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DRAFT FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
GARY SANITARY DISTRICT
GRIT DEWATERING IMPROVEMENTS
GARY, INDIANA
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Chicago District (Corps) has conducted an environmental analysis in
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended. The Environmental
Assessment (EA) dated __________ (to be filled out when the EA is complete), for the Gary Sanitary
District Grit Dewatering Improvements, addresses the need to replace the existing grit dewatering system
equipment within the waste water treatment plant (WWTP) due to deteriorating performance, particularly
during high flow weather events, in Gary, Indiana. The final recommendation is contained in the EA, dated
__________ (to be filled out when Final Report is complete).
The Final EA, incorporated herein by reference, evaluated various alternatives that would replace the
existing grit dewatering system equipment within the WWTP with higher capacity and more robust
equipment in the study area. The recommended plan is Alternative 3 and includes:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Removal of the existing grit classifiers and hydro-cyclone and replacement with improve grit
washers;
Demolition and replacement of existing grit pumps, piping, and associated appurtenances
Replacement of all electrical wiring;
Relocation of the motor control center to an area not prone to flooding;
Raising the roof of the existing facility and installation of roof access hatches; and
Demolition of the main headwork’s air handling unit and relocation of new air handling unit outside
on detritus tank roof.

In addition to a “no action” plan, three alternatives were evaluated. The alternatives included replacement inkind of the existing grit classifiers and hydro-cyclone with similar sized grit dewatering equipment in the
existing facility, replacement with improved equipment in the existing facility, and replacement with
improved equipment in new facility.
For all alternatives, the potential effects were evaluated, as appropriate. A summary assessment of the
potential effects of the recommended plan are listed in the below table:
Summary of Potential Effects of the Tentatively Selected Plan
Insignificant
effects

☐
☐
☐
☒
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

Climate
Geology & Soils
Water Quality
Air Quality
Land Use
Aquatic Communities
Terrestrial Communities
Threatened and Endangered Species
Archaeological & Historical Properties
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Insignificant
effects as a
result of
mitigation*

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

Resource
unaffected by
action

☒
☒
☒
☐
☒
☒
☒
☒
☒
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Insignificant
effects

☐
☐
☐

Recreation
Social Setting
Environmental Justice

Insignificant
effects as a
result of
mitigation*

☐
☐
☐

Resource
unaffected by
action

☒
☒
☒

All practicable and appropriate means to avoid or minimize adverse environmental effects were analyzed and
incorporated into the recommended plan. Best management practices (BMPs) as detailed in the EA will be
implemented, if appropriate, to minimize impacts. No compensatory mitigation is required as part of the
recommended plan.
Public review of the draft EA and FONSI was completed on __________ (to be filled out when public
review is complete). All comments submitted during the public review period are responded to in the Final
EA and FONSI.
Pursuant to section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
determined the recommended plan will have ‘no effect’ on federally listed species or their designated critical
habitat. On April 20, 2020, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service indicated that that the recommended plan elicits
no endangered species issues. The IDNR stated in a letter dated April 17, 2020, that they do not anticipate
any impacts to state listed species.
Pursuant to section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers determined the recommended plan has no potential to cause adverse effects on historic
properties. The Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer concurred with the determination in a letter dated
April 17, 2020. Additionally, the Miami Tribe of Oklahoma and the Nottawaseppi Huron Band of the
Potawatomi responded with letters dated April 6, 2020 and April 27, 2020, respectively, and have offered no
objections to the project. However, the Miami Tribe has requested to be contacted should archaeological
resources be uncovered during the project. If any archaeological resources are uncovered we will contact the
appropriate agencies and Native American parties.
A determination of consistency with the Indiana Coastal Zone Management program pursuant to the Coastal
Zone Management Act of 1972 was obtained from the Indiana Department of Natural Resources in a letter
dated April 27, 2020. All conditions of the consistency determination shall be implemented in order to
minimize adverse impacts to the coastal zone.
All applicable environmental laws have been considered and coordination with appropriate agencies and
officials has been completed.
Technical, environmental, economic, and cost effectiveness criteria used in the formulation of alternative
plans were those specified in the Water Resources Council’s 1983 Economic and Environmental Principles
and Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources Implementation Studies. All applicable laws,
executive orders, regulations, and local government plans were considered in evaluation of the alternatives.
Based on this report, the reviews by other Federal, State and local agencies, Tribes, input of the public, and
the review by my staff, it is my determination the recommended plan would not cause significant adverse
effects on the quality of the human environment; therefore, preparation of an Environmental Impact
Statement is not required.
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Date: ____________________

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Chicago District

__________________________________________
Aaron W. Reisinger
Colonel, U.S. Army
District Commander
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CHAPTER 1 – PURPOSE AND NEED
1.1 Purpose
The Gary Sanitary District (GSD) Waste Water Treatment Plan (WWTP) is a regional facility servicing
an area of approximately 400 square miles and a population of roughly 180,000 in the communities of
Gary, Hobart, Merrillville, and Lake Station in Lake County, Indiana (Figure 1). The WWTP was
originally designed and operated as a two-stage activated sludge plant, with a design average flow of 60
million gallons per day (MGD), and a peak wet weather flow of 120 MGD. In the mid-1990s, the plant
was modified to be a single-stage activated sludge plant.
The GSD WWTP includes primary, secondary, and tertiary treatment of sludge. The first step in the
treatment process occurs at the headworks of the plant, which consists of a single trash rack followed by a
mechanical screening and grit removal. Grit removal is accomplished by the dewatering system consisting
of the following equipment: grit pumps, grit classifiers, process piping, grit hopper, and bin activator. The
existing grit dewatering system was originally constructed in the 1960’s and upgraded in 2001. Recently,
the operations and maintenance staff of the WWTP have noticed deteriorating performance of the grit
removal system, particularly during high flow weather events.
The purpose of the proposed project is to replace the existing grit dewatering system equipment within the
WWTP with higher capacity and more robust equipment.

1.2 Need for Action
The action is necessary in order to create a system that allows the GSD WWTP to meet the grit loading it
receives from the collection system and reduce the burden on the primary systems. The plant was
originally designed for an average flow of 60 MGD, and a peak wet weather flow of 120 MGD. However,
in 2018 the GSD WWTP experienced a maximum daily flow of 142 MGD, approximately 22 MGD over
the original peak wet weather design of the plant.

1.3 Authority
The study is authorized under Section 219 of the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1992, as
amended by Section 504 of the WRDA of 1996, Section 502 of the WRDA of 1999, Section 108 of the
Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2001, Section 145 of the Energy and Water Appropriations Act of
2004, and Sections 5075 and 5158 of the WRDA of 2007. These amended authorities allow the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to provide planning, design, and construction assistance for waterrelated environmental infrastructure projects.

1.4 Non-federal Sponsor
The project’s non-federal sponsor is the Gary Sanitary District of Gary, Indiana.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Chicago District
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Figure 1: Location of the GSD WWTP. Inset shows location of WWTP within Gary, Indiana.
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CHAPTER 2 – ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE
Four alternatives were considered to address the capacity issue for the grit dewatering system at the GSD
WWTP. The alternatives are:
1) No Action Plan – Under this alternative, no changes would be made to upgrade the grit
dewatering system in the GSD WWTP. The existing system would continue to be undersized for
peak wet weather flows that are received by the WWTP. This would lead to continued stress on
the existing equipment potentially resulting in deterioration in effluent quality and/or treatment
performance.
2) Replace In-Kind – Under this alternative, the existing grit classifiers and hydro-cyclone would
be removed and replaced in-kind with similar sized grit dewatering equipment. The existing grit
pumps, piping and associated appurtenances would be removed and replaced. All electrical
wiring would be replaced, and the motor control center would be relocated to an area not prone to
flooding. A roof access panel would provide permanent access for equipment installation and
replacement and additional head room. Improvements to the existing building mechanical system
have been included in this alternative. This alternative, however, does not address all the
operability and accessibility concerns with the existing system; access to the grit classifier drains
and clearances around the equipment would still be a concern.
3) Existing Building Improvements – Under this alternative, the existing grit classifiers and hydrocyclone would be removed and replaced with improved grit washers that reduce the moisture and
volatile content of the removed grit. The existing grit pumps, piping and associated appurtenances
would be removed and replaced. All electrical wiring would be replaced, and the motor control
center would be relocated to an area not prone to flooding. The entire roof would be raised to
provide adequate headspace above the equipment for maintenance and operations. Roof hatches
would provide permanent access for equipment installation, replacement, and additional head
room in the existing space. The main headwork’s air handling unit located in the grit dewatering
area would be removed and a new unit would be located outside on the detritus tank roof.
Improvements to the existing building mechanical system have been included in this alternative.
This alternative addresses the operability and accessibility concerns with the existing system;
access to the grit classifier drains and clearances around the equipment under this alternative
would be adequate for operations and maintenance.
4) New Building – Under this alternative, the existing grit classifiers and hydro-cyclone would be
removed and replaced with improved grit washers that reduce the moisture and volatile content of
the removed grit in a new building. The existing grit pumps, piping, and associated appurtenances
would be demolished and replaced. All electrical wiring would be replaced, and the motor control
center would be relocated. The existing headwork’s building would be extended to the north to
accommodate the new grit equipment. Improvements to the existing building mechanical system
have been included in this alternative. This alternative addresses the operability concerns with the
existing system; a new building with the proper layout would address the accessibility concerns
of the current system.

2.1 Preferred Alternative
The preferred alternative is Alternative 3, the Existing Building Improvements Plan. The preferred
alternative includes the removal of the existing grit classifiers and hydro-cyclone and replacement with
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Chicago District
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improved grit washers that reduce the moisture and volatile content of the removed grit in the existing grit
dewatering room. The existing grit pumps, piping, and associated appurtenances would be demolished
and replaced. All electrical wiring would be replaced, and the motor control center would be relocated to
an area not prone to flooding. The entire roof would be raised to provide adequate headspace above the
equipment for maintenance and operations. Roof access hatches would provide permanent access for
equipment installation and replacement and additional head room in the existing space. The main
headwork’s air handling unit located in the grit dewatering area would be demolished and a new unit
would be located outside on the detritus tank roof. This alternative addresses the operability concerns with
the existing system. The following is a list of key design conditions, equipment and system components
for Alternative 3 (Table 1).
Table 1: Alternative 3 – Existing Building Improvements Key Design Conditions
Total System Capacity
1,000 gpm
Separator
Hydro-cyclone (2 Duty Units)
Dewatering
Grit Washer (2 Duty Units)
Pumping
Belt-Driven Torque-Flow Type Grit Pump (2
Duty Units – 500 gpm each)
Discharge Piping
Approximately 250 linear feet of 6” pipe
Drain Piping
Approximately 100 linear feet of 12” pipe

2.2 Compliance with Environmental Protection Statutes, Executive Orders,
and Regulations
The proposed action is in full compliance with appropriate statutes, executive orders and regulations,
including the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act, as amended, Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, Section 10 of Rivers and Harbors Act of
1899, Clean Air Act of 1963, as amended, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as
amended, Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice), Executive Order 11990 (Protection of
Wetlands), Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management), and the Clean Water Act of 1972, as
amended.
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CHAPTER 3 – AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
3.1 Project Area
The project area is within the City of Gary, Lake County, Indiana. The project is located on Gary Sanitary
District property and is somewhat bounded by West 3rd Avenue to the north and east, the Gary Railway to
the south which the South Shore commuter train travels upon, and West 4th Avenue to the west.

3.2 Physical Resources
3.2.1 Climate
The climate of the study area is predominantly continental with some modification by Lake Michigan.
The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) Online Weather Data was queried for
the Chicago Area since the closest local climatology reporting locations to the project area are in eastern
Illinois. Daily and monthly normal for temperature, precipitation, and snowfall between 1981 and 2010
were available (NOAA 2020a) (Figure 2). The mean winter high temperature is 31.0°F while the mean
winter low temperature is 16.5°F (January). The mean summer high temperature is 84.1°F while the mean
summer low temperature is 63.9°F (July). Annual total precipitation normal for the Chicago area is 36.9
inches. In winter, total snowfall is generally heavy with an annual total snowfall normal of 36.3 inches.
The majority of snowfall occurs between December and February with total snowfall normal ranging
from 8.2 inches (i.e., December) to 9.1 inches (i.e., February) during this timeframe.

Figure 2: Precipitation and Temperature Normals for the General Project Area between
1981 and 2010 (NOAA 2020a).
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Chicago District
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3.2.2 Geology & Soils
Geology – Glaciation within the Chicago/northwestern Indiana region ended about 13,000 years ago
when the glaciers receded from the area for the last time. In the Chicago/northwestern Indiana region, the
most common type of bedrock is a magnesium-rich limestone called dolomite that was originally
deposited on reefs set in shallow seas during the Silurian period about 400 million years ago. The
youngest bedrock in the Chicago/northwestern Indiana region dates from the Pennsylvania period about
300 million years ago. Surface features in the region are all made of material deposited by the glaciers or
by the lakes that appeared as the glaciers melted. In some places, these deposits are nearly 400 feet thick.
Soils – Historically, the project area was comprised of the Carmi Member of the Equality Formation. This
member was largely formed from quiet-water lake sediments, beaches, bars, spits, and deltas. It is mostly
comprised of medium-grained sands with occasional lenses of sandy gravel along where former beaches
existed. Natural soils did not occur at the project site due to the constant disturbance of wave action.
The U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resource Conservation Service’s web soil survey was
queried for soils present within the project area. According to the web soil survey the only type of soil
comprising the project area is urban land (map unit 533) (Figure 3). Urban land soils are characterized as
having been heavily disturbed due to development and typically contain unnatural fill.

Figure 3: NRCS Map of Soils Within the Project Area (NRCS 2020).
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3.2.4 Water Quality
Within the immediate vicinity of the project area, there are no water resources.

3.2.5 Air Quality
The Federal Clean Air Act requires the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to set national
ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) for six criteria pollutants (carbon monoxide, lead, nitrogen
dioxide, particulate matter, ozone, and sulfur oxides) which are considered harmful to public health and
the environment. Areas not meeting the NAAQS for one or more of the criteria pollutants are designated
as “nonattainment” areas by the USEPA. The proposed project is located in Lake County, Indiana. The
county is currently in non-attainment for 8-hour ozone and in maintenance status for PM-2.5 and sulfur
dioxide (USEPA, 2020b). See Table 2 for additional details.
Table 2: Lake County, Indiana Status for NAAQS Six Criteria Pollutants (USEPA 2020).
Most Recent
Current
NAAQS
Area Name
Year of
Classification
Status
Nonattainment
8-Hour Ozone
Chicago, IL-IN-WI
2020
Marginal
(2015)
Chicago-Gary-Lake
Maintenance
PM-2.5 (1997)
2011
Former Subpart 1
County, IL-IN
(since 2012)
Sulfur Dioxide
Maintenance
Lake County, IN
2004
Former Subpart 1
(1971)
(since 2005)

3.2.6 Land Use
Existing land use within Gary, Indiana where the project is located is comprised of the following
categories: residential, commercial, mixed use, industrial, institutional, and open space. Currently,
industrial is the largest land use in Gary, with approximately 37% of the City’s total area (Bauer Latoza
Studio et al., 2008). Table 3 shows Gary’s current land-use mix.
Table 3: Existing Land Use within Gary, Indiana (Bauer Latoza Studio et al., 2008)
Land Use Category
Percent of
Acreage
Total Acres
Residential
1- Or 2-Family
5,606 acres
17.3%
Multi-Family
408 acres
1.3%
Commercial
1,235 acres
3.8%
Office
38 acres
0.1%
Mixed Use
17 acres
0.1%
Institutional
1,364 acres
4.2%
Industrial
11,829 acres
36.6%
Vacant
1,349 acres
4.2%
Parks, Open Space & Natural Areas
6,622 acres
20.5%
Agricultural
719 acres
2.2%
Infrastructure, Utilities & Transportation
2,496 acres
7.7%
Water
637 acres
2.0%
Total
32,320 acres
100%

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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3.3 Biological Resources
3.3.1 Aquatic Communities
Fish
There are no water resources within 0.25 mile of the project area, therefore, there are no aquatic
communities present within the vicinity of the project area.
Macroinvertebrates
There are no water resources within 0.25 mile of the project area, therefore, there are no aquatic
macroinvertebrate communities present within the vicinity of the project area.

3.3.2 Terrestrial Communities
Reptiles and Amphibians
Due to the urban nature of the project area, only common species of reptiles and amphibians would be
expected to be present. Common species that may be in the general area, and due to the proximity of the
Grand Calumet River, could include common garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis), northern watersnake
(Nerodia sipedon), eastern racer (Coluber constictor), American bullfrog (Lithobates catesbeianus), and
snapping turtle (Chelydra serpentina).
Birds
The project area is located within the Gary Sanitary District which is comprised of primary, secondary,
and tertiary treatment tanks; operation buildings; and mowed turf grass. Birds that may be present within
the project area would be primarily common species, although some egrets and herons may be observed
due to the proximity of the area to the Grand Calumet River. Common species that may be observed
could include: American robin (Turdus migratorius), barn swallow (Hirundo rustica), blue jay
(Cyanocitta cristata), Canada goose (Branta canadensis), downy woodpecker (Picoides pubescens),
European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), house sparrow (Passer domesticus), mallard (Anas platyrhynchos),
mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), northern cardinal (Cardinalis cardinalis), ring-billed gull (Larus
delawarensis), great egret (Ardea alba), and great blue heron (Ardea herodias).
Mammals
Large mammal habitat is degraded or non-extant within the study area; however, coyote (Canis latrans)
make up the large mammal potential for the area. Small mammals that have the potential to occur within
the area include common urban species such as black rat (Rattus rattus), Norwegian rat (Rattus
norvegicus), eastern gray squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), fox squirrel (Sciurus niger), eastern chipmunk
(Tamias striatus), Virginia oposum (Didelphis viginiana), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), eastern
cottontail (Sylvagius floridanus), and raccoon (Procyon lotor).

3.3.3 Threatened and Endangered Species
Federal
A query of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) Environmental Conservation Online System
Information for Planning and Consultation (ECOS-IPaC) on May 1, 2020 resulted in an official species
list of federally-listed species that may be present within the project area. The obtainment of the official
species list from ECOS-IPaC fulfills the requirement for Federal agencies to “request of the Secretary of
the Interior information whether any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the
area of a proposed action”. Two federally-listed threatened, endangered, or candidate species were
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Chicago District

-22-

GSD – Grit Dewatering Improvements
Environmental Assessment

identified as potentially occurring within the project area (Table 4). There are no critical habitats within
the project area for either species listed below.
Table 4: Federally-listed Species with the Potential of Occurring within the Project Area.
Species Name
Federal Status Habitat
Potential to Occur
Indiana bat
Endangered
Hibernates in caves and
Not expected to occur;
(Myotis sodalis)
mines. Roosts under the
lack of suitable habitat.
peeling bark of dead and
dying trees and forages
around rivers or lakes and in
upland areas in summer.
northern long-eared bat Threatened
Hibernates in caves and
Not expected to occur;
(Myotis septentrionalis)
mines – swarming in
lack of suitable habitat.
surrounding wooded areas in
autumn. Roosts and forages
in upland forests and woods
during the summer.
Indiana Bat
Status. The Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) is federally listed as endangered.
Distribution and Habitat. The Indiana bat is found over most of the eastern half of the United States
(USFWS, 2019). Almost half of all Indiana bats hibernate in caves in southern Indiana. Other states
within the current range of the Indiana bat include Alabama, Arkansas, Connecticut, Iowa, Maryland,
Michigan, New Hersey, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Vermont, Virginia,
and West Virginia. Indiana bats hibernate during winter in caves or, occasionally, in abandoned mines.
After hibernation, Indiana bats migrate to their summer habitat in wooded areas where they usually roost
under loose tree bark on dead or dying trees. Indiana bats forage in or along the edges of forested areas
(USFWS, 2019).
Potential for Occurrence. There are no known hibernacula within the vicinity of the project area. As
noted above, almost half of all Indiana bats hibernate in caves in southern Indiana, and the project area is
located in northwestern Indiana. In addition, there is no suitable habitat present at the project location.
Therefore, this species is not expected to occur within the vicinity of the project location.
Northern Long-eared Bat
Status. The northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis) is federally listed as threatened.
Distribution and Habitat. The northern long-eared bat’s range includes much of the eastern and north
central United States. The species’ range contains 37 states, including Illinois. During the summer,
northern long-eared bats roost singly or in colonies underneath bark, in cavities or in crevices of both live
trees and snags. Males and non-reproductive females may also roost in cooler places, like caves and
mines. During the winter, northern long-eared bats hibernate in caves and mines (USFWS 2015).
Potential for Occurrence. There are no known hibernacula within the vicinity of the project. In addition,
there is no suitable roosting habitat present at the project location. Therefore, this species is not expected
to occur within the vicinity of the project location.
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State
The Indiana Department of Natural Resources was contacted during the scoping process for this project.
In a letter dated April 17, 2020, the IDNR stated that the State’s Natural Heritage Program database was
queried for information on potential species and natural areas within the vicinity of the project area. The
IDNR’s Pine Station Nature Preserve and the following plant and animal species have been documents
within 0.5 mile of the project area: spotted pondweed (Potamogeton pulcher – State threatened), calamint
(Clinopodium arkansanum – State threatened), Blanding’s turtle (Emydoidea blandingii – State
endangered), spotted turtle (Clemmys guttata – State endangered), and king rail (Rallus elegans – state
endangered).

3.4 Cultural & Social Resources
3.4.1 Archaeological & Historical Properties
The National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) was queried for listed archaeological and/or historical
properties within the project area. Within the project area of potential effect (APE), there are no known
archaeological or historical properties. The nearest listed historical property to the APE is the West Fifth
Avenue Apartments Historic District (Reference Number 84001076) which is located approximately 1.4
miles southeast of the APE.

3.4.2 Recreation
The study area lies within the Gary Sanitary District of Gary, Indiana, so there are no recreational
facilities within the area. The Grand Calumet River is located approximately 0.25 mile north and east of
the study area as well as the IDNR’s Pine Station Nature Preserve. Both areas offer passive recreation
such as canoeing, hiking, and bird watching.

3.4.3 Social Setting
The project area is located within the city limits of Gary, Indiana. The U.S. Census Bureau’s American
Fact Finder and Quick Facts (U.S. Census Bureau 2020) for Gary, Lake County, and Indiana were
reviewed for socioeconomic information presented in Table 5.
Table 5: 2010 U.S. Census Data for the City of Gary, Indiana.
Lake
Category
Gary
County
Total Population
75,282
485,411
Under 18 years
25.0%
23.4%
Under 5 years
7.4%
5.9%
White
14.1%
71.3%
Black or African American
79.8%
24.5%
American Indian and Alaska Native
0.1%
0.6%
Asian
0.2%
1.7%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific
0.0%
0.1%
Islander
Hispanic of Latino
7.3%
19.4%
Two or more races
2.7%
1.9%
High School Graduate or Higher
85.0%
88.1%
Bachelor’s Degree or Higher
13.2%
22.1%
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Indiana
6,691,878
23.4%
6.3%
85.1%
9.8%
0.4%
2.5%
0.1%
7.1%
2.1%
88.6%
25.9%
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Category
Median Household Income
Below Poverty Level

Lake
County
$54,249
15.7%

Gary
$30,310
33.5%

Indiana
$54,325
13.1%

3.5 Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste (HTRW)
A limited Phase I Hazardous, Toxic, or Radioactive Waste (HTRW) investigation was conducted in the
project area in accordance with USACE Engineer Regulation 1165-2-132. Results of a limited
environmental records search suggests that it is unlikely that the project area contains Recognized
Environmental Conditions (RECs), defined in ASTM Practice E 1527-13, that would impact project
implementation. Results of the hazardous materials survey conducted in the headworks and blower
buildings suggest that lead paint and asbestos containing materials (ACM) present onsite are in fair or
good condition.
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CHAPTER 4 – ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
4.1 Impacts of No Action Plan
Under the No Action plan, no changes would be made to upgrade the grit dewatering system in the GSD
WWTP. The existing system would continue to be undersized for the current daily flows that are received
by the WWTP. This would lead to continued stress on the existing equipment potentially resulting in
deterioration in effluent quality and/or treatment performance.

4.2 Impacts of the Preferred Alternative
The following sections analyze the potential for impacts to various resource categories, above and beyond
those expected from the No Action Plan, due to implementation of the preferred alternative. Potential
impacts of the other alternatives that were considered, besides the preferred alternative, for
implementation are not discussed directly below, but would be the same as those discussed for the
preferred alternative.

4.2.1 Physical Resources
Climate
Construction of the preferred alternative would not have any short-term or long-term impacts to climate.
Additional fossil fuels associated with the operation of construction vehicles (e.g., dump truck, flatbed
delivery truck, forklift, etc.) would be needed to haul the replacement equipment to the construction site,
and haul the old equipment from the construction site. However, there would be no measurable impact on
climate, and negligible increases in greenhouse gas emissions during construction due to the minor
amount of equipment needed for the construction project. Once construction is complete fossil fuels
would continue to be needed for operation of the grit dewatering system equipment within the GSD,
however, the operation would not require a significant increase of fossil fuels beyond what was required
for operation of the old grit dewatering system equipment. Therefore, the preferred alternative would not
have any direct or indirect long-term impacts to climate due to operation.
Geology & Soils
Construction of the preferred alternative does not include excavation or ground disturbing activities that
would impact local geologic features or soils. The preferred alternative includes the removal of the
existing grit classifiers and hydro-cyclone and replacement with improved grit washers that reduce the
moisture and volatile content of the removed grit in the existing grit dewatering room. All construction
would occur within existing facilities which are located on top of what is designated as ‘urban land’ (refer
to Section 3.2.2). Since all construction would occur within existing facilities and there would be no new
excavation or ground disturbing activities, the preferred alternative would have no direct or indirect shortterm or long-term adverse impacts to local geological features or soils.
Water Quality
Construction of the preferred alternative does not include any in-water work. In addition, the nearest
water resource is the Grand Calumet River which is located approximately 0.25 mile north and east of the
project area. Finally, all work occurs within existing facilities located at the GSD WWTP. Since the
preferred alternative does not include any in-water work there would be no direct or indirect short-term or
long-term adverse impacts to water quality within the vicinity of the project area.
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Air Quality
The project area, in Lake County, Indiana, is currently within a non-attainment area for only one of the
six criteria pollutants for which standards have been established in the NAAQS, 8-hour ozone (2015).
During project construction, construction equipment would cause negligible, temporary air quality
impacts. All equipment used would be in compliance with current air quality control requirements for
diesel exhaust, fuels, and similar requirements. Long-term, once constructed the project would be neutral
in terms of air quality, with no features that either emit or sequester air pollutants to a large degree.
Therefore, construction of the project would have negligible short-term and no direct or indirect longterm adverse impacts on air quality within Lake County. Due to the short and temporary nature of any air
quality impacts, a general conformity analysis was not conducted.
Land Use
Where the project is located, land use has been designated as industrial (refer to Section 3.2.6).
Construction of the preferred alternative would not change the designation of the area from industrial to
another land use category, nor would there be any conversion of another land use category (e.g., such as
open space) to industrial. The preferred alternative includes the replacement of degraded equipment with
new equipment within an existing facility at the GSD WWTP. Therefore, construction of the preferred
alternative would have no direct or indirect short-term or long-term adverse impact on land use within the
project area.

4.2.2 Biological Resources
Aquatic Communities
Construction of the preferred alternative would have no direct or indirect short-term or long-term adverse
impacts to aquatic communities. Construction of the preferred alternative does not include any in-water
work. In addition, the nearest water resource where an aquatic community exists is the Grand Calumet
River which is located approximately 0.25 mile north and east of the project area. Finally, all work occurs
within existing facilities located at the GSD WWTP. Both the USFWS and IDNR were contacted during
the scoping process for the proposed project. The USFWS responded via email (April 20, 2020) that the
preferred alternative elicits no endangered species issues. The IDNR responded via letter (April 17,
2020), that they do not anticipate any impacts to the nearby Pine Station Nature Preserve or state-listed
plant species (refer to Section 3.3.1) due to construction of the project. In addition, the IDNR stated that
impacts to fish, wildlife, and botanical resources, including state-listed animal species should be minimal
as a result of the preferred alternative. Since the preferred alternative does not include any in-water work
that could potentially affect aquatic communities and the project area is located at least 0.25 mile from an
aquatic resource, there would be no direct or indirect short-term or long-term adverse impact to aquatic
communities within the vicinity of the project area.
Terrestrial Communities
Construction of the preferred alternative would have no direct or indirect short-term or long-term adverse
impacts to terrestrial communities. Construction of the preferred alternative occurs within already existing
facilities located at the GSD WWTP. Both the USFWS and IDNR were contacted during the scoping
process for the proposed project. The USFWS responded via email (April 20, 2020) that the preferred
alternative elicits no endangered species issues. The IDNR responded via letter (April 17, 2020), that they
do not anticipate any impacts to the nearby Pine Station Nature Preserve or state-listed plant species (refer
to Section 3.3.2) due to construction of the project. In addition, the IDNR stated that impacts to fish,
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wildlife, and botanical resources, including state-listed animal species should be minimal as a result of the
preferred alternative. Overall, since all construction occurs within existing facilities and not within open
space or near nature preserves, construction of the preferred alternative would have no direct or indirect
short-term or long-term adverse impacts to terrestrial communities.
Threatened and Endangered Species
The USACE determined that the construction and operation of the preferred alternative would have ‘no
effect’, directly or indirectly on federal-listed species. The only federally-listed species potentially
occurring within the vicinity of the project area are the Indiana bat and the northern long-eared bat. As
stated in Section 3.3.3, there are no known hibernacula within the vicinity of the project area, therefore,
Indiana bat and northern long-eared bat are not expected to be in the area during hibernation. Indiana bat
and northern long-eared bat could potentially be in the vicinity of the project area during the summer;
however, there is no suitable roosting habitat present in the project area. In addition, the preferred
alternative includes construction only within existing facilities at the GSD WWTP and does not include
any tree removal. In addition, the USFWS was contacted during the scoping process for the proposed
project. The USFWS responded via email (April 20, 2020) that the preferred alternative elicits no
endangered species issues. Overall, due to construction occurring within an existing facility, no suitable
summer roosting habitat present within the project area, and comments from the USFWS during scoping,
the USACE has determined that the preferred alternative would have ‘no effect’ on the Indiana bat or the
northern long-eared bat.

4.2.3 Cultural & Social Resources
Archaeological & Historical Properties
The preferred alternative would have no direct or indirect short-term or long-term effect on archaeological
or historical properties. Construction of the preferred alternative occurs within an existing facility located
on the GSD WWTP. None of the facilities on the GSD WWTP are listed on the NRHP. In addition, the
neared NRHP listed site, the West Fifth Avenue Apartments Historic District (Reference Number
84001076) is located approximately 1.4 miles southeast of the project area. The Indiana SHPO was
contacted during the scoping process with regard to the proposed project. The Indiana SHPO responded
via letter (April 17, 2020) that “based upon the documentation available to the staff of the Indiana SHPO,
[Indiana SHPO] have not identified any historic building, structures, districts, or objects listed in or
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places within the probable area of potential
effects. In terms of archaeology, no currently known archaeological resources eligible for inclusion in the
National Register of Historic Places have been recorded within the proposed project area. No
archaeological investigations appear necessary provided that all project activities remain within
previously disturbed areas.” Overall, due to no properties where construction is occurring being listed or
eligible for listing in the NRHP, the distance of listed NRHP properties from the APE, and comments
from the Indiana SHPO during scoping, the USACE has made the determination of “no historic properties
affected”.
Recreation
The preferred alternative would have no direct or indirect short-term or long-term impact to recreation
within the project area. Construction of the preferred alternative would occur within existing facilities
located at the GSD WWTP. There are no recreational areas located within the project area. Since
construction of the preferred alternative would occur within existing GSD WWTP facilities and there are
no recreational areas located within the project area, there would be no direct or indirect short-term or
long-term impacts to recreation.
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Social Setting
The preferred alternative would have no direct or indirect short-term or long-term impact to the social
setting within the area. The replacement of outdated/undersized equipment with new equipment would
only benefit the area by improving the operability of the existing GSD WWTP system.
In terms of social justice and evaluating potential impacts, it was analyzed if construction of the preferred
alternative would have a disproportionate impact to minorities, low-income households, or children (i.e.,
under the age of 18). To evaluate potential disproportional impacts to minority populations or to lowincome households, socioeconomic data from Lake County and the State of Indiana was compared to
socioeconomic data for the City of Gary.
Approximately 90.1% of the total population in the City of Gary is comprised of minority populations.
This means that a minority population exists within the City of Gary since the minority population
exceeds 50 percent. The minority population of the City of Gary also exceeds that of the County (48.2%)
and the State of Indiana (22.0%). Although the preferred alternative would be implemented in an area
where there is a significant minority population compared to the County and State, the preferred
alternative is expected to have a beneficial impact by improving the operability of the existing GSD
WWTP system, which services the residents within the City of Gary.
In terms of poverty, 33.5% of households in the City of Gary are below the poverty line, whereas an
average of 15.7% of households in Lake County and 13.1% of households in the State of Indiana are
below the poverty line. While these percentages indicate that more low-income households occur within
the project area as compared to the County and State as a whole, the implementation of the preferred
alternative is not expected to have a disproportionate impact on low-income households. The preferred
alternative is expected to have a beneficial impact overall by improving the operability of the existing
GSD WWTP system, which services the residents within the City of Gary.
Lastly, approximately 25.0% of the total population in the City of Gary is comprised of children under the
age of 18. In comparison, approximately 23.4% of the total population in Lake County and 23.4% of the
total population in Indiana is comprised of children under the age of 18. These percentages are fairly
similar and do not indicate that there is a significantly higher percentage of children under age 18 within
the project area as compared to the County and State. Therefore, the preferred alternative would have no
disproportionate impact on children.
Other Social Effects
Potential impacts to other social effects such as security of life, health, and safety were also considered
for the impact analysis. A proposed action could have a beneficial or adverse impact depending on if the
proposed action 1) reduces/increases/does not change risk of flood, drought, or other disaster affecting the
security of life, health, and safety; 2) reduces/increases/does not change the number of disease-carrying
insects and related pathological factors; 3) reduces/increases/does not change the concentration and
exposure to water and air pollution; and 4) reduces/increases/does not change to providing a year-round
consumer choice of food that contributes to the improvement of national nutrition. In general, the
preferred alternative would have no direct or indirect short-term or long-term impacts to security of life
and health. The preferred alternative would potentially have a beneficial impact to safety, by improving
water quality with the replacement of the existing grit removal system with higher capacity and more
robust equipment.
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Energy
Potential impacts to energy consumption were also considered for the impact analysis. A proposed action
could have a beneficial or adverse impact depending on if the proposed action would require less or more
energy than under the existing condition. During construction of the preferred alternative additional
energy (i.e., fossil fuels) would be needed to operate the construction equipment, however, the short-term
increase in energy usage would be negligible since a minimal amount of construction equipment would be
needed for this project. The long-term operation of the grit dewatering system equipment within the GSD
would require the consumption of energy (i.e., fossil fuels), however, the operation would not require a
significant increase in energy consumption beyond what was required for operation of the old grit
dewatering system. There potentially could be a long-term beneficial impact with a reduction in energy
consumption, as the updated equipment is expected to be more energy efficient than the existing
equipment. Overall, there would be a negligible direct short-term impact to energy consumption during
construction and a potentially beneficial long-term impact to energy consumption with implementation of
the preferred alternative. There would be no indirect short-term or long-term impacts to energy
consumption.

4.2.4 HTRW
The preferred alternative is not expected to disturb HTRW that would cause an adverse impact to the
surrounding environment. In accordance with ER 1165-2-132, Hazardous Toxic, and Radioactive Waste
for USACE Civil Works projects, construction of civil works projects in HTRW contaminated areas
should be avoided where practicable. Where HTRW contaminated areas or impacts cannot be avoided,
response actions must be acceptable to the EPA and applicable state regulatory agencies. Disposal of
regulated lead and/or asbestos containing materials encountered during demolition would be conducted in
accordance with Federal, State, and local laws and regulations. The construction contractor would be
notified of the presence of lead paint and ACM onsite to prevent the release of materials to the
environment during demolition and to ensure that health and safety considerations are applied during
construction. Standard best management practices would be implemented during construction activities to
prevent the release of any hazardous materials that may be present into the environment. Overall, the project
would have no short-term or long-term impact.

4.2.5 17 Points of Environmental Quality
The 17 points are defined by Section 122 of the Rivers, Harbors and Flood Control Act of 1970 (P.L. 91611) from (ER 1105-2-240 of 13 July 1978). Effects to these points are discussed as follows:
Noise – The preferred alternative includes the operation of construction equipment that would generate
additional noises beyond ambient level, however, this would be short-term in duration lasting only as long
as it takes to install the new equipment. Construction equipment would not be operated during the night,
only during the day so as not to exceed night-time residential noise levels. In addition, construction would
occur within existing facilities, which would muffle the sounds of construction. Once construction is
complete, the ambient noise level would return to what it was prior to project construction.
Displacement of People – The preferred alternative would not displace any residents.
Aesthetic Values – The preferred alternative would not have any long term negative aesthetic values.
Community Cohesion – The preferred alternative would not disrupt community cohesion.
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Desirable Community Growth – The preferred alternative would have no adverse or beneficial effect on
community growth.
Desirable Regional Growth – The preferred alternative would have no adverse or beneficial effect on
regional growth.
Tax Revenues – The preferred alternative would have no adverse or beneficial effect on tax revenues.
Property Values – The preferred alternative would have no adverse or beneficial effect on property
values.
Public Facilities – The preferred alternative would have no adverse effect on public facilities.
Public Services – The preferred alternative would have no adverse effect on public services. The
preferred alternative may have a beneficial effect on public services by improving the operability of the
GSD WWTP which services the City of Gary, Indiana.
Employment – The preferred alternative may have a minor beneficial effect on employment in the area
due to the need for construction workers to remove the old equipment and install the new equipment.
Business and Industrial Activity – The preferred alternative would have no adverse or beneficial effect
on business and industrial activity in the area.
Displacement of Farms – There are no farms within the project area which is located at the GSD
WWTP; therefore, the preferred alternative would not cause the loss of farmland.
Man-made Resources – The preferred alternative would have no adverse or beneficial effect on manmade resources.
Natural Resources – The preferred alternative would have no adverse or beneficial effect on natural
resources.
Air Quality – The preferred alternative would have a temporary negligible effect on air quality.
Construction of the preferred alternative would be de minimis in terms of Clean Air Act compliance.
Temporary vehicle emission impacts, due to construction activities, would meet current federal
regulations.
Water Quality – The preferred alternative would have no adverse or beneficial effect on water quality.

4.3 Cumulative Effects
The cumulative effects issues and assessment goals are established in this environmental assessment, the
spatial and temporal boundaries are determined, and reasonably foreseeable future actions are identified.
Cumulative effects are assessed to determine if the sustainability of any of the resources are adversely
affected with the goal of determining the incremental impact to key resources that would occur should the
proposal be permitted. The spatial boundary for the assessment encompasses the GSD WWTP. The
temporal boundaries are:
 Past – 1940, when the original GSD WWTP was placed in service.
 Present – 2020, when the preferred alternative was being developed.
 Future – 2070, the year used for determining project life end.
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Projecting the reasonably foreseeable future actions is difficult. The preferred alternative (Alternative 3)
is reasonably foreseeable; however, the actions by others that may affect the same resources are not as
clear. Projections of those actions must rely on judgment as to what are reasonable based on existing
trends and where available, projections from qualified sources. Reasonably foreseeable does not include
unfounded or speculative projections. In this case, reasonably foreseeable future actions include:
 Future improvements to the GSD WWTP Infrastructure
At this time, additional improvements to the GSD WWTP infrastructure have not been proposed, but due
to the age of the system it is reasonable to assume that additional improvements could occur in the future.

4.3.1 Cumulative Effects on Resources
Physical Resources
The combination of the preferred alternative and the potential future improvements to the GSD WWTP
infrastructure would have no cumulative impact on physical resources within the area. Construction of the
preferred alternative along with other potential future actions would not require the use of a large number
of construction vehicles over a long period of time that would cumulatively have the potential to affect
climate or significantly negatively impact air quality. The preferred alternative and future actions would
not change the land use of the area which would remain industrial.
Biological Resources
The combination of the preferred alternative and the potential future improvements to the GSD WWTP
infrastructure would have no cumulative impact on biological resources within the area. Construction of
the preferred alternative and future actions would not overlap, therefore, there would be no cumulative
temporal effect to biological resources, such as migratory birds or wildlife, in the area. Since the location
of future improvements to GSD WWTP infrastructure is unknown at this time, it is also unknown if these
future actions would occur within the vicinity of aquatic resources. Since the preferred alternative does
not occur within the vicinity of an aquatic resource, and would have no impact on aquatic resources; the
construction of potential future improvements to GSD WWTP infrastructure that may be located near an
aquatic resource would not cause a cumulative impact.
Cultural and Social Resources
The combination of the preferred alternative and the potential future improvements to the GSD WWTP
infrastructure would have no cumulative impact on cultural and social resources within the area. Future
improvements would likely occur within the GSD WWTP which does not encompass any historic
buildings, structures, districts, or objects listed or eligible for inclusion on the NRHP. In addition, the
closest NRHP listed site to the GSD WWTP is located approximately 1.4 miles southeast. Therefore, due
to location of the GSD WWTP and no facilities on the GSD WWTP being NRHP listed, the combination
of the preferred alternative and potential future improvements at the facility would have no cumulative
impact on cultural or historic resources within the area. In terms of social resources, potential future
improvements would have no impact to recreational areas since there are none located within the GSD
WWTP. Future improvements could have potential beneficial impacts to other social effects and energy.
Any future improvements to the GSD WWTP would be expected to improve water quality within the area
and updated equipment would likely reduce energy consumption when compared to energy consumption
by older equipment. Therefore, the combination of the preferred alternative and potential future
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improvements at the facility would have no adverse cumulative impact on social resources, but could
have potential beneficial effects.
Cumulative Effects Summary
Along with direct and indirect effects, cumulative effects of the preferred alternative were assessed
following the guidance provided by the Presidents’ Council on Environmental Quality (Table 6). There
have been numerous effects to resources from past and present actions, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions can also be expected to produce both beneficial and adverse effects. The effects of the preferred
alternative are expected to be negligible.
Table 6: Environmental Impact Summary
Potential Impact Area

Past
Actions

Climate
Geology & Soils
Water Quality
Air Quality
Land Use
Aquatic Communities
Terrestrial Communities
Archaeological & Historical Properties
Recreation
Social Setting
Other Social Effects
Energy

Adverse
Adverse
Adverse
Adverse
Adverse
Adverse
Adverse
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
Adverse

Preferred Alternative
Direct Impacts
Construction
Operation
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
Negligible
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
Beneficial
No impact
Beneficial

Cumulative
Impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact

4.4 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources
The preferred alternative would not entail significant irretrievable or irreversible commitments of
resources. Long-term sustainability actions were included for the benefit of environmental resources.
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CHAPTER 5 – COORDINATION
Coordination with Federal and state agencies and other stakeholders was conducted as set forth in policy.
The following describes coordination, including scoping, that has occurred. The NEPA scoping process
extended from March 11, 2020 through April 17, 2020. For correspondence regarding coordination refer
to Appendix A.

5.1 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
The USFWS IPaC website was used to determine whether endangered, threatened, proposed, or candidate
species could potentially be present in the action area, and if the action area overlapped with any
designated or proposed critical habitat. The results of the IPaC search are shown Section 3.3.3 under the
subheading Federal. Using the list provided by IPaC, the USACE used best available information to
evaluate whether the species on the IPaC list would be potentially affected by the action. Due to the
project occurring within an existing facility as well as the lack of suitable habitat for the identified
species, the USACE determined that the action would have “no affect” to federally listed species on the
IPaC list. No further consultation is required when there is a finding of “no affect”. During the NEPA
Scoping process the USFWS was sent a letter requesting information on potential species in the area and
any potential impacts. The USFWS responded via email to the scoping request (April 20, 2020;
McCloskey, 2020) that the preferred alternative n elicits no endangered species issues.

5.2 State Historic Preservation Office
The Indiana SHPO was contacted during the NEPA scoping process. The Indiana SHPO responded via
letter (April 17, 2020) that “based upon the documentation available to the staff of the Indiana SHPO,
[Indiana SHPO] have not identified any historic building, structures, districts, or objects listed in or
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places within the probable area of potential
effects. In terms of archaeology, no currently known archaeological resources eligible for inclusion in the
National Register of Historic Places have been recorded within the proposed project area. No
archaeological investigations appear necessary provided that all project activities remain within
previously disturbed areas.” Based on the impact analysis presented in Section 4.2.3, the USACE has
made the determination of “no historic properties affected”. The analysis presented in Section 4.2.3
provides documentation of USACE’s finding as set forth in 36 C.F.R. §800.11 to the Indiana SHPO. This
EA and the USACE’s determination would be made available for public inspection and all consulting
parties would be notified of the EA’s availability.

5.2.1 Miami Tribe of Oklahoma
The Miami Tribe of Oklahoma provided a response to the USACE’s NEPA scoping process on April 6,
2020. The response stated that the “Miami Tribe offers no objection to the above-referenced project at
this time, as we are not currently aware of existing documentation directly linking a specific Miami
cultural or historic site to the project site. However, as this project is within the aboriginal homelands of
the Miami Tribe, if any human remains or Native American cultural items falling under the Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) or archaeological evidence is discovered
during any phase of this project, the Miami Tribe requests immediate consultation with the entity of
jurisdiction for the location of discovery”.
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5.2.2 Nottawaseppi Huron Band of the Potawatomi
The Nottawaseppi Huron Band of the Potawatomi provided a response to the USACE’s NEPA scoping
process via email on April 27, 2020. The response stated that “From the description of [the] proposed
project, it appears that this project is outside of the Tribes Historical area of interest. It does not appear as
if any cultural or religious concerns of the Tribe’s would be affected. [The Nottawaseppi Huron Band of
the Potawatomi] therefore have no objection to the project.”

5.3 Indiana Department of Natural Resources
The IDNR was consulted and provided a response to the USACE’s NEPA scoping process via a letter
dated April 17, 2020. The letter said that the IDNR does not anticipate any impacts to the nearby Pine
Station Nature Preserve or state-listed plant species (refer to Section 3.3.2) due to construction of the
project. In addition, the IDNR stated that impacts to fish, wildlife, and botanical resources, including
state-listed animal species should be minimal as a result of the preferred alternative.

5.4 Indiana Coastal Management Program
A Federal Consistency Determination was prepared by the USACE and provided to the IDNR. The IDNR
filed the proposed action for review under the Federal Consistency requirement for the Indiana DNR Lake
Michigan Coastal Program between March 27, 2020 and April 5, 2020. After the end of the review period
the IDNR provided a letter to the USACE (April 21, 2020) stating that the IDNR found in their initial
determination that the project is consistent with the laws of the State of Indiana. The initial determination
indicates that the project as stated conforms to applicable state laws. Upon issuance of the initial
determination there is an additional Public Comment Period of five days in duration. A final
determination was provided to USACE April 27, 2020. The final determination stated that IDNR found
the project to be consistent with the laws of the State of Indiana.
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The Honorable Senator Joe Donnelly
U.S. Senate
5400 Federal Plaza, Suite 3200
Hammond, IN 46320
The Honorable Senator Joe Donnelly
U.S. Senate
720 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510
The Honorable Senator Todd Young
U.S. Senate
46 East Ohio Street, Suite 462
Indianapolis, IN 46204
The Honorable Senator Todd Young
U.S. Senate
400 Russell Office Building
Washington, DC 20510
The Honorable Representative Peter Visclosky
U.S. House of Representatives
7895 Broadway, Suite A
Merrillville, IN 46410
The Honorable Representative Peter Visclosky
U.S. House of Representatives
2328 Rayburn Building
Washington, DC 20515
Mr. Kenneth Westlake
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5
77 W. Jackson Blvd. (E-19J)
Chicago, IL 60604
Ms. Elizabeth Pelloso
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5
NEPA Implementation Section
77 W. Jackson Blvd. (E-19J)
Chicago, IL 60604
Ms. Elizabeth McCloskey
U.S Fish & Wildlife Service
Northern Indiana Ecological Services Sub-Office
P.O. Box 2616
Chesterton, IN 46304
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Ms. Louise Clemency
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Chicago Ecological Services Office
230 South Dearborn Street, Suite 2938
Chicago, IL 60604
Mr. Scott Pruitt
U.S Fish & Wildlife Service
Bloomington Ecological Services Field Office
620 S. Walker Street
Bloomington, IN 47403
Mr. Bobb A. Beauchamp
Federal Aviation Administration
Chicago Airports District Office, CHI-ADO-600
2300 E. Devon Avenue
Des Plaines, IL 60018
Mr. Scott Beckerman
U.S. Department of Agriculture
APHIS Wildlife Services
3430 Constitution Drive, Suite 121
Springfield, IL 62711
Mr. Lee Humberg
U.S. Department of Agriculture APHIS Wildlife Services
Purdue University - Smith Hall
901 W. State Street
West Lafayette, IN 47907
Mr. Chad Slider
Indiana Department of Natural Resources
Division of Historic Preservation and History
402 W. Washington Street, Rm W274
Indianapolis, IN 46204
Mr. Mitchell Zoll
Indiana Department of Natural Resources
Division of Historic Preservation and History
402 W. Washington Street, Rm W274
Indianapolis, IN 46204
Ms. Christie Stanifer
Indiana Department of Natural Resources
Division of Fish and Wildlife
402 W. Washington Street, Rm W273
Indianapolis, IN 46204
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Mr. Doug Nusbaum
Indiana Department of Natural Resources
Division of Fish and Wildlife
402 W. Washington Street, Rm W-273
Indianapolis, IN 46204
Mr. Jon Eggen
Indiana Department of Natural Resources
Division of Water
402 W. Washington Street, Rm W264
Indianapolis, IN 46204
Mr. Matt Buffington
Indiana Department of Natural Resources
Division of Fish and Wildlife
402 W. Washington Street, Rm W273
Indianapolis, IN 46204
Ms. Andrea Gromeaux
Indiana Department of Natural Resources
Division of Water
402 W. Washington Street, Rm W264
Indianapolis, IN 46204
Mr. Steve Davis
Indiana Department of Natural Resources
Division of Water
100 N. Water Street
Michigan City, IN 46360
Mr. Brian Breidart
Indiana Department of Natural Resources
Division of Water
100 N. Water Street
Michigan City, IN 46360
Ms. Hala Kuss
Indiana Department of Environmental Management
Northwest Regional Office
330 W. US Highway 30, Suite F
Valparaiso, IN 46385
Mr. Marty Maupin
Indiana Department of Environmental Management
Office of Water Quality/Surface Water, Operations & Enforcement
100 N. Senate Avenue, Mail Code 61-50
Indianapolis, IN 46204
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Mr. Randy Braun
Indiana Department of Environmental Management
Office of Water Quality/Surface Water, Operations & Enforcement
100 N. Senate Avenue, ICGN 1255
Indianapolis, IN 46204
Mr. Mike Molnar
Indiana Department of Natural Resources
Lake Michigan Coastal Program
402 W. Washington Street, Rm W274
Indianapolis, IN 46204
Ms. Kathryn Vallis
Indiana Department of Natural Resources
Lake Michigan Coastal Program
Indiana Dunes State Park Annex Office
1600 North 25 East
Chesterton, IN 46304
Mayor Jerome Prince
City of Gary
401 Broadway, Suite 203
jprince@gary.gov
Councilman Cozey E. Weatherspoon
Gary Common Council
401 Broadway, Suite 209
Gary, IN 46402
Ms. Marianetta Barber
Gary Public Works
401 Broadway, Suite 105
Gary, IN 46402
Mr. Daniel Vicari
Gary Sanitary District
3600 West 3rd Avenue
Gary, IN 46402
Ms. Diana Morrow
Gary Public Libarary
220 West 5th Avenue
Gary, IN 46402
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Mr. David Joe Barrett
Citizen Potawatomi Nation
1901 S. Gordon Cooper Drive
Shawnee, OK 74801
Mr. Estavio Elizondo
Kickapoo Tribe of Texas
2212 Rosita Valley Road
Eagle Pass, TX 78852
Forest County Potawatomi Executive Council
P.O. Box 340
Crandon, WI 54520
Ms. Diane Hunter
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 1326
Miami, OK 74355
Kickapoo Tribe of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 70
McCloud, OK 74851
Mr. Kenneth Meshigaud, Tribal Chairperson
Hannahville Potawatomi Tribal Council
N 14911 Hannahville Rd.
Wilson, MI 49896
Nottawaseppi Huron Potawatomi Tribal Office
2224 One-and-a-half Mile Road
Fulton, MI 49052
Pokagon Band of Potawatomi Indians
P.O. Box 180
Dowagiac, MI 49047
Prairie Band Potawatomi Tribal Council
16281 Q. Road
Mayetta, KS 66509
Chairman Lester Randall
Kickapoo of Kansas
1107 Goldfinch Road
Horton, KS 66439
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Mr. William Quackenbush
Ho-Chunk Department of Heritage Preservation
P.O. Box 667
Black River Falls, WI 54615
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