships. In the meantime, ODOT and the
Implementation Partners are continuing development of the various Eastern Corridor projects so they can be ‘shovel-ready’
when construction funding becomes available.

16. How do I find out more about the SR 32 Relocation project?
More information about the Eastern Corridor Program and the SR 32 Relocation Project can be found on the project website at
www.EasternCorridor.org. Visit the website regularly to review new information and sign up to receive project updates,
submit comments and questions, and find out about upcoming public meetings. You can also follow the Eastern Corridor
Program on Facebook and Twitter (@EasternCorridor), or contact Mr. Andy Fluegemann, Ohio Department of Transportation
District 8 at 513-933-6597 (andy.fluegemann@dot.state.oh.us).
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Public Involvement Meeting
COMMENT FORM

A summary of the March 2012 Feasibility Study and the SR 32 Relocation study corridors recommended for further analysis was
presented this evening. Please use this form to document your feedback on the information presented and to share any comments or
questions you may have about the project, recommendations being made and related issues. The information you provide will be
factored into the development of project alternatives during the next phase of work. Thank you for your input.

1. Using a scale of 1 to 5 (with 1 = Very Important and 5 = Not Important At All), please rank the importance of the following
SR 32 Relocation project elements to you.
Not
Important
At All

Very
Important

Community Factors
Reduce local congestion and traffic delays

1

2

3

4

5

Not sure

Increase travel safety

1

2

3

4

5

Not sure

Expand travel options (add rail transit, bike and walking paths)

1

2

3

4

5

Not sure

Consolidate access points on SR 32

1

2

3

4

5

Not sure

Preserve existing community character

1

2

3

4

5

Not sure

Provide opportunities to enhance existing neighborhoods and
business districts

1

2

3

4

5

Not sure

Encourage new economic development

1

2

3

4

5

Not sure

Minimize impacts to existing businesses and residences

1

2

3

4

5

Not sure

Minimize impacts to greenspace and parks

1

2

3

4

5

Not sure

Provide connections to the regional bikeway network

1

2

3

4

5

Not sure

Minimize noise impacts from relocated roadway

1

2

3

4

5

Not sure

Locate rail transit station(s) within walking distance of existing
neighborhoods and businesses

1

2

3

4

5

Not sure

Provide a park-and-ride facility at the rail transit station

1

2

3

4

5

Not sure

Provide landscaping/aesthetic amenities for roadway

1

2

3

4

5

Not sure

Minimize impacts to the natural environmental and archaeological
and historic properties

1

2

3

4

5

Not sure

Reduce flood hazards and moderate storm water runoff

1

2

3

4

5

Not Sure

Design Elements

Please list any issues not identified above that should also be considered:

- over -

2.

As project alignment alternatives are developed for the Newtown and surrounding area, would you prefer that the relocated
SR 32, new Oasis Rail Transit and bike/walking paths are built side-by-side (Modes Together) OR are split, where the Oasis
follows the existing railroad tracks through Newtown and SR 32 follows a separate alignment in an alternate location (Modes
Split)? (see Station 4 for illustrations of the Modes Together and Modes Split concepts)
_________ Modes Together

________ Modes Split

________ Not Sure

Why?

3. Please use the space below to document any additional comments or questions you may have about the information shared
today on the SR 32 Relocation Project. Attach additional pages if needed.

4. Please provide your contact information below and we will notify you of future meetings and project updates.

Name:

_________________________________________________________________________

Address:

_________________________________________________________________________

Email:

_________________________________________________________________________

NEXT STEPS IN THE SR 32 RELOCATION STUDY
The next step in the SR 32 Relocation study involves developing and evaluating possible roadway alignments within the study corridors
recommended by the Feasibility Study. This process will factor in the important public input received this evening. The SR 32
Relocation project will continue to be closely coordinated with new rail transit, bike/pedestrian access and other improvements being
considered as part of the Eastern Corridor Program.
Please submit this form before you leave today’s meeting or mail by September 2, 2012 to:
Andy Fluegemann, P.E.
Ohio Department of Transportation District 8
505 South SR 741, Lebanon, Ohio 45036
Phone: (513) 933-6597 E-mail: andy.fluegemann@dot.state.oh.us

APPENDIX C
August 2, 2012 Public Meeting Question and Answer Session Notes

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  
	
  
OASIS	
  RAIL	
  TRANSIT	
  PROJECT	
  
and	
  the	
  	
  
STATE	
  ROUTE	
  32	
  RELOCATION	
  PROJECT	
  
COMBINED	
  PUBLIC	
  INVOLVEMENT	
  MEETING	
  	
  
QUESTION	
  AND	
  ANSWER	
  SESSION	
  NOTES	
  
	
  
Nagel	
  Middle	
  School	
  ·	
  August	
  2,	
  2012	
  
Prepared	
  by:	
  
Rasor	
  Marketing	
  Communications	
  
7844	
  Remington	
  Road	
  
Cincinnati,	
  Ohio	
  45242	
  
(513)	
  793-‐1234	
  
	
  

Oasis	
  Rail	
  Transit	
  and	
  State	
  Route	
  32	
  Relocation	
  Projects	
  
August	
  2,	
  2012	
  Public	
  Involvement	
  Meeting	
  

Question	
  and	
  Answer	
  Session	
  Notes	
  	
  
Following	
  is	
  a	
  summary	
  of	
  the	
  Question	
  and	
  Answer	
  session	
  held	
  at	
  the	
  joint	
  Oasis	
  Rail	
  Transit	
  and	
  State	
  
Route	
  (SR)	
  32	
  Relocation	
  public	
  involvement	
  meeting	
  held	
  at	
  Nagel	
  Middle	
  School	
  on	
  August	
  2,	
  2012.	
  
Approximately	
  130	
  people	
  signed	
  in	
  at	
  the	
  meeting;	
  some	
  attendees	
  chose	
  not	
  to	
  sign	
  in	
  and	
  therefore	
  
were	
  not	
  counted.	
  
	
  
Joe	
  Vogel,	
  Planning	
  and	
  Engineering	
  Administrator	
  from	
  the	
  Ohio	
  Department	
  of	
  Transportation	
  District	
  
8,	
  moderated	
  the	
  meeting.	
  	
  Opening	
  remarks	
  were	
  made	
  by	
  Steve	
  Mary,	
  ODOT	
  District	
  8	
  Deputy	
  
Director,	
  and	
  Todd	
  Portune,	
  Hamilton	
  County	
  Commissioner	
  and	
  chair	
  of	
  the	
  Hamilton	
  County	
  
Transportation	
  Improvement	
  District.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Panelists	
  who	
  addressed	
  questions	
  included	
  Mr.	
  Andy	
  Fluegemann,	
  Planning	
  Engineer	
  for	
  ODOT	
  District	
  
8;	
  Mr.	
  Richard	
  Dial,	
  Transportation	
  Planning	
  Lead	
  for	
  HDR;	
  Ms.	
  Deb	
  Osborne,	
  SR	
  32	
  Relocation	
  project	
  
manager	
  for	
  Stantec;	
  Mr.	
  Ted	
  Hubbard,	
  Hamilton	
  County	
  Engineer;	
  Mr.	
  Jim	
  Bednar,	
  NEPA	
  specialist	
  for	
  
CH2M	
  Hill;	
  and	
  Mr.	
  Portune.	
  
	
  
Following	
  is	
  a	
  summary	
  of	
  the	
  questions	
  asked	
  and	
  comments	
  made	
  during	
  the	
  Question	
  and	
  Answer	
  
portion	
  of	
  the	
  meeting	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  responses	
  given.	
  	
  While	
  the	
  material	
  presented	
  below	
  captures	
  the	
  
primary	
  discussion	
  points,	
  it	
  is	
  not	
  a	
  transcript	
  and	
  questions	
  and	
  comments	
  are	
  not	
  recorded	
  verbatim.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Q:	
  	
  What	
  is	
  a	
  Transportation	
  Improvement	
  District	
  (TID),	
  what	
  are	
  its	
  responsibilities,	
  and	
  to	
  whom	
  
does	
  it	
  report?	
  
A:	
  TIDs	
  are	
  a	
  statutory	
  bodies	
  created	
  by	
  the	
  Ohio	
  legislature	
  to	
  look	
  at	
  transportation	
  improvements	
  as	
  
a	
  vehicle	
  for	
  economic	
  development	
  in	
  the	
  state	
  of	
  Ohio.	
  	
  TIDs	
  collaborate	
  with	
  local	
  jurisdictions	
  and	
  
other	
  regional,	
  state	
  and	
  federal	
  agencies	
  to	
  implement	
  regional	
  transportation	
  solutions.	
  	
  There	
  are	
  
approximately	
  13	
  TIDs	
  in	
  Ohio	
  with	
  four	
  of	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  southwest	
  Ohio	
  region:	
  	
  Hamilton	
  County	
  TID,	
  
Clermont	
  County	
  TID,	
  Warren	
  County	
  TID	
  and	
  Butler	
  County	
  TID.	
  
	
  
	
  
Q:	
  	
  I	
  am	
  in	
  favor	
  of	
  rail.	
  	
  Cincinnati	
  needs	
  it	
  –	
  it	
  works	
  –	
  it	
  moves	
  people	
  quickly	
  and	
  safely.	
  	
  There	
  is	
  
too	
  much	
  traffic	
  on	
  our	
  roadways	
  and	
  it	
  comes	
  to	
  a	
  halt	
  when	
  there	
  is	
  an	
  accident	
  or	
  half	
  an	
  inch	
  of	
  
snow.	
  	
  My	
  concern	
  though	
  is,	
  what	
  is	
  going	
  to	
  happen	
  to	
  Newtown?	
  	
  It’s	
  a	
  small	
  community.	
  Will	
  
houses	
  be	
  taken	
  and,	
  if	
  so,	
  will	
  people	
  be	
  compensated	
  fairly	
  and	
  kept	
  informed	
  in	
  advance	
  of	
  
anything	
  happening	
  to	
  their	
  property?	
  	
  I’m	
  also	
  concerned	
  about	
  the	
  river.	
  
A:	
  	
  Regarding	
  Newtown,	
  we	
  are	
  narrowing	
  the	
  SR	
  32	
  Relocation	
  study	
  area,	
  as	
  you	
  have	
  seen.	
  	
  We	
  need	
  
your	
  feedback	
  on	
  those	
  recommendations.	
  	
  	
  We	
  are	
  aware	
  of	
  Newtown’s	
  concerns	
  about	
  the	
  SR	
  32	
  
Relocation	
  project.	
  One	
  of	
  our	
  goals	
  for	
  the	
  Eastern	
  Corridor	
  Program	
  is	
  to	
  ensure	
  that	
  its	
  benefits	
  are	
  
good	
  for	
  all	
  communities,	
  not	
  just	
  some	
  –	
  and	
  certainly	
  not	
  at	
  the	
  cost	
  of	
  others.	
  	
  We	
  will	
  continue	
  to	
  
reach	
  out	
  to	
  the	
  people	
  of	
  Newtown	
  in	
  an	
  effort	
  to	
  work	
  with	
  them	
  and	
  identify	
  ways	
  in	
  which	
  the	
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Eastern	
  Corridor	
  Program	
  can	
  be	
  used	
  to	
  benefit	
  their	
  community.	
  We	
  need	
  your	
  input.	
  	
  In	
  terms	
  of	
  
compensation	
  for	
  lost	
  properties,	
  ODOT	
  will	
  follow	
  the	
  state	
  requirements.	
  	
  
	
  
Regarding	
  impacts	
  to	
  the	
  Little	
  Miami	
  River,	
  every	
  effort	
  is	
  being	
  made	
  to	
  minimize	
  impacts	
  of	
  this	
  
project	
  on	
  the	
  natural,	
  historic	
  and	
  cultural	
  environment,	
  including	
  the	
  river.	
  	
  We	
  have	
  already	
  
conducted	
  multiple	
  environmental	
  assessments	
  and	
  will	
  continue	
  to	
  do	
  more	
  specific	
  studies	
  as	
  the	
  
study	
  areas	
  are	
  narrowed	
  down	
  and	
  we	
  get	
  closer	
  to	
  identifying	
  possible	
  alignments.	
  We	
  have	
  already	
  
identified	
  some	
  measures	
  for	
  reducing	
  impacts	
  to	
  the	
  Little	
  Miami	
  River.	
  	
  For	
  example,	
  the	
  new	
  river	
  
crossing	
  we	
  are	
  discussing	
  will	
  be	
  a	
  clear-‐span	
  bridge	
  which	
  would	
  completely	
  span	
  the	
  watercourse	
  and	
  
does	
  not	
  require	
  construction	
  of	
  supports	
  within	
  the	
  river	
  channel	
  or	
  alterations	
  to	
  the	
  riverbed	
  or	
  its	
  
banks.	
  	
  Also,	
  all	
  work	
  related	
  to	
  the	
  Eastern	
  Corridor	
  Program	
  must	
  be	
  environmentally	
  sound	
  and	
  meet	
  
federal	
  regulations	
  and	
  standards.	
  	
  The	
  river	
  is	
  an	
  important	
  asset	
  to	
  all	
  of	
  us.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Q:	
  	
  At	
  what	
  point	
  does	
  SR	
  32	
  become	
  a	
  set	
  plan	
  and	
  when	
  would	
  property	
  owners	
  be	
  notified?	
  
A:	
  	
  We	
  expect	
  that	
  a	
  preferred	
  alignment	
  for	
  the	
  SR	
  32	
  Relocation	
  project	
  will	
  be	
  chosen	
  by	
  next	
  fall	
  [Fall	
  
2013].	
  	
  Once	
  the	
  environmental	
  documentation	
  supporting	
  the	
  alignment	
  recommendation	
  is	
  approved	
  
by	
  the	
  federal	
  regulating	
  agencies,	
  we	
  will	
  then	
  know	
  which	
  properties	
  will	
  be	
  affected	
  and	
  the	
  degree	
  
to	
  which	
  they	
  will	
  be	
  impacted	
  and	
  ODOT	
  will	
  begin	
  the	
  notification	
  process.	
  	
  Federal	
  law	
  ensures	
  that	
  
property	
  owners	
  will	
  be	
  treated	
  fairly.	
  
	
  
	
  
Q:	
  	
  I	
  live	
  in	
  Mariemont.	
  	
  I	
  saw	
  the	
  new	
  proposed	
  route	
  for	
  SR	
  32.	
  Who	
  decided	
  where	
  it	
  would	
  be	
  
located	
  and	
  can	
  it	
  be	
  changed?	
  
A:	
  	
  First,	
  a	
  clarification:	
  we	
  don’t	
  know	
  yet	
  what	
  the	
  specific	
  route	
  or	
  alignment	
  of	
  the	
  relocated	
  SR	
  32	
  
roadway	
  will	
  be.	
  	
  What	
  has	
  changed	
  is	
  the	
  size	
  and	
  location	
  of	
  the	
  project’s	
  study	
  corridor,	
  and	
  it’s	
  being	
  
recommended	
  that	
  the	
  roadway	
  be	
  located	
  somewhere	
  within	
  that	
  refined	
  study	
  corridor	
  (assuming	
  the	
  
No	
  Build	
  alternative	
  is	
  not	
  selected).	
  Recently	
  completed	
  environmental	
  and	
  archaeological	
  studies	
  were	
  
used	
  to	
  determine	
  the	
  more	
  specific	
  study	
  corridor	
  location.	
  	
  Many	
  of	
  the	
  study	
  corridors	
  identified	
  in	
  
earlier	
  phases	
  of	
  the	
  project	
  are	
  now	
  being	
  eliminated	
  from	
  consideration	
  based	
  on	
  projected	
  impacts	
  
to	
  sensitive	
  environmental	
  and	
  archaeological	
  resources,	
  historic	
  structures	
  and	
  community	
  resources	
  
(churches,	
  cemeteries	
  and	
  schools),	
  potential	
  displacements	
  of	
  homes	
  and	
  businesses	
  and	
  projected	
  
construction	
  costs.	
  	
  The	
  recommended	
  changes	
  are	
  outlined	
  in	
  the	
  March	
  2012	
  SR	
  32	
  Relocation	
  
Feasibility	
  Study	
  which	
  is	
  available	
  for	
  review	
  under	
  the	
  SR	
  32	
  Relocation	
  Study	
  Documents	
  section	
  of	
  
the	
  Eastern	
  Corridor	
  website	
  [www.EasternCorridor.org].	
  	
  The	
  decision	
  to	
  approve	
  the	
  
recommendations	
  and	
  move	
  forward	
  with	
  next	
  steps	
  is	
  a	
  consensus	
  process	
  between	
  ODOT	
  and	
  the	
  
Federal	
  Highway	
  Administration,	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  data	
  that	
  has	
  been	
  acquired.	
  And	
  because	
  a	
  goal	
  of	
  these	
  
kinds	
  of	
  projects	
  is	
  to	
  minimize	
  negative	
  impacts	
  and	
  increase	
  benefits,	
  it	
  is	
  unusual	
  for	
  these	
  decisions	
  
to	
  be	
  changed.	
  Not	
  impossible,	
  but	
  unlikely.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Q:	
  	
  Was	
  there	
  a	
  vote	
  on	
  the	
  changed	
  route?	
  	
  
A:	
  	
  No.	
  Decisions	
  are	
  based	
  on	
  technical	
  data	
  and	
  ODOT	
  controls	
  the	
  decision	
  process	
  itself,	
  including	
  
reviewing	
  the	
  technical	
  analyses	
  that	
  have	
  been	
  conducted.	
  These	
  kinds	
  of	
  decisions	
  are	
  based	
  on	
  what	
  
options	
  would	
  result	
  in	
  the	
  least	
  amount	
  of	
  negative	
  impacts.	
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Q:	
  	
  I	
  commend	
  the	
  Eastern	
  Corridor	
  planning	
  committee	
  for	
  their	
  hard	
  work.	
  	
  I	
  am	
  speaking	
  on	
  behalf	
  
of	
  the	
  Village	
  of	
  Newtown,	
  however,	
  and	
  we	
  have	
  been	
  strongly	
  opposed	
  to	
  this	
  project	
  from	
  day	
  
one.	
  	
  There’s	
  no	
  good	
  route	
  that	
  wouldn’t	
  affect	
  us	
  negatively.	
  	
  Businesses	
  depend	
  on	
  the	
  traffic	
  that	
  
comes	
  by.	
  	
  The	
  project	
  would	
  be	
  a	
  disruption	
  to	
  parks	
  and	
  the	
  lake.	
  At	
  what	
  point	
  will	
  the	
  Powers	
  
That	
  Be	
  listen	
  when	
  we	
  say	
  we	
  do	
  not	
  want	
  this	
  project	
  and	
  say,	
  ok,	
  we	
  won’t	
  build	
  it?	
  
A:	
  	
  We	
  have	
  heard	
  your	
  comments	
  and	
  have	
  documented	
  them.	
  	
  However,	
  we	
  are	
  also	
  hearing	
  and	
  have	
  
documented	
  comments	
  from	
  others	
  in	
  your	
  community	
  who	
  have	
  expressed	
  interest	
  in	
  and/or	
  support	
  
for	
  the	
  project	
  and	
  for	
  continuing	
  with	
  the	
  development	
  process.	
  A	
  No	
  Build	
  option	
  will	
  be	
  considered	
  
among	
  other	
  alternatives	
  to	
  be	
  identified	
  for	
  the	
  project.	
  	
  But	
  we	
  believe	
  that	
  this	
  project	
  can	
  be	
  done	
  in	
  
a	
  way	
  that	
  benefits	
  your	
  community,	
  or,	
  that	
  we	
  will	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  find	
  a	
  solution	
  that	
  is	
  tolerable.	
  	
  We	
  
appreciate	
  all	
  feedback	
  we	
  receive.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Q:	
  	
  As	
  a	
  Madisonville	
  Community	
  Council	
  representative,	
  our	
  focus	
  in	
  on	
  the	
  Red	
  Bank	
  Corridor	
  
project	
  and	
  we	
  therefore	
  don’t	
  have	
  a	
  position	
  on	
  the	
  other	
  Eastern	
  Corridor	
  projects.	
  	
  We	
  have	
  had	
  
some	
  good	
  meetings	
  with	
  ODOT	
  for	
  planning	
  the	
  Red	
  Bank	
  project.	
  	
  But	
  we	
  have	
  also	
  found	
  that	
  we	
  
cannot	
  make	
  decisions	
  on	
  intersection	
  modifications	
  without	
  knowledge	
  of	
  how	
  those	
  changes	
  would	
  
impact	
  our	
  local	
  businesses.	
  	
  We	
  need	
  an	
  independent	
  firm	
  to	
  complete	
  a	
  competent	
  economic	
  
impact	
  analysis	
  to	
  help	
  us	
  better	
  evaluate	
  the	
  options	
  and	
  make	
  decisions.	
  	
  This	
  is	
  a	
  requirement	
  for	
  
the	
  rail	
  project,	
  but	
  is	
  not	
  a	
  requirement	
  for	
  roadway	
  projects.	
  	
  Also,	
  we	
  having	
  been	
  studying	
  
roundabouts	
  and	
  really	
  like	
  the	
  possibility	
  of	
  incorporating	
  them	
  on	
  the	
  Red	
  Bank	
  Corridor	
  project.	
  	
  
We	
  are	
  organizing	
  a	
  trip	
  to	
  Carmel,	
  Indiana,	
  to	
  see	
  how	
  they	
  have	
  used	
  them	
  there.	
  	
  Anyone	
  
interested	
  in	
  attending	
  is	
  welcome	
  to	
  come.	
  	
  Please	
  see	
  me	
  (Bill	
  Collins)	
  after	
  the	
  meeting.	
  
A:	
  	
  Thank	
  you	
  for	
  your	
  comments.	
  
	
  
	
  
Q:	
  	
  I’m	
  from	
  Newtown	
  and	
  have	
  owned	
  an	
  auto	
  repair	
  shop	
  for	
  many	
  years.	
  	
  It	
  is	
  my	
  experience	
  that	
  
people	
  are	
  in	
  love	
  with	
  their	
  cars	
  and	
  even	
  if	
  they	
  are	
  given	
  another	
  travel	
  option,	
  they	
  will	
  continue	
  
to	
  use	
  their	
  cars.	
  	
  When	
  people	
  bring	
  their	
  cars	
  in	
  for	
  repair,	
  they	
  want	
  their	
  car	
  back	
  that	
  day	
  and	
  
they	
  don’t	
  want	
  to	
  share	
  rides	
  with	
  others.	
  	
  You	
  are	
  beating	
  a	
  dead	
  horse	
  by	
  trying	
  to	
  push	
  through	
  
the	
  rail	
  project.	
  	
  
A:	
  	
  Thank	
  you	
  for	
  your	
  comment.	
  
	
  
	
  
Q:	
  	
  I	
  live	
  in	
  Anderson	
  Township	
  in	
  the	
  Ancor	
  area.	
  	
  I	
  spoke	
  with	
  the	
  team	
  staffing	
  the	
  Station	
  Area	
  
Planning	
  boards	
  and	
  they	
  were	
  talking	
  about	
  how	
  the	
  Ancor	
  station	
  could	
  be	
  developed	
  into	
  a	
  district-‐
serving	
  station.	
  I	
  also	
  attended	
  the	
  2011	
  Anderson	
  Township	
  Comprehensive	
  Development	
  Plan	
  
meeting.	
  	
  That	
  plan	
  discouraged	
  new	
  development	
  in	
  the	
  Ancor	
  area,	
  but	
  here	
  you	
  are	
  encouraging	
  it.	
  	
  
The	
  Oasis	
  plan	
  is	
  in	
  complete	
  conflict	
  with	
  that	
  Anderson	
  plan.	
  	
  I	
  am	
  confused	
  about	
  the	
  conflict.	
  	
  	
  
A:	
  	
  We	
  did	
  not	
  mean	
  to	
  be	
  contrary	
  to	
  Anderson	
  Township.	
  	
  At	
  this	
  time,	
  we	
  are	
  looking	
  at	
  development	
  
opportunities	
  and	
  capacity	
  for	
  each	
  of	
  the	
  10	
  rail	
  stations	
  that	
  were	
  recommended	
  for	
  further	
  study	
  in	
  
the	
  2006	
  Tier	
  1	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Statement	
  (EIS),	
  and	
  whether	
  it	
  makes	
  sense	
  or	
  not	
  to	
  move	
  
forward	
  with	
  planning	
  and	
  developing	
  specific	
  stations.	
  	
  The	
  Ancor	
  area	
  is	
  industrial	
  and	
  could	
  be	
  further	
  
Oasis	
  Rail	
  Transit	
  and	
  SR	
  32	
  Relocation	
  Combined	
  Public	
  Involvement	
  Meeting	
  	
  
Question	
  and	
  Answer	
  Session	
  Notes	
  
Nagel	
  Middle	
  School,	
  August	
  2,	
  2012	
  

Page	
  4	
  of	
  8	
  
	
  

developed	
  that	
  way.	
  	
  We	
  would	
  like	
  the	
  public	
  to	
  weigh	
  in	
  on	
  this	
  issue	
  as	
  we	
  advance	
  through	
  the	
  
decision-‐making	
  process.	
  
	
  
	
  
Q:	
  	
  I	
  would	
  like	
  to	
  address	
  a	
  comment	
  made	
  a	
  few	
  minutes	
  ago.	
  	
  I’m	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  youngest	
  people	
  here	
  
and	
  I	
  would	
  love	
  to	
  ride	
  a	
  train.	
  	
  There	
  is	
  a	
  growing	
  consensus	
  among	
  young	
  people	
  that	
  rail	
  transit	
  
options	
  are	
  both	
  wanted	
  and	
  needed,	
  and	
  there	
  are	
  growing	
  numbers	
  of	
  young	
  people	
  my	
  age	
  who	
  
like	
  public	
  transportation	
  and	
  would	
  like	
  to	
  have	
  rail	
  here.	
  
A:	
  	
  Thank	
  you	
  for	
  your	
  comment.	
  	
  Also,	
  it	
  is	
  important	
  to	
  understand	
  that	
  rail	
  line	
  development	
  in	
  
Cincinnati	
  will	
  not	
  be	
  limited	
  to	
  the	
  Oasis	
  line.	
  Oasis	
  is	
  simply	
  the	
  first.	
  	
  There	
  are	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  other	
  lines	
  
being	
  considered	
  that	
  would	
  link	
  into	
  the	
  Oasis	
  line	
  and	
  together	
  they	
  will	
  form	
  a	
  regional	
  rail	
  system	
  
connecting	
  communities	
  in	
  Hamilton,	
  Clermont,	
  Warren	
  and	
  Butler	
  counties	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  Northern	
  
Kentucky	
  (including	
  the	
  airport)	
  and	
  portions	
  of	
  southeastern	
  Indiana.	
  	
  The	
  Ohio-‐Kentucky-‐Indiana	
  
Regional	
  Council	
  of	
  Governments	
  (OKI)	
  has	
  a	
  long-‐term	
  plan	
  in	
  place	
  that	
  looks	
  at	
  how	
  various	
  existing	
  
railroads	
  can	
  be	
  integrated	
  into	
  this	
  regional	
  rail	
  system.	
  	
  If	
  the	
  Oasis	
  concept	
  of	
  building	
  regional	
  rail	
  
service	
  on	
  existing,	
  but	
  minimally	
  used,	
  freight	
  rail	
  tracks	
  is	
  successful,	
  it	
  can	
  be	
  replicated	
  throughout	
  
the	
  region.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Q:	
  	
  I	
  live	
  in	
  Mariemont	
  near	
  Clare	
  Yards.	
  	
  Has	
  anyone	
  done	
  noise	
  studies	
  to	
  determine	
  the	
  noise	
  
impacts	
  of	
  running	
  the	
  roadway	
  near	
  there?	
  	
  I’m	
  not	
  worried	
  about	
  rail	
  noise;	
  18-‐wheel	
  trucks	
  
concern	
  me.	
  	
  	
  
A:	
  	
  We’re	
  not	
  talking	
  about	
  constructing	
  a	
  seven	
  or	
  eight	
  lane	
  highway	
  here,	
  just	
  four	
  travel	
  lanes	
  [two	
  
in	
  each	
  direction]	
  are	
  being	
  considered.	
  	
  Environmental	
  studies	
  that	
  are	
  now	
  underway	
  will	
  study	
  the	
  
impact	
  of	
  noise	
  on	
  nearby	
  areas	
  and	
  identify	
  possible	
  ways	
  to	
  reduce	
  any	
  negative	
  impacts	
  using	
  federal	
  
standards	
  as	
  a	
  guideline.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Q:	
  	
  The	
  refined	
  SR	
  32	
  Relocation	
  study	
  corridor	
  comes	
  very	
  close	
  to	
  Miami	
  Bluff.	
  	
  I	
  am	
  very	
  concerned	
  
about	
  that.	
  	
  I	
  am	
  also	
  concerned	
  that	
  freight	
  would	
  increase	
  on	
  the	
  rail	
  lines.	
  	
  I	
  am	
  supportive	
  of	
  the	
  
project,	
  but	
  can	
  the	
  light	
  rail	
  use	
  transition	
  to	
  heavy	
  rail,	
  and	
  is	
  there	
  any	
  kind	
  of	
  guarantee	
  that	
  that	
  
won’t	
  happen?	
  I	
  greatly	
  support	
  the	
  Eastern	
  Corridor	
  project.	
  	
  I	
  was	
  at	
  UC	
  20	
  years	
  ago	
  when	
  people	
  
first	
  started	
  talking	
  about	
  it	
  and	
  believe	
  we	
  will	
  get	
  to	
  a	
  good	
  place.	
  	
  But,	
  I’m	
  also	
  concerned	
  about	
  the	
  
environmental	
  impact	
  and	
  about	
  the	
  impact	
  to	
  Newtown.	
  	
  
A:	
  	
  A	
  portion	
  of	
  the	
  Oasis	
  line	
  belongs	
  to	
  Norfolk	
  Southern	
  –	
  we	
  would	
  negotiate	
  with	
  them	
  regarding	
  
how	
  the	
  line	
  will	
  be	
  used	
  but	
  as	
  owners,	
  they	
  can	
  use	
  their	
  portion	
  however	
  they	
  choose.	
  	
  Other	
  
sections	
  of	
  Oasis	
  line,	
  however,	
  are	
  owned	
  by	
  the	
  Southwest	
  Ohio	
  Regional	
  Transit	
  Authority	
  (SORTA)	
  
and	
  are	
  therefore	
  in	
  public	
  hands.	
  	
  SORTA	
  dictates	
  the	
  terms	
  of	
  use	
  for	
  those	
  tracks	
  and	
  can	
  set	
  their	
  
own	
  usage	
  standards.	
  	
  Our	
  goal	
  is	
  for	
  robust	
  passenger	
  service	
  not	
  increased	
  freight	
  service.	
  Thank	
  you	
  
for	
  your	
  comments.	
  
	
  
	
  
Q:	
  	
  There	
  is	
  a	
  rail	
  station	
  planned	
  for	
  Newtown.	
  	
  How	
  many	
  people	
  in	
  favor	
  of	
  the	
  project	
  are	
  from	
  
Newtown?	
  	
  Also,	
  where	
  would	
  they	
  park?	
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A:	
  	
  Although	
  we	
  don’t	
  have	
  specific	
  numbers,	
  we	
  have	
  received	
  support	
  for	
  the	
  Oasis	
  project	
  from	
  
people	
  in	
  Newtown.	
  We	
  have	
  not	
  yet	
  finalized	
  the	
  alignment	
  of	
  rail	
  through	
  the	
  Newtown	
  area	
  or	
  
selected	
  a	
  station	
  location	
  –	
  that’s	
  one	
  issue	
  we	
  would	
  like	
  your	
  input	
  on	
  this	
  evening.	
  	
  Once	
  an	
  
alignment	
  decision	
  is	
  made,	
  we	
  will	
  work	
  with	
  the	
  community	
  on	
  developing	
  a	
  plan	
  for	
  the	
  Newtown	
  
area	
  station	
  that	
  will	
  identify	
  the	
  location,	
  size	
  and	
  design	
  of	
  the	
  area;	
  the	
  preferred	
  mix	
  of	
  business,	
  
retail,	
  residential	
  and	
  restaurant	
  space;	
  and	
  station	
  area	
  features	
  such	
  as	
  central	
  gathering	
  spaces,	
  walk-‐
up/bike-‐up	
  options	
  and	
  parking	
  options.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Q:	
  	
  A	
  lot	
  of	
  money	
  has	
  been	
  put	
  into	
  the	
  Wags	
  Dog	
  Park,	
  the	
  golf	
  course	
  and	
  new	
  developments,	
  and	
  
that’s	
  been	
  good	
  for	
  Newtown.	
  	
  That	
  will	
  be	
  destroyed	
  by	
  this	
  project.	
  	
  	
  
A:	
  	
  We	
  don’t	
  know	
  yet	
  what	
  the	
  alignment	
  would	
  be.	
  	
  We	
  will	
  know	
  which	
  properties	
  and	
  businesses	
  will	
  
be	
  affected	
  once	
  a	
  preferred	
  alignment	
  is	
  identified,	
  most	
  likely	
  next	
  fall	
  [Fall	
  2013].	
  	
  We	
  will	
  work	
  to	
  
minimize	
  the	
  impacts	
  to	
  the	
  Newtown	
  area.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Q:	
  	
  As	
  the	
  owner	
  of	
  Motz	
  Turf	
  Farms	
  for	
  many	
  years,	
  I	
  am	
  right	
  in	
  the	
  middle	
  of	
  this	
  project	
  and	
  I’ve	
  
been	
  coming	
  to	
  these	
  meetings	
  for	
  30	
  years	
  already.	
  	
  I	
  think	
  the	
  people	
  putting	
  it	
  together	
  have	
  
studied	
  it	
  well	
  and	
  I	
  was	
  surprised	
  to	
  hear	
  the	
  extent	
  of	
  the	
  environmental	
  studies	
  that	
  they	
  have	
  
completed.	
  	
  We	
  need	
  industry	
  in	
  Newtown	
  and	
  we	
  have	
  the	
  space.	
  	
  There	
  are	
  opportunities	
  and	
  a	
  
railroad	
  doesn't	
  take	
  much	
  space.	
  	
  There	
  are	
  a	
  lot	
  of	
  public	
  lands	
  along	
  the	
  river	
  though	
  that	
  do	
  need	
  
to	
  be	
  protected	
  and	
  I	
  want	
  to	
  make	
  sure	
  that	
  the	
  project	
  respects	
  the	
  agricultural	
  history	
  of	
  this	
  area.	
  	
  
What	
  are	
  the	
  plans	
  for	
  Clare	
  Yards?	
  
A:	
  	
  Thank	
  you	
  for	
  your	
  comments.	
  	
  Clare	
  Yards	
  is	
  owned	
  by	
  Norfolk	
  Southern	
  and	
  their	
  plans	
  are	
  to	
  
continue	
  using	
  that	
  facility.	
  
	
  
	
  
Q:	
  	
  How	
  high	
  will	
  the	
  railroad	
  banks	
  be	
  and	
  where	
  will	
  they	
  go?	
  
A:	
  	
  We	
  won’t	
  know	
  that	
  until	
  we	
  complete	
  the	
  environmental	
  documentation	
  next	
  year.	
  	
  Then,	
  we	
  will	
  
go	
  into	
  detailed	
  design	
  and	
  can	
  better	
  answer	
  your	
  question.	
  
	
  
	
  
Q:	
  Your	
  materials	
  say	
  that	
  there	
  will	
  be	
  a	
  lot	
  of	
  reduced	
  emissions	
  as	
  a	
  result	
  of	
  the	
  Eastern	
  Corridor	
  
Program,	
  but	
  there	
  will	
  be	
  increased	
  traffic	
  through	
  the	
  area.	
  	
  What’s	
  the	
  basis	
  for	
  your	
  claim?	
  	
  
Doesn’t	
  that	
  concern	
  the	
  EPA?	
  	
  Also,	
  the	
  lakes	
  in	
  this	
  area	
  will	
  pose	
  a	
  lot	
  of	
  construction	
  challenges.	
  	
  
How	
  will	
  you	
  address	
  that?	
  	
  I’ve	
  lived	
  here	
  all	
  my	
  life;	
  I	
  don’t	
  want	
  to	
  see	
  a	
  gravel	
  pit.	
  	
  	
  
A:	
  	
  Regarding	
  air	
  quality,	
  the	
  first	
  phase	
  of	
  the	
  Eastern	
  Corridor	
  Study	
  [2006	
  Tier	
  1	
  EIS]	
  found	
  that	
  the	
  
Program	
  would	
  reduce	
  vehicle	
  miles	
  traveled	
  by	
  50	
  million	
  vehicle	
  miles	
  per	
  year.	
  	
  This	
  is	
  because	
  right	
  
now,	
  there	
  are	
  no	
  direct	
  routes	
  through	
  the	
  Eastern	
  Corridor	
  region	
  and	
  people	
  are	
  taking	
  longer,	
  more	
  
winding	
  routes	
  to	
  get	
  around.	
  	
  Also,	
  cars	
  currently	
  traveling	
  on	
  the	
  region’s	
  congested	
  roadways	
  and	
  
highways	
  results	
  in	
  higher	
  fuel	
  consumption	
  and	
  higher	
  levels	
  of	
  emissions	
  when	
  sitting	
  in	
  stopped	
  
traffic.	
  	
  The	
  relocated	
  SR	
  32	
  provides	
  a	
  shorter	
  route	
  option	
  and	
  this,	
  coupled	
  with	
  the	
  rail	
  transit	
  option,	
  
will	
  reduce	
  the	
  overall	
  number	
  of	
  vehicle	
  miles	
  traveled	
  and	
  will	
  help	
  traffic	
  flow	
  more	
  easily	
  and	
  safely.	
  	
  
As	
  a	
  boulevard-‐type	
  roadway	
  aimed	
  at	
  supporting	
  local	
  traffic	
  –	
  the	
  relocated	
  SR	
  32	
  will	
  be	
  the	
  missing	
  
link	
  in	
  the	
  region’s	
  arterial	
  system.	
  	
  But	
  there	
  is	
  still	
  more	
  studies	
  that	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  done.	
  	
  Regarding	
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construction	
  challenges,	
  construction	
  needs	
  and	
  strategies	
  can	
  be	
  better	
  addressed	
  once	
  a	
  preferred	
  
alternative	
  is	
  identified.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Q:	
  	
  Will	
  there	
  be	
  a	
  shuttle	
  service	
  to	
  get	
  to	
  the	
  rail	
  stations?	
  
A:	
  	
  The	
  extent	
  of	
  bus	
  service	
  to	
  be	
  provided	
  will	
  be	
  determined	
  once	
  we	
  know	
  more	
  about	
  specific	
  
project	
  alignments.	
  	
  There	
  will	
  be	
  future	
  conversations	
  held	
  with	
  transit	
  agencies	
  to	
  address	
  these	
  
issues.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Q:	
  	
  What	
  is	
  the	
  typical	
  lifetime	
  of	
  a	
  land	
  use	
  vision	
  and	
  MIS	
  plan,	
  and	
  when	
  do	
  you	
  relook	
  at	
  them?	
  
A:	
  Planning	
  efforts	
  are	
  constantly	
  underway	
  and	
  land	
  use	
  plans	
  are	
  generally	
  updated	
  as	
  things	
  change.	
  	
  
At	
  OKI,	
  the	
  regional	
  Land	
  Use	
  Plan	
  is	
  updated	
  every	
  five	
  years.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Q:	
  	
  I’ve	
  come	
  to	
  learn	
  that	
  while	
  this	
  project	
  is	
  being	
  done	
  to	
  enhance	
  the	
  road	
  and	
  transportation,	
  
there	
  are	
  also	
  opportunities	
  to	
  enhance	
  and	
  benefit	
  Newtown.	
  	
  Mr.	
  Portune,	
  can	
  you	
  talk	
  a	
  little	
  more	
  
to	
  that?	
  
A:	
  Thank	
  you.	
  	
  The	
  Eastern	
  Corridor	
  Program	
  is	
  not	
  your	
  typical	
  transportation	
  program	
  aimed	
  simply	
  at	
  
getting	
  people	
  from	
  Point	
  A	
  to	
  Point	
  B	
  using	
  the	
  fastest	
  way	
  possible.	
  	
  This	
  Program	
  is	
  about	
  looking	
  at	
  
what	
  transportation	
  improvements	
  make	
  sense	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  at	
  how	
  they	
  will	
  benefit	
  local	
  communities	
  
and	
  how	
  they	
  can	
  enhance	
  them.	
  	
  We	
  can’t	
  answer	
  that	
  for	
  you—you	
  need	
  to	
  find	
  your	
  own	
  answers	
  to	
  
that	
  and	
  share	
  them	
  with	
  us.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  NEPA	
  process	
  that	
  we	
  are	
  using	
  to	
  develop	
  the	
  Eastern	
  Corridor	
  Program	
  has	
  required	
  us	
  to	
  look	
  at	
  
everything	
  possible	
  that	
  could	
  be	
  done	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  transportation	
  for	
  the	
  region.	
  After	
  completing	
  the	
  
necessary	
  studies,	
  specific	
  transportation	
  recommendations	
  have	
  been	
  identified	
  and	
  funneled	
  down	
  in	
  
scope	
  to	
  create	
  specific	
  projects.	
  	
  Now,	
  we	
  are	
  in	
  the	
  process	
  of	
  refining	
  those	
  projects	
  even	
  further	
  to	
  
identify	
  preferred	
  project	
  alternatives.	
  	
  I	
  believe	
  there	
  are	
  transportation	
  solutions	
  for	
  the	
  Eastern	
  
Corridor	
  that	
  can	
  support	
  everyone’s	
  needs	
  and	
  goals.	
  
	
  
For	
  the	
  Eastern	
  Corridor’s	
  Red	
  Bank	
  Corridor	
  project,	
  we’ve	
  been	
  working	
  with	
  a	
  designated	
  Community	
  
Partner	
  Committee	
  made	
  up	
  of	
  representatives	
  from	
  Madisonville	
  and	
  other	
  nearby	
  communities,	
  local	
  
business	
  and	
  interest	
  groups.	
  	
  We	
  meet	
  with	
  this	
  group	
  somewhat	
  regularly	
  to	
  discuss	
  the	
  project	
  and	
  
alternatives	
  that	
  would	
  not	
  only	
  meet	
  transportation	
  needs	
  but	
  also	
  support	
  local	
  community	
  and	
  
economic	
  development	
  goals.	
  	
  I	
  invite	
  Newtown	
  to	
  organize	
  a	
  similar	
  group	
  of	
  citizens	
  to	
  meet	
  with	
  us	
  
regularly	
  to	
  explore	
  options	
  on	
  how	
  the	
  SR	
  32	
  Relocation	
  and	
  Oasis	
  projects	
  can	
  be	
  used	
  to	
  help	
  achieve	
  
your	
  community’s	
  goals.	
  	
  We	
  want	
  to	
  work	
  together	
  on	
  this	
  to	
  maximize	
  potential	
  benefits.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Q:	
  I’m	
  from	
  Terrace	
  Park.	
  	
  Rail	
  is	
  the	
  number	
  one	
  thing	
  to	
  concentrate	
  on	
  before	
  we	
  go	
  through	
  and	
  
build	
  highways	
  through	
  lakes	
  and	
  property.	
  	
  Has	
  anyone	
  talked	
  to	
  Norfolk	
  Southern?	
  	
  I	
  think	
  the	
  
ridership	
  numbers	
  look	
  high.	
  	
  What	
  is	
  the	
  magic	
  number	
  needed	
  to	
  gain	
  federal	
  support?	
  We	
  have	
  
Metro	
  buses	
  going	
  out	
  to	
  Milford	
  with	
  two	
  people	
  on	
  them.	
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A:	
  	
  We	
  believe	
  that	
  the	
  projected	
  ridership	
  numbers	
  shown	
  at	
  tonight’s	
  meeting	
  are	
  conservative.	
  	
  They	
  
don’t	
  include	
  estimates	
  for	
  reverse	
  commutes	
  [traveling	
  east	
  from	
  downtown],	
  evening	
  or	
  special	
  event	
  
service.	
  	
  	
  Parking	
  downtown	
  is	
  expensive	
  and	
  people	
  have	
  expressed	
  that	
  they	
  are	
  interested	
  in	
  train	
  
service.	
  	
  Regarding	
  federal	
  funding	
  support,	
  this	
  is	
  not	
  a	
  traditional	
  funding	
  process	
  in	
  which	
  we	
  are	
  
looking	
  solely	
  at	
  public	
  funds.	
  	
  There	
  are	
  many	
  good	
  opportunities	
  for	
  Public	
  Private	
  Partnerships	
  (P3s)	
  
which	
  can	
  help	
  fund	
  the	
  projects	
  and	
  significantly	
  reduce	
  reliance	
  on	
  federal	
  funding.	
  	
  As	
  for	
  Norfolk	
  
Southern,	
  we	
  have	
  been	
  in	
  contact	
  with	
  them	
  and,	
  in	
  fact,	
  met	
  with	
  them	
  today	
  and	
  had	
  a	
  good	
  
dialogue	
  about	
  the	
  Corridor.	
  	
  So	
  that	
  conversation	
  is	
  moving	
  forward.	
  
	
  
	
  
Q:	
  I	
  started	
  riding	
  the	
  bus	
  during	
  the	
  stadium	
  construction	
  and	
  ride	
  it	
  regularly.	
  	
  Many	
  buses	
  have	
  10	
  –	
  
12	
  people	
  on	
  it,	
  while	
  the	
  maximum	
  capacity	
  is	
  60.	
  	
  
A:	
  	
  Thank	
  you	
  for	
  your	
  comment.	
  
	
  
#	
  #	
  #	
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APPENDIX D
Comments Received

Question 3 response:
Comments / Concerns





Improved traffic flow for people living outside the SR32 relocation area is coming at an unexceptable
price for those living within the corridor.
A flawed Feasibility Study regarding Mariemont’s National Historic Landmark Status!
o The feasibility study conducted incorrectly lists Mariemont’s land in the proposed corridor as a
park, when in fact it is part of a Historic Landmark community as issued by the Department of
the Interior in 2007 and should have been coded as such. This section of the community was
listed on the original plan documents for Mariemont and was included as part of the application
that was approved for National Landmark Status. Other parks and areas of Mariemont were
coded in the feasibility study as being within a Historic district, when in fact they are actually in a
National Historic Landmark area (there is a significant difference between Historic District or
Historic Property and National Landmark Status).
o I sincerely believe if this area was identified properly on the original feasibility study, officials
would have worked harder to find other solutions for the SR 32 relocation project.
o Federal funding or licensing of activities that affect historic properties are regulated principally
by Sections 106 and 110(f) of the National Historic Preservation Act. Other Federal effects are
listed in 36 CFR 65.2. Under Sections 106 and 110(f) of the Act, Federal agencies must "take into
account" the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, and afford the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation an opportunity to comment on the undertaking and its effects.
Implementing regulations of the Council may be found in 36 CFR Part 800, "Protection of
Historic Properties," which establish a process of consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Officer and the Council leading, in most instances, to agreement on how the
undertaking will proceed. Steps in the process include identification and evaluation of historic
properties that may be affected, assessment of the effects of the Federal action, and resolution
of any adverse effects that would occur. If a Federal activity will "directly and adversely affect"
a Landmark, Section 110(f) of the Act also calls for Federal agencies to undertake 'such
planning and actions as may be necessary to minimize harm to such Landmark.' As with
Section 106, the agency must provide the Council with a reasonable opportunity to comment in
accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.
Failure to include the archeological areas of significance and the proximity to the proposed roadway to
these areas in the feasibility study. Although documents show the potential inclusion of Native
American tribes in the study and review process (through a letter of invitation), this primarily relates to
the Hahn Archeaological district and does not include any mention of the Madisonville Site or the Miami
Bluffs area (a potential Serpent Mound). There is no mention of either of these areas or the proposed
proximity of the roadway to these locations and absolutely no mention to the destruction that the
proposed roadway could have on these important Native American sites.
o Proximity to the recently discovered potential serpent mound – information included below
regarding the mound as well as the “Madisonville” site. Both in considerably close proximity to
the “preferred corridor” that the SR 32 Relocation project is currently planning.
o Mariemont serpent mound could be world's largest

o
o
o

University of Cincinnati anthropology professor makes big discovery
5:12 AM, Aug. 1, 2011
The mound is part of an 1879 find by a physician and amateur archaeologist named Dr. Charles Metz, who
identified remnants of a Native American village that had once existed in part of what is now Mariemont.
Metz's discovery is on the National Register of Historic Places as the Mariemont Embankment And Village
Site.

Madisonville Site Information

(information via internet, author’s name not provided)

The Madisonville Site is located in Southwest Ohio on the East side of Cincinnati. It is located on an isthmus
shaped ridge about 1/2 mile from the Little Miami River. The site was occupied roughly between the years of
1100-1670 A.D. Occupation was heaviest between 1400-1670. It is believed that occupation ended at the site
with a series of Iroquois raids. This makes the site a late Fort Ancient - Protohistoric culture. The site is known
to have contained over 1450 burials and 1300 cache pits. The number of artifacts discovered numbers close to
one million.
Excavations at the Madisonville Site began in earnest after local resident and owner of the property Phoebe Ferris
called attention to the site locally called "The Pottery Field" to Dr. Charles Metz. There is some evidence that
locals were looking for artifacts at Madisonville as early as 1850. Metz formed the Madisonville Literary and
Scientific Society and primitive excavations were conducted for almost 5 years. Soon, Harvard's Peabody
Museum became interested and Frederick Putnam excavated the site from 1882-1911. During this period all
Harvard trained archaeologist were required to complete a dig season at the site as a course of study. In 1891,
excavations were carried out for the World Columbian Exposition. In 1895, the American Museum of Natural
History in New York carried out an excavation. The most recent excavations were carried out by Kenneth
Tankersley and Wes Cowan through the Cincinnati Museum of Natural History. In 2004, further work was
conducted by the contract firm of Grey and Pape under archaeologist Matt Purtill. I was lucky enough to
volunteer on the Wes Cowan dig in 1987 and the Grey and Pape dig in 2004.
Eminent Fort Ancient Archaeologist James Griffin considered Madisonville "the site" of the Fort Ancient culture
in the East of the Mississippi River that influenced the Cumberland, eastern Tennessee and Northern Illinois Fort

Ancient manifestations. His work has continued with his student Penelope Drooker, who has researched and
written extensively on the Contact period of Madisonville.
Madisonville pottery has long been hailed as the finest of the Ohio Valley. William H. Wooten wrote that the
Madisonville pottery "achieved more design uniqueness in their pottery than other Ohio Valley cultures in a
treatise for the Smithsonian Museum.
Wes Cowan, of Antique Roadshow fame, considered Madisonville site "one of the 10 most important sites in
eastern North America."


There are no perceived benefits and several huge detriments for our family who lives in the 32
relocation area:
o Significant loss of parks, community gardens, hiking trails, golf courses and greenspace (I don’t
want walking paths along a highway‐ very unsafe and not a hiking experience ).
o Noise, Air and Light pollution
o Disruption of the Little Miami Scenic River wildlife
o Reduction in property value
o Loss of scenic vistas from the Miami Bluff area
o Disruption of National Historic Landmark communities and areas
o Destruction of important Archaeological sites
o Potential for weakening of the Miami Bluffs hillsides, which have already seen significant erosion

Questions:










Please respond to gkelly@fuse.net

What steps will you take to re‐do parts of the Tier2 study now that you have been made aware of the
flawed information that was included in the original study regarding Mariemont’s National Landmark
status (including the acres in the proposed 32 relocation corridor)?
What additional information will you provide to Native American tribes regarding the impact on
additional sites of archeological significance due to the proximity of the Madisonville Site and suspected
Serpent Mound?
Have the Hamilton County Commissioners been involved and approved the proposals that would
significantly impact property values within Hamilton County and completely degrade and disturb many
of their communities (Newtown, Mariemont, Madisonville, Fairfax, etc…)?
Are the community meetings being published in local newspapers?
Why are the community meetings not being held in all impacted neighborhoods?
o Fairfax, Mariemont, Newtown, etc… the recent meetings were held in Anderson and Milford
Why would a new plan be unveiled that significantly impacts a community without having conversations
with the community leaders first, and confirming important information like that mentioned above
regarding the Historic Landmark Status of the community? Instead leaving them to find out the
proposals at public meetings? Your March 14, 2012 meeting documents stated one of the Tier 2 study













purposes was to “build consensus for preferred alternatives”, how can you build consensus if interested
parties and communities are left out of the conversations?
When alternatives are published / proposed and there is a negative impact on surrounding property
values, how are homeowners compensated? Are there any restitution plans for properties that are not
“acquired” but directly impacted?
Why is there no mention of light pollution in any of the materials? And very little mention of air
pollution and the impact of this pollution on the Little Miami River and surrounding communities?
Why is there such great significance applied to preserving “agricultural” lands (ie, sod fields) and so little
significance applied to protecting historic landmark communities, archaeological areas, parks and
greenspaces?
Has there been consideration of a NO TRUCK policy similar to what is currently in place for Columbia
Pkwy? This makes for a much more pleasant driving experience and cuts down on the Noise Pollution
issues.
Has there been consideration for a reduced speed limit? 40‐45mph would still move people with much
reduced noise pollution and fits with the “parkway” concept.
How in the world are you going to solve for the increased congestion when this proposed highway
intersects with Columbia Parkway? Increasing the traffic flow from the 32 relocation to Columbia
Parkway just creates congestion for more people traveling Columbia Pkwy on a daily basis? That
roadway is already at capacity and is not an improvement from taking the current alternatives of I‐71 or
471.
What erosion studies have been done along the Miami Bluff hillsides? Studies need to include not only
construction but ongoing impact of a highway that close to the hillside. One only needs to look at the
massive landslides and homeowner issues on Columbia Pkwy to understand the concerns.

I sincerely thank you in advance for your time to take these comments into consideration and look forward to
your reply to my questions.

Ginger Kelly

Public Involvement Meeting
COMMENT FORM
A summary of the March 2012 Feasibility Study and the SR 32 Relocation study corridors recommended
for further analysis was
presented this evening. Please use this form to document your feedback on the information presented and to
share any comments or
questions you may have about the project, recommendations being made and related issues. The
information you provide will be
factored into the development of project alternatives during the next phase of work. Thank you for your
input.
1. Using a scale of 1 to 5 (with 1 = Very Important and 5 = Not Important At All), please rank the
importance of the following
SR 32 Relocation project elements to you.
Important
At All

Community Factors
Reduce local congestion and traffic delays
Increase travel safety
Expand travel options (add rail transit, bike and walking paths)
Consolidate access points on SR 32
Preserve existing community character
Provide opportunities to enhance existing neighborhoods and
business districts
Encourage new economic development
Minimize impacts to existing businesses and residences
Minimize impacts to greenspace and parks
Design Elements
Provide connections to the regional bikeway network
Minimize noise impacts from relocated roadway
Locate rail transit station(s) within walking distance of existing
neighborhoods and businesses
Provide a park-and-ride facility at the rail transit station
Provide landscaping/aesthetic amenities for roadway
Minimize impacts to the natural environmental and archaeological
and historic properties
Reduce flood hazards and moderate storm water runoff

1 2 X 4 5 Not sure
1 X 3 4 5 Not sure
1 2 X 4 5 Not sure
1 2 3 X 5 Not sure
X 2 3 4 5 Not sure
1 X 3 4 5 Not sure
1 X3 4 5 Not sure
X 2 3 4 5 Not sure
X 2 3 4 5 Not sure
1 2 3 X 5 Not sure
X 2 3 4 5 Not sure
1 2 X 4 5 Not sure
1 2 X 4 5 Not sure
1 2 X 4 5 Not sure
X 2 3 4 5 Not sure
1 X 3 4 5 Not Sure

Please list any issues not identified above that should also be considered:
Do not destabilize hillsides or destroy significant elements such as historic cemeteries.

2. As project alignment alternatives are developed for the Newtown and surrounding area, would
you prefer that the relocated SR 32, new Oasis Rail Transit and bike/walking paths are built side-byside (Modes Together) OR are split, where the Oasis follows the existing railroad tracks through
Newtown and SR 32 follows a separate alignment in an alternate location (Modes
Split)? (see Station 4 for illustrations of the Modes Together and Modes Split concepts)
_________ Modes Together _____X___ Modes Split ________ Not Sure
Why?
Where the railroad runs at the base of the bluff next to Mariemont, there is not room to put a road let alone
bike paths and transit systems. The hillside has been found to be unstable already. Additional vibration
would make a situation similar to what now occurs on Columbia Parkway. In addition, a road near the
railroad would eliminate park land, which is supposed to be protected.

3. Please use the space below to document any additional comments or questions you may have about
the information shared today on the SR 32 Relocation Project. Attach additional pages if needed.

4. Please provide your contact information below and we will notify you of future meetings and
project updates.
Name: ______________Donald L Keyes__________________________________________
Address: ____________6904 Mount Vernon Ave., Cincinnati, OH 45227__________
Email: ______________dkeyes@quixnet.net__________________________________________
NEXT STEPS IN THE SR 32 RELOCATION STUDY
The next step in the SR 32 Relocation study involves developing and evaluating possible roadway
alignments within the study corridors recommended by the Feasibility Study. This process will factor in the
important public input received this evening. The SR 32 Relocation project will continue to be closely
coordinated with new rail transit, bike/pedestrian access and other improvements being considered as part
of the Eastern Corridor Program.
Please submit this form before you leave today’s meeting or mail by September 2, 2012 to:
Andy Fluegemann, P.E.
Ohio Department of Transportation District 8
505 South SR 741, Lebanon, Ohio 45036
Phone: (513) 933-6597 E-mail: andy.fluegemann@dot.state.oh.us

Public Involvement Meeting
COMMENT FORM
A summary of the March 2012 Feasibility Study and the SR 32 Relocation study corridors recommended
for further analysis was
presented this evening. Please use this form to document your feedback on the information presented and to
share any comments or
questions you may have about the project, recommendations being made and related issues. The
information you provide will be
factored into the development of project alternatives during the next phase of work. Thank you for your
input.
1. Using a scale of 1 to 5 (with 1 = Very Important and 5 = Not Important At All), please rank the
importance of the following
SR 32 Relocation project elements to you.
Important
At All

Community Factors
Reduce local congestion and traffic delays
Increase travel safety
Expand travel options (add rail transit, bike and walking paths)
Consolidate access points on SR 32
Preserve existing community character
Provide opportunities to enhance existing neighborhoods and
business districts
Encourage new economic development
Minimize impacts to existing businesses and residences
Minimize impacts to greenspace and parks
Design Elements
Provide connections to the regional bikeway network
Minimize noise impacts from relocated roadway
Locate rail transit station(s) within walking distance of existing
neighborhoods and businesses
Provide a park-and-ride facility at the rail transit station
Provide landscaping/aesthetic amenities for roadway
Minimize impacts to the natural environmental and archaeological
and historic properties
Reduce flood hazards and moderate storm water runoff

1 2 X 4 5 Not sure
1 X 3 4 5 Not sure
1 2 X 4 5 Not sure
1 2 3 X 5 Not sure
X 2 3 4 5 Not sure
1 2 3 x 5 Not sure
1 2 3 X 5 Not sure
X 2 3 4 5 Not sure
X 2 3 4 5 Not sure
1 2 3 4 X Not sure
X 2 3 4 5 Not sure
1 2 3 4 X Not sure
1 2 3 4 X Not sure
1 2 X 4 5 Not sure
X 2 3 4 5 Not sure
X 2 3 4 5 Not Sure

Please list any issues not identified above that should also be considered:

2. As project alignment alternatives are developed for the Newtown and surrounding area, would
you prefer that the relocated SR 32, new Oasis Rail Transit and bike/walking paths are built side-byside (Modes Together) OR are split, where the Oasis
follows the existing railroad tracks through Newtown and SR 32 follows a separate alignment in an
alternate location (Modes
Split)? (see Station 4 for illustrations of the Modes Together and Modes Split concepts)
_________ Modes Together ______X__ Modes Split ________ Not Sure
Why?
There is already enough noise and ruckus going on from the trains. A road would make it unbearable for
the people at the top of the hill in Mariemont and the property values would go way down. This is not the
result that the Eastern Corridor planners worked so hard for.

3. Please use the space below to document any additional comments or questions you may have about
the information shared today on the SR 32 Relocation Project. Attach additional pages if needed.

4. Please provide your contact information below and we will notify you of future meetings and
project updates.
Name: _______________Margaret Keyes___________________________________
Address: _____________6904 Mt. Vernon Ave, Mariemont, Ohio 45227__________________
Email: _______________peggykeyes@aol.com_____________________________________________
NEXT STEPS IN THE SR 32 RELOCATION STUDY
The next step in the SR 32 Relocation study involves developing and evaluating possible roadway
alignments within the study corridors recommended by the Feasibility Study. This process will factor in the
important public input received this evening. The SR 32 Relocation project will continue to be closely
coordinated with new rail transit, bike/pedestrian access and other improvements being considered as part
of the Eastern Corridor Program.
Please submit this form before you leave today’s meeting or mail by September 2, 2012 to:
Andy Fluegemann, P.E.
Ohio Department of Transportation District 8
505 South SR 741, Lebanon, Ohio 45036
Phone: (513) 933-6597 E-mail: andy.fluegemann@dot.state.oh.us

APPENDIX E
Letters Received

From: Laura Whitman [mailto:llewhitman@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, September 10, 2012 10:54 AM
To: Fluegemann Andy; Vogel Joe; Osborne, Deb; Bergman Steve
Cc: Hubbard Ted; Portune Todd; Manger Pat; Stephenson Craig; Fronk Larry; Kaity Dunn
Subject: Fwd: Eric Partee from Little Miami llc email
Andy and Joe,
At the end of last week, we received the email below from Eric Partee through the Eastern Corridor email
system. We will include this letter as part of our monthly public comment documentation materials. I'm also
forwarding it on to Deb to include with the SR 32 Relocation public meeting documentation as well. We
responded briefly to Mr. Partee thanking him for his comments and saying that they would be documented
appropriately. If you need us to do anything else in regards to this, please advise. Thank you,
Laura
Begin forwarded message:
This is an enquiry e‐mail via http://easterncorridor.org/ from:
Eric B. Partee <partee@littlemiami.com>
The transportation needs of the Eastern Corridor have been a subject of much debate for many years. A necessary
and appropriate part of that debate has been the implementation of effective transportation projects in a manner
which protects and preserves a Nationally‐recognized natural treasure ‐ the Little Miami National Wild & Scenic
River which flows through the heart of the Eastern Corridor.
The preservation of the Little Miami National Wild & Scenic River has been the focus of a monumental private‐
public partnership for over 40 years. During that time several million dollars of private funds have been raised by
LMI and matched with many millions of public funds to set aside the critical forested corridor along the river and to
clean up water quality. Successful negotiations by LMI with the vast majority of residential subdivision developers
coming into the valley have resulted in the establishment of permanent setbacks from the river’s edge along many
miles of riverfront and 100 LMI nature preserves ‐ all essential to conserving the river’ natural character and
ecosystem.
Water quality has been substantially improved and returned to full attainment of Ohio EPA’s chemical and
biological standards. The River is ranked in the top 10% of Ohio’s river ecosystems by OEPA owing to the fact that
it serves as home to 83 fish species (some of which are rare or endangered), 36 freshwater mussel species, and
scores of river dependant animals ranging from the river’s abundant bird life (255 species including the Bald Eagle
and Great Blue Heron among others), beaver and aquatic insects, all playing a role in sustaining a healthy river
ecosystem.
These critical riverfront areas have also provided, by their very nature, another critical benefit in that noise and
visual impact upon the river corridor is precluded. This natural river setting of quiet and solitude and outstanding
natural beauty is a key component of preserving the Little Miami for wildlife and for quiet public enjoyment.
Indeed the public has shown intense interest in preserving the Little Miami Scenic River in ways ranging from
memberships in organizations like Little Miami, Inc. (LMI) to the hundreds of thousands of people who annually
enjoyed this natural river corridor by canoe, bike, horseback or on foot. Each comes to the river for a sense of
beauty and relaxation from their urban lives.
Each remains here in Southwest Ohio to enjoy this local resource while spending literally tens of millions of dollars
on purchasing bikes, canoes, fishing, food and other outdoor accessories, all resulting in a significant boost to the

local economy. A 1997 survey of Little Miami Trail users showed that the 175,000 trail users each spent an average
of $225 on outdoor equipment, accessories and clothing in the preceding year. The total ‐ an impressive $39
million boost to the local economy. Add to this the expenditures of fisherman and 100,000 annual canoers and the
impact on the local economy becomes even more substantial.
These many factors, both environmental and economic, deserve serious consideration in the discussion of any
proposal which would negatively impact the river ecosystem and the quiet natural experience which lies at the
heart of the public’s enjoyment and the environmental attributes of this great Little Miami resource.
The Little Miami is a gem in our midst. Call it a natural area, a greenway, a scenic treasure, a wonderful ecosystem,
an enriching experience, it is clearly all of these and more, right here in Southwest Ohio, not hundreds of miles
away in a distant National Park.
And for all of us, whether our concern is environmental or economic, the time to preserve this gem from another
despoiling highway bridge proposal is now.
Little Miami, Inc. encourages 1) your support of the transit‐oriented proposals, and 2) your opposition to the new
Red Bank Road Connector bridge crossing of the Little Miami near, a fatal flaw in the Eastern Corridor project.
Use of the existing rail line through the river valley along with expanded bus service, all
designed to help reduce the number of cars on local roads is, we would suggest, a cost‐effective approach to
transportation planning in the Eastern Corridor.
There is a way to balance transportation needs with environmental protection in the Eastern Corridor. Building
another highway through the valley, bringing 20,000 more cars and trucks down through the Little Miami valley, is
not part of such a balanced approach.
LMI encourages ODOT to adopt a “transit first” approach to the Eastern Corridor
discussion, utilizing the existing rail corridors, and to abandon the damaging highway proposal involving a new
bridge crossing over the Little Miami National Wild & Scenic River.
Thank you.
Eric B. Partee
Executive Director
Little Miami, Inc.

September 7, 2012
Dear Mr. Fluegemann:
We are writing to reiterate our long-standing opposition to the construction of Segments
2-3 of the Eastern Corridor Highway project and the unneeded new bridge over the Wild
& Scenic Little Miami River in eastern Hamilton County. Greater Cincinnati’s current
transportation network doesn’t provide enough adequate safe, efficient transportation
options beyond cars and trucks. The current Eastern Corridor plans don’t even contain a
clear plan for improved bus service, despite persistent requests from the Village of
Fairfax among others.
We oppose construction of Segments 2 and 3 of the Eastern Corridor Highway because:
1.) The Little Miami River is a national and state Scenic River, the first such river
designated that flows through an urban area. There are numerous rare, threatened and
endangered species living in the river and along its neighboring forests (see attached
map). These natural treasures are worth protecting, because they also provide significant
economic benefits to the local communities along its banks. Our position is strongly
supported by the Department of Interior (see attached letter), area residents and
recreational users of the river. This is also an economic resource to the Tristate area
which would be degraded by heavy truck traffic.
2.) The Eastern Corridor highway will add significantly to air pollution and stormwater
runoff in the lower reaches of the Little Miami River. This is not only harmful to the
native species; it will harm the health of tens of thousands of residents and visitors to the
nearby parks, LMR bike path, and other recreational facilities in the area. University of
Cincinnati environmental engineers have documented that highway stormwater runoff
contains numerous toxic metals, including lead and mercury which are neurotoxic and
cadmium which is carcinogenic.
3.) The highway, as currently planned, will increase traffic congestion rather than
mitigate it. The design funnels high-speed traffic into the crowded Madisonville-Fairfax
I-71 interchange which is near a major choke point (the Kenwood cut-in-the-hill) or onto
Columbia Parkway which suffers from frequent landslides and is not equipped for truck
traffic. This means trucks will be diverted through residential communities, decreasing
safety for our children.
4.) The highway, as currently planned, will significantly impact or destroy up to 1/3 of

the homes and businesses in the Village of Newtown, all to benefit developers in
Clermont County. This is an unwise and unfair use of our tax dollars. We strongly
support the position of the Village of Newtown and the Newtown Business Association
(see attached letters) in opposing the destruction of their village’s economic and
residential base.
5.) The cost of building the highway through a flood plain is prohibitive (over $1/2 a
billion to raise Segments 2-3 out of the floodplain). This is a terrible waste of tax dollars
when so many highways and bridges are in desperate need of repair or replacement. The
excessive salt and road treatments required to keep these overpasses safe during bad
weather will run off into the Little Miami Watershed, further degrading water quality.
6.) The Village of Mariemont is on record opposing the current highway/bridge plan
which will further endanger the rich archaeological resources and riverside bluffs which
have suffered severe erosion in recent years. We strongly support their position to protect
their residents, village property and cultural heritage.
7.) The Madisonville Community Council and Cincinnati City Council are on record
requesting a 35mph design-build plan for Segment I of the Eastern Corridor Highway and
a complete streets focus that supports neighborhood schools, residents and businesses.
We strongly support their efforts to develop safe and environmentally conscious
transportation alternatives in their community.
8.) We are concerned that the current Oasis rail plan is seriously flawed and strongly
recommend further study into mass transit options that would serve a much larger
number of east side residents and communities.
9.) We remind the Ohio Department of Transportation that we have presented hundreds
of post cards and petition signatures and comments over the last several years to the OKI
Regional Council of Governments, the Federal Highway Administration, and ODOT’s
own Transportation Review Advisory Committee.
The opposition to this plan is strong and prolonged. We urge you and all ODOT officials
to listen to these comments. For far too long, OKI and ODOT have ACCEPTED public
comments, but never ACTED on it. The time is now to ACT in a manner consistent with
the will of the people and the governments in the Little Miami River Valley that represent
them.

Sincerely,

Chris Curran
Chair, Wild & Scenic Committee
Sierra Club Miami Group

Sam McKinley
Chair, Executive Committee
Sierra Club Miami Group

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecological Services
4625 Morse Road, Suite 104
Columbus, Ohio 43230
(614) 416-8993/ FAX (614) 416-8994

ER 12/0332
June 7, 2012

Mr. Mark 1. Vonder Embse
Major Projects Engineer
Federal Highway Administration
200 North High Street
Columbus, Ohio 43215
Dear Mr. Embse:
Please refer to the May 9, 2012, Federal Register Notice ofIntent (NOI) from the Federal
Highway Administration that a Tier 2 Envirorunental Impact Statement (EIS) will be prepared
for the proposed highway and light rail improvements in the State Route 32 (SR-32) con'idor
between US-50 and IR-275 in Hamilton and Clermont Counties. Ohio. The U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Park Service (NPS) have reviewed the NOI and submit
the following comments and recommendations on behalf of the Department of the Interior (DOl)
pursuant to the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.c. 1513 et seq.; ESA), the
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.c. 661 et seq.; FWCA), Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
(16 U.S.C. 1271 et seq.; WSRA), and the National Envirorunental Policy Act (42 V.S .c. 4321 et
seq.; NEPA) .
General Comments

The DOl provided comments and recommendations on Tier 1 NEPA documents for this project
in 2004 and 2005 , including the preliminary Draft EIS (DEIS) in June 2004, the DEIS in April
2005, the Draft Section 4(0 Evaluation for widening 0.8 miles of River Road in March 2005, and
the Final EIS (FEIS) in November 2005. In addition to reviewing the conunents and
recommendations provided herein, please refer to these DOL letters for resource issues that
should be addressed in the Tier 2 EIS .
National Wild and Scenic River

The Little Miami River (River) is a State-administered component of the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System. The purpose for designating the River was to protect its free-flowing
character, water quality, and outstandingly remarkable values (ORV). The River' s ORV are
scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife; historic; cultural; archeological; scientific; and
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other similar values. The River is classified as a recreational river and is afforded equal
protection under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (WSRA), which states:
"no department or agency of the United states shall assist by loan, grant, license
or otherwise in the construction of any water resources project that would have a
direct and adverse effect on the values for which such river was established, as
determined by the Secretary charged with its administration."
Bridge crossings that entail construction within the bed and bank of the River are considered
water resources projects and would require evaluation under section 7(a) of the WSRA. Projects
that are detennined to have a direct and adverse effect on the values for which a river was added
to the national system are prohibited. The NPS is responsible for evaluating projects and their
effects on designated rivers.
In consultation with the Interagency Wild and Scenic Rivers Coordinating Council, the NPS has
concluded that if it determines that a water resources project will have a direct and adverse effect
on any or all values for which the river was designated and those impacts could not be avoided or
eliminated, then the NPS cannot consent to the project. The WSRA does not provide for
feasibility or balancing tests, as does other legislation (e.g., Clean Water Act - Sec. 404, Dept. of
Transportation Act - Sec. 4f). Projects must avoid or eliminate direct and adverse effects.
Lessening adverse impacts, compensation or mitigation measures are not sufficient when Section
7(a) is applied.
A section 7(a) determination is also required when a water resources project will occur within
the bed and banks of tributaries to the River. Water resources projects that occur on tributaries
within the designated boundary of the River are subject to the "direct and adverse etIect"
evaluation standard. Project activities occurring within ,tributary streams outside of the
designated boundary are subject to the "invade the area or unreasonably diminish" evaluation
standard, which specifically requires an evaluation of impacts to scenic, recreational, and fish
and wildlife values of the River.
Equally imp0l1ant is Section 10(a) of the WSRA (16 U.S.c. 1281(a). Considered as the non
degradation and enhancement policy, Section 10(a) of the WSRA states the following:
"Each component of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System shall be
administered in such manner as to protect and enhance the values which caused it
to be included in said system without, insofar as is consistent therewith, limiting
other uses that do not substantially interfere with public use and enjoyment of
these values."

The State of Ohio is charged to uphold Section 10(a) of the WSRA as the river managing
agency. All federal agencies or federally assisted projects must implement measures to protect
and enhance river values as they existed at the time of designation or better. It is not appropriate
to exchange one ORV for another or enhance an ORV in order to avoid or eliminate impacts to
another. All designated rivers are afforded equal protection under the WSRA, regardless of
classification. Classification establishes a baseline condition of the River at the time of
designation, but does not establish the level of allowable future development.
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Specific Comments:
1. The River was designated because of its nationally significant scenic and recreational
values. The addition of a new bridge crossing at a new location introduces additional
visual and auditory intrusions into the river corridor that did not exist at the time of
designation. The addition of a new bridge where one does not currently exist cannot
be hidden from view, would be visually and aurally dominant and would not be
consistent with the "protect and enhance" clause under Section 10(a) of the WSRA.
2. The NPS believes the expansion of existing bridges and use of existing transportation
corridors in lieu of creating new transportation corridors where none exists currently
is an alternative that is consistent with the purpose and intent of the WSRA.
3. The proposed new bridge would degrade the recreational experience on the River by
creating a new visual intrusion and noise. The scenic and recreational ORV are
interdependent of the other and are not separable. There is no adequate mitigation
that can eliminate the impacts of the bridge to the values for which the River was
designated.
4. The lower portion of the Little Miami River was designated a recreational component
of the system in 1980. As such, the Little Miami River is a recreational resource
protected under Section 4(f).
5. As defined in the FEIS, "constructive use only occurs in those situations where,
including mitigation, the proximity impacts of a project on the 4(f) property are so
severe that the activities, features or attributes that qualify the property or resource for
protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired." The NPS believes the River
meets these criteria because the visual and auditory impacts cannot be avoided,
eliminated, or adequately mitigated. Values directly affected include scenery,
recreation, fish and wildlife.
6. The River should be classified as a category A receptor in the noise analysis. The
intent of the River as designated is consistent with " ... parks, historic districts, and
other public open spaces where sensitivity and quiet are of extraordinary
significance."

Federally Listed Species
Reproductive colonies of Indiana bats (Myotis sodalis), a federally listed endangered species,
have been found in both Hamilton and Clermont Counties. Since first listed as endangered in
1967, the bat's rangewide popUlation has declined by nearly 60%. Several factors have
contributed to the decline of the Indiana bat, including the loss and degradation of suitable
~ibernacula,.human ~isturbance during hibernation, pesticides, and the loss and degradation of
forested h~bltat, particularly stands of large, mature trees. Fragmentation of forest habitat may
also contnbute to declines. During winter, Indiana bats hibernate in caves and abandoned mines.
Summer habitat requirements for the species are not well defined but the following are
considered important:
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(I) dead or live trees and snags with peeling or exfoliating bark, split tree trunk and/or
branches, or cavities, which may be used as maternity roost areas;
(2) live trees (such as shagbark hickory and oaks) which have exfoliating bark;
(3) stream con-idors, riparian areas, and upland woodlots which provide forage sites.
Should the proposed project area contain trees or associated habitats exhibiting any of the
characteristics listed above, we recommend that the habitat and sun-ounding trees be saved
wherever possible. Ifthe trees must be cut, fllliher coordination with USFWS Columbus Ohio
Ecological Services Field Office (COFO) is requested to detelmine if surveys are warranted.
Any survey should be designed and conducted in coordination wIth the USFWS COFO
Endangered Species Coordinator. Surveyors must have a valid Federal permit. Please note that
summer surveys must be conducted between May 15 and August 15.
Several freshwater mussel species are federally listed as endangered in both Hamilton and
Clermont Counties. These include the sheepnose (Plethobasus cyphyus), snuffbox (Epiob!asma
triquetra) , rayed bean (Villosajaba/is), fanshell (Cyprogenia stegaria), and pink mucket
pearly mussel (Lampsilis abrupta). The sheepnose, fanshell , and pink mucket pearly mussels
are only expected to occur in the Ohio River. Therefore, impacts to these species are not
anticipated. However, the snuffbox and rayed bean may potentially occur within the Little
Miami River mainstem and/or the East Fork Little Miami River. These two species were not
federally tisted as endangered at the time the Tier I documents were reviewed by 001 in 2004
and 2005 ; therefore, their change in listing status should be noted. Due to the potential for these
species to occur within the proposed construction limits, we recommend that surveys be
conducted in the Little Miami River mainstem and the East Fork Little Miami River to determine
the presence or probable absence of snuffbox and/or rayed bean mussels in the vicinity of the
proposed action. Any survey should be designed and conducted in coordination with the
USFWS COFO Endangered Species Coordinator.
The proposed project lies within the range of running buffalo dover (Trifolium slo!onijerum), a
federally listed endangered species. Known locations of this plant occur either within or
immediately adjacent to the construction limits of the proposed project. This species can be
found in partially shaded woodlots, mowed areas (lawns, parks, cemeteries), and along streams
and trails. Running buffalo clover requires periodic disturbance and a somewhat open habitat to
successfully flourish, but cannot tolerate full-sun, full-shade, or severe disturbance. We
recommend that surveys for this species be conducted by a trained botanist in areas containing
suitable habitat in Mayor June when the plant is in flower.
Bald eagles (Haliae etus /eucocepha/us) are protected under the ~igratory Bird Treaty Act (16
U.S.c. 703-712; MBTA) and are afforded additional legal protectIOn under the Bald and Golden
Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.c. 668-668d, BGEPA~. BGEPA. i~ the prim~ry federal law
protecting bald eagles and prohibits, among other thl~gs, t~e klllmg and disturbance of eagles.
"Disturb" is defined by regulation (50 CFR 22.3) as, to agitate or bother a bald or golden eagle
to a degree that causes ... injury to an eagle, a decrease in productivity, or nest aband?nment."
The USFWS recently issued a fmal rule that authorizes issuance of eagle take penTIlts, where the
take to be authorized is associated with otherwise lawful activities. Further information on eagle
take pelmits and assessing your project's potential effect on bald eagles can be found at:
http://www.fws.gov/midwestlMidwestBirdlEaglePermits/index.htm1. Cun-ently, the nearest bald
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Mr. Mark L. Vonder Embse
eagle nest is approximately ten miles from the proposed project construction limits. However,
the bald eagle population has been expanding throughout the state in recent years, and it is
possible that a pair may begin nesting within the project area prior to commencement of the
action. Therefore, FHWA should continue to coordinate with USFWS throughout the project
planning and development process to ensure that appropriate action is taken to protect the
specIes.
The NPS and USFWS have a continuing interest in working with the FHWA and its state
partners to help conserve and enhance natural resources, including federally listed species and
their habitats.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments and look forward to working with you
as planning for this project progresses.
Sincerely,

M~~
Field Supervisor

cc: ODNR, DOW, SCEA Unit, Columbus, OH (email only)
USACE, Ohio Regulatory Transportation Office, Columbus, OH (email only)
OEPA, Columbus, OH (email only)

Mr. Mark L. Vonder Embse
bcc:

(via e-mailed electronic file)
FWS-RO-CPA, Bloomington, MN (Paul Richert)
NPS-RO, Omaha, NE (Hector Santiago and Nick Chevance)
(hard copy)
FWS-WO (DHRC/BCPA-ERT Stephanje Nash)
DOI-OEPC (David Sire)
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Village of Newtown Business Association
3536 Church Street, Newtown, Ohio 45244-3002

December 8, 2009

Hans Jindal, P.E.
Deputy Director, District 8
Ohio Department of Transportation
505 S. State Route 741
Lebanon, Ohio 45036-9518
RE: Opposition to the Eastern Corridor Multi-Modal Projects
(Eastern Corridor Project)
Dear Mr. Jindal:
In a letter dated, April 8, 2008, The Village of Newtown Business Association had supported the release of funds
to advance the study of the Eastern Corridor project through the Tier II Preliminary Engineering and
Environmental Impact Phase (PE/EIS) only. No other endorsement was implied or given.
After reviewing the PE/EIS Study, subsequent recommendations and proposed Eastern Corridor alignments, the
Village of Newtown Business Association takes extreme opposition to the (PE/EIS) study and proposed
alignments of the Eastern Corridor. Each proposed alignment of the Eastern Corridor causes a serious and
significant detriment to the health, general welfare, safety and well-being of the Village of Newtown and its
residents and businesses. As proposed, the Eastern Corridor would place an unfair burden on the Village of
Newtown for the benefit of neighboring communities and Hamilton County.
The proposed alignments of the Eastern Corridor would destroy the integrity of our historical village, disrupt and
eliminate a huge portion of the village’s tax base, plus add an intolerable amount of pollution to our scenic
valley. The Village of Newtown is nestled in a valley of beautiful farms and a scenic river. The fog and moisture
lay in this valley, which is already considered one of the most polluted in Ohio (Hamilton County), and the
additional traffic flow, estimated at 30,000 cars a day and thousands of large trucks will generate acid rain that
will destroy farm crops and create a public health problem.
The advancement of the Eastern Corridor through the Village of Newtown will not solve traffic issues and will
only serve to destroy this village.
Your thoughtful reconsideration of the placement of this project is greatly needed. The Newtown Business
Association earnestly request that you explore other options and widen the study area.
Regards,

Pauline Murrie
President
Newtown Business Association
Attachment
Cc
Governor Ted Strickland
Congresswoman Jean Schmidt
State Senator Shannon Jones
State Representative Stautberg
Senator George Voinovich

Senator Sherrod Brown
Congressman Oberstar
County Commissioner Todd Portune
County Engineer William W. Brayshaw

We the undersigned are members of the Village of Newtown Business Association and fully support the
attached letter opposing the (PE/EIS) study and proposed alignments of the Eastern Corridor.

__________________________________
Joseph Motz
The Motz Group

___________________________________
Lynn Allen Burger
Burger Farm & Garden Center

__________________________________
Pauline Murrie
Main Street Café

___________________________________
Rob Champlin
Newtown Feed and Supply

__________________________________
John Schnitzler, Agent
State Farm Insurance

___________________________________
Mike Persicano
The Coffee Underground

__________________________________
Daryl Zornes
Primerica Financial Services

___________________________________
Curt Cosby
Cosby Electric Services

__________________________________
Sheri L. Renfro
Giggles on Main Salon

___________________________________
James W. Teater
Great Day Productions

__________________________________
Barbara Greve
Details Its All Inside

___________________________________
Barbara Broerman
Dairy Corner/Broerman Foster LLC

__________________________________
John A. Kraeutler, Chief Executive Officer
Meridian Bioscience

___________________________________
Kevin Smith, Lobsta Bakes of Maine

__________________________________
Steve Frede, Village Auto

From: Tom Synan <tsynan@villageofnewtown.com>
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2012 at 5:28 PM
Subject: Relocation to St. Rt 32
To: Andy.fluegemann@odot.state.oh.us
Cc: Daryl Zornes <dzornes@newtownohio.gov>
Please accept this email as my opposition to the relocation of St. Rt. 32.
I have been a police officer with the Village of Newtown for 20 years and now am the Police
Chief. I have personal knowledge of the area and traffic conditions. The facts are that traffic
crashes within the Village have decreased. The flow of traffic has been the same for over a
decade. Bussiness has not only thrived in our community but have grown. The need for a bypass is not only unnecessary but a colossal waist of tax payer money. The State's solution to
traffic is always to build more roads, instead improving the roads we have, build more, which by
the time they are built damage communities, do not improve business and are absolute before the
project is complete. ODOT and The Engineers Office have even stated in meetings that the
project will not relieve traffic (decrease the amount of cars traveling through the area) and that
another road will need to be built to handle what this project will not be able too because by the
time it is built, it will be ineffective.
Residents and businesses have expressed their opposition for this project for the past 20 years,
yet the State continues forward with this project. Businesses have advised politicians, ODOT
officials and others that this by-pass would be detrimental to their business and yet this has fallen
on deaf ears. ODOT and the politicians continue to say that this will help draw business to the
County. What they fail to realize is while business and residents continue to leave Hamilton
County, that is not the case for Newtown. Businesses such as Meridian BioScience, Hydro
Systems and Evans Landscaping have all added to their structures and added employees (in some
cases doubled). All of these businesses pay taxes to the County and State and all of these
businesses would be wiped out by this project. The County may take the attitude that the
business can relocate, however that does not take into account the expense, loss of business, fact
that the business is where it wants to be or has been for decades and that some businesses such as
medical sciences must adhere to FDA regulations making a move complicated and so expensive
it would force them to lose income.
ODOT, County Commissioners, State Representatives, Congress Persons, Senators do not travel
and patrol these streets everyday like I do and have for the past 20 years. You have instigated a
problem that does not exist and your solution actually compounds your perceived problem. There
are currently 4 routes to go from East to West (St Rt. 32, Rt. 50, Clough Pike, Beechmont Ave).
Why you think it is a good idea to add a 5th road is beyond me. I have been in meetings with
ODOT, Hamilton County Engineer's and others expressing my concerns and opposition to this
project for 20 years as a person with first hand knowledge. Each time my first hand knowledge,
as well as all of those others who have spoke out against this project, have fallen on deaf ears
from each of these agencies. It is obvious that ODOT, Hamilton County Engineer's Office and
others are bent on seeing this project through.

Your decisions impact many people. I am very confident that Hamilton County will not see a
significant increase of businesses as they have mentioned in many meetings and that this project
will actually decrease business. I have heard counter arguments that this road will allow the
Roundbottom Rd/Ancor Rd area to bring business in. However there is limited space and limited
use of this land, especially now that Martin Marietta is trying to mine much of the property that
has been discussed. Even if business was able to develop in that area the positive impact on
Hamilton County would be insignificant and not outweigh the negative impact the road would
have on the overall area. I am asking that you stop looking at this project from your perspective
and begin to view from those who actually live, work and visit here.
I am putting ODOT on notice as the Police Chief of this community and the person charged with
the safety of all residents, businesses and visitors to the Village of Newtown that this road
project will not improve safety, the flow of traffic, ease congestion, or have a positive impact on
Newtown, surronding communities or the County and State in which we all reside and pay taxes
to. Instead it will actaully be detrimental to the safety and well being of the people of Newtown
and in turn Hamilton County and the State of Ohio. I am formally requesting that this project not
continue.
-Col. Thomas W. Synan Jr.
Chief of Police
Newtown Police Department

