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Corey Button 

Jackson Hurst 

Scott Welch 

Tyler Lewandowski 

(INDOT Aviation) 

Email with comment form and letter 10/13/2023 

I own property at 1501-1503 S. Memorial Dr. New Castle. See attached comments and map. 

I attended the public hearing on Wednesday, October 11th at Bundy Auditorium but had to leave early due to other obligations. I did not hear all of the comments but do feel compelled to address what I believe are some 

serious issues that may have unintended consequences, namely inverse condemnation. 

You cited the project on State Road 9 in Greenfield as being similar to the New Castle State Road 3 project. The only similarity I see is the center median. There are more differences than similarities in terms of accessing 

�no:ss. SlJI �d 9 has roads running parallel and perpendicular that provide access to business between stop lights, New Castle does not have any roadways running parallel to Tate Road 3 to provide access to 

bo.11. kxi/1 d between stop lights. 

,:w C;m h;u ·1hc: So-uth Mound Cemetery on both sides which makes it virtually impossible to travel parallel to State Road 3. If you look at the page I have attached showing businesses on the west side of State Road 3 and 

l,CUlh or th <em I ry. These businesses include Roal Market (restaurant), a self storage facility, DD (Dunkin Donuts), KFC, Mexican restaurant, and several other retail businesses. These businesses are in the 1400 through 

1600 blods of tAtmorial Drive. 

u � this ... assuming I am coming north on State Road 3 and desire to meet someone at the DD restaurant, how do I get there? The closet light is south of this business, but there is no frontage road 

II ,,:iu continue driving north, the next light is Cherry Street - do I do a U turn at Cherry Street? What if I am driving a semi to make deliveries to DD? Turning onto Cherry Street does nothing as to the east 

gtiborhood and to the west is access to the cemetery and other private property. How do I get to the DD? Or KFC?

rue if you are driving south on State Road 3 and want to access Subway, Taco Bell, a 3 unit office building, AT&T store, Advance Auto Parts, Jiffy Lube or Clancy's Car Wash. Again, do drives do a U-turn? 

;:i smaller vehicle. If you turn east on Parkview, you have to turn around on private property to head west on Parkview and then north on State Road 3. 

mg the time to read my concerns. Hopefully, you can provide a solution that will enable customers in these two areas to access these businesses. 

m;:iy concern, my name is Corey Wayne Button, a resident of New Castle and I has some concerns and suggestions for the upcoming State Road 3 project. The median planned to replace the turn lane on 

lrmcrial Drive is too restrictive. 

SR 9 (Greenfield) provides a regional example of a similar built-up commercial corridor along a multi

lane state highway. In the SR 9 (Greenfield) example there is not a high density of driveway access 

points resulting in far less left-turn conflict points along the corridor which is a much safer 

configuration. 

It is anticipated that a portion of local traffic will likely develop new routes to access properties that 

no longer have left-turn access. 

An evaluation of roadway safety where there exists a high density of driveway access adjacent to a 

high volume highway indicates that replacing the existing two-way left-turn lane with a raised median 

will significantly improve the safety of the roadway. 

The locations for full access (median breaks) in the raised median segments is primarily limited to 

I would suggest a break in the median around the 500 block of S. Memorial Drive (or possibly a stoplight). This is where the turn in for New Castle Plaza is (across from Rose Bowl). New Castle Plaza is an access point for public road intersections. 

Culver's, Domino's, Pizza Hut, the BMV, Big O Tire, as well as all of the businesses in said Plaza, including Autozone, where I work. 

All of these businesses receive deliveries via semi truck (with the exception of the BMV), and are already congested. Many people already cut through the plaza parking lot (often diagonally and at a high speed). 

Without the ability to turn Left out of the Plaza, this traffic will only increase so people can access Indiana Avenue via Rural King's already crowded and congested parking lot. 

It is anticipated that a portion of local traffic will likely develop new routes to access properties that 

no longer have left-turn access 

Local agency projects such as frontage roads and consolidation of driveway access points could be 

I have employees and myself who are constantly in this Plaza's parking lot changing batteries, installing wiper blades and headlights and also performing diagnostic tests on vehicles that most often pull up to the front of future efforts to improve internal circulation and access across private properties adjacent to SR 3. 

the store. The traffic is already a problem and the installation of this median without a break for a turn in/out, or possibly a traffic light, will only exacerbate this issue endangering customers and employees alike. 

The installation of this median will only drive more traffic into the parking lots. Not only in the Plaza, but also across the street at the Rose bowl, Wendy's, Long John Silvers and Stack's Restaurant as well as people will 

enter those lots via the entrance next to O'Reilly's off of Indiana Avenue. 

I am asking you to consider this moving forward. 

Email 10/12/2023 

I approve and support INDOT's SR 3 Road Rehabilitation Project. The aspect that I love about INDOT's SR 3 Road Rehabilitation Project is that IN-3 will be rehabbed from 3.14 Miles N of 1-70 to IN-38 which will improve ride 

quality and reduce future maintenance activities on IN-3. 

Email 10/13/2023 

I have lived and worked in New Castle for over 30 Years, so I am very familiar with traffic on SR3. I think plans for sidewalks and crosswalks on SR3 is a very bad idea. I see speed limits will be posted at 40 MPH, but we all 

know that will not be observed. I think by building the walks and crosses, you are inviting pedestrians and there will be bad accidents. There are accidents now, bit fortunately no pedestrians involved that I know of. You 

have schools very near SR 3. If you make it easier to walk along that road, you will have kids out there walking after school. I think this is a very bad idea. I see pedestrians out there occasionally now. It is very dangerous 

when you mix pedestrians with a SR with that much traffics. I feel this request has come from a small minority of voices who say workers do not have transportation to go to work at their jobs on SR3. Why would we 

create a major safety issue for a very small minority of people who need to walk to work. I think there has to be a better answer than spending a lot of money on something that is not safe. This is my opinion and only one. 

Thank you for listening. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Incorporating sidewalks, highly visible crosswalks and pedestrian phases at traffic signals into the 

project is a major safety improvement for pedestrians. SR 3 traffic will be separated from pedestrians 

by a barrier curb. Enforcement of speed limits is a law enforcement activity. 

Email 10/16/2023 Thank you for your comment. 

After review, no tall structure permit is required for the project if all equipment being used is under 146 feet in height. Please let our office know if you have any further questions. 
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Appendix H 
Air Quality 
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Note: The STIP will be updated to include current CN cost  prior to RFC .



Categorical Exclusion

Appendix I 
Additional Studies 



Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) County Property List for Indiana (Last Updated July 2020)

ProjectNumber SubProjectCode County Property
1800294 1800294 Henry Sunset Park
1800393 1800393 Henry Dietrich Memorial Park

*Park names may have changed. If acquisition of publically owned land or impacts to publically owned land is anticipated, coordination 
with IDNR, Division of Outdoor Recreation, should occur.
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Purpose	of	Report:	
The purpose of this report is to document the engineering assessment phase of project 
development, including all coordination that has been completed in preparation for this 
road project.  This document outlines the proposal and is intended to serve as a guide for 
subsequent survey, design, environmental, right of way and other project activities leading 
to construction.  The preferred alternative identified in this document is considered 
predecisional, pending the outcome of environmental studies. 

Project	Location:	
This project is located on SR 3 from 3.14 miles north of I-70 (RP 112.05) to SR 38 (RP 
114.83) in the City of New Castle, Henry County for a length of 2.78 miles.  The GPS 
coordinates are 39o55’29.5” North and 85o22’54.8” West.  The project is in the Indiana 
Department of Transportation’s Greenfield District, Cambridge City Sub-District. The 
project is not located within the boundaries of a Metropolitan Planning Organization. 

Purpose	and	Need:	
The primary need for this project is due to the poor condition of the existing pavement. 
SR 3 has been overlaid, milled, resurfaced and widened with different materials numerous 
times over the years.  The two asphalt center lanes have recently been crack sealed and 
their asphalt surface is in good condition.  However, these two center lanes have 
underlying concrete pavement that is over 73 years old. The outside two lanes in each 
direction consist of concrete pavement that exhibits numerous patches, failed joints, 
transverse and longitudinal cracks, spalls, and corner breaks.  Therefore, it is no longer 
cost-effective to continue patching and overlaying this deteriorating highway which has 
reached the end of its useful life. 

 
Another primary need for this project involves the recurring above average number of 
injury crashes throughout the limits of the project.  Specifically, the pattern of turning and 
crossing (right angle) type crashes near the commercial driveways. 

 
Secondary needs for this project include the existing storm sewers and inlets that are in 
poor condition and in need of replacement.  There are no pedestrian accommodations 
throughout the project limits. 

 

The primary purpose of the project is to improve the condition of the pavement, reduce or 
eliminate the right angle crashes, and therefore reduce the number of injury crashes. The 
secondary purpose of the project is to improve the condition of the storm sewers and 
inlets, and to provide pedestrian accommodations. 
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Project	History:	
This project is currently bundled with a traffic safety project that proposes to add sidewalks 
and raised medians.  The traffic safety project has been programmed as Des. Number 
1902175 as a provisional project.  In addition, the City of New Castle has indicated that 
they plan to participate in the cost of this project to replace existing storm sewers laterals 
and trunk lines, as well as the costs for pedestrian facilities. (See Appendix E). 

Existing	Facility:	
The existing roadway facility is classified as a Principal Arterial and is part of the National 
Highway System (NHS).  The roadway is also on the National Truck Network.  The posted 
speed limit is 50 mph from 3.14 miles north of I-70 to 350 feet (0.06 miles) south of Lynn 
View Lane and 45 mph from 350 feet (0.06 miles) south of Lynn View Lane to SR 38. 

 

The existing roadway has six lanes consisting of two – 12 ft. southbound lanes, a 16 ft. 
Two-Way Left Turn Lane median, and three – 12 ft. northbound lanes. The outside lanes 
are bordered with integral concrete curb throughout the limits of the project.  The terrain is 
generally level.  The land use adjoining SR 3 is residential and commercial. 

 
There is a closed storm sewer system consisting of inlets, manholes, and storm sewers 
located throughout the project limits.  The storm sewers have multiple outlets where storm 
water is conveyed to roadside ditches and legal drains. The existing storm sewers and 
inlets are in poor condition and in need of replacement. 

 
There are several drainage culverts located beneath SR 3 within the project limits.  A 24 
in. diameter corrugated metal culvert located 380 ft. north of N. Pleasantview Drive is in 
poor condition and is in need of replacement. 
 
An existing 5 ft. x 5 ft. reinforced concrete box culvert with 48 in. diameter corrugated 
metal culverts on each end (CV 003-033-112.57) is located 310 ft. south of Lynn View 
Drive.  It is in poor condition and is in need of replacement (See Appendix F for BIAS 
report). 
 
An existing 8 ft. x 8 ft. reinforced concrete box culvert located approximately 0.3 miles 
south of Cherry Street is approximately 600 ft. long and extends over 100 ft. beyond the 
right-of-way on each side of SR 3 and beneath Clancy’s Car Wash on the east side of SR 
3.  The inverts of the culvert are approximately 27 ft. below the roadway surface.  It appears 
that this culvert is not part of INDOT’s small structure inventory and no inspection reports 
are available. 
 
An existing 13 ft. diameter corrugated metal pipe arch beneath SR 3 is located 190 ft. 
south of S. Spiceland Road (CV 003-033-113.21).  The inverts of the culvert are 
approximately 23 ft. below the roadway surface.  The culvert is in relatively good condition 
(See Appendix F for BIAS report). 
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There are seven signalized intersections within the limits of the project.  These are located 
at the intersections of SR 3 with Riley Road, Trojan Lane, Parkview Drive, Commercial 
Entrance (Goodwill Store), Cherry Street, Indiana Avenue, and SR 38. 

Field	Check:	
An engineering assessment field check meeting was held on October 4, 2019. (See 
Appendix A for meeting minutes). 

Previous	Studies:	
A Mini-Scope was completed by INDOT for this project in 2014.  (See Appendix H). 

 
An Engineering Assessment Report for a traffic safety project to be bundled with this 
project was completed by INDOT in July 2019.  The traffic safety project has been 
programmed as Des. Number 1902175 as a provisional project. (See Appendix G). 

Traffic	Data:	
 

SR 3 
AADT (2023): 20,849 vpd 
AADT (2043): 21,960 vpd 
DHV (2043):   2,036 vph 
Directional Distribution: 52% NB – 48% SB 
Trucks   5% AADT 
   5% DHV 
 
Linear Growth Rate of 0.27% applied  

 
Additional Traffic Data is included in an Engineering Assessment Report for a traffic safety 
project to be bundled with this project. (See Appendix G). 

Capacity	Analysis:	
 
A capacity analysis was completed for the traffic safety project to be bundled with this 
project.  A summary of results of this analysis is provided here (see Appendix G for the 
complete analysis).  
 
Operational Deficiencies 
From a mobility perspective, no operational deficiencies (for an urbanized area, below 
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LOS D) currently exist either in the AM or PM peaks.  The three 12’ wide northbound 
lanes, used for thru traffic, has resulted in an “over-design” situation. The wide cross 
section would require pedestrians to be exposed longer to traffic on SR 3.  To bring 
pedestrian facilities to SR 3, a narrower cross section would create an atmosphere 
conducive to pedestrian crossings. 
 
Improvement Options 
Three alternatives were analyzed for this report, all relating to the provision of right-turn 
lanes for northbound traffic at signalized intersections.  Two other sub-alternatives were 
studied by the Traffic Safety Office regarding whether sidewalks should be used on both 
sides of the roadway, or just one side.  If used on both sides, the curb locations would 
need to be shifted 6’ in on both sides and lane lines repainted as to prevent additional 
right-of-way from being needed.  
 
Alternative 1 
The first alternative removes the right-most thru lane, installs a buffer zone and sidewalk 
in areas that the lane is removed, and provides right turn lanes at all existing signalized 
intersections.  At these right-turn lanes, the sidewalk would have no buffer zone. 
 
Alternative 2 
The second alternative, like the first, removes the right-most thru lane, installs a buffer 
zone and sidewalk in areas that the lane is removed, but only retains the right turn lanes 
at CR 300S and SR 38, which already exist. 
 
Alternative 3 
The third alternative, like the second, removes the right-most thru lane, installs a buffer 
zone and sidewalk in areas that the lane is removed, retains the existing right turn lanes 
at CR 300S and SR 38, but installs an additional right turn lane at Indiana Avenue.  The 
right turning traffic here currently uses the right-most through lane as a de-facto right turn 
only lane during peak periods. 
 
Traffic Analysis/Simulation 
Traffic data for this analysis was obtained from the Greenfield District through Miovision 
sources.  Base years of these data range from 2012 to the present (2019).  The growth 
rate used for projection is 0.27% per year.  Of the data available, intersections that are 
currently signalized are used in the creation of the Synchro models.  Peak hours are from 
11:00 AM to 12:00 PM and from 3:00 to 4:00 PM.  Future years analyzed are 2025 and 
2045.   
 
CR 300S, a signal that operates independently of its adjacent signals, has and will have 
no cases (existing, Alternatives 1-3, or AM/PM peaks) of its intersection with SR 3 
operating below LOS B or its worst movement below LOS C. The first system of 
coordinated signals on SR 3, from Riley Road to LA Fitness Access, was simulated with 
a cycle length of 60 seconds.  Its operations in all cases are LOS B and above for the 
whole intersections, and mostly LOS C and above for worst movements.  At LA Fitness, 
which is operated with split phases on its side approaches, the model yields many LOS 
D’s and a few E’s for its worst movements. 
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These “worst” movements involve mostly minor sideroad volumes and when the model is 
optimized for signal offsets in the system, it favors the major movements to minimize 
control delay for their vehicles, thus leaving the smaller movements with more delay per 
vehicle.  Synchro’s optimization algorithms find the lowest total delay per all vehicles, and 
do not try to keep individual movements’ LOS above minimum thresholds.  This 
sometimes results in movements in 2019 having worse operation than those same 
movements in 2045 (fewer vehicles in 2019 and less coordinated time given to them than 
in 2045). 
 
The second system of coordinated signals on SR 3, from Cherry Street to New York 
Avenue, was simulated with a cycle length of 90 seconds (so that all phases of 
intersections operate above their minimum green times).  All the signals for all cases 
operate at LOS C or above for whole intersections, and the only intersection that would 
have LOS C cases is Indiana Avenue.  Five of these 60 total cases have a “worst LOS” 
above D, and five have their worst at LOS E.  Since the cycle length of this system is 90 
seconds, it is more probable that the worst movements will have higher control delay than 
with a cycle length of 60 seconds and more likely to have delays corresponding to LOS 
D (> 35 sec/veh) or E (> 55 sec/veh). 
  
The following table shows the existing configuration’s operation from 2019 to 2045 of the 
two intersections in this corridor with the most peak hour demand. 

 
 
 

 
EXISTING SR 3 IN NEW CASTLE, AT INDIANA AVENUE AND AT SR 38 (3 LANES NB, 2 LANES SB) 

Worst movements in Bold 

 Case 
Eastbound 

L T R 
Westbound 

L T R 
Northbound 

L T R 
Southbound 

L T R 
Whole 

Intersection 

Indiana Ave 
2019 AM Peak 

42.4  39.8  18.2 
D      D      B 

39.2  28.9  12.7 
D      C      B 

17.1  13.3  9.6 
 B       B      A 

18.1  10.4  7.1 
 B       B     A 

17.0 
B 

Indiana Ave 
2025 AM Peak 

   42.1  40.3  21.7 
D      D      C 

   31.5  30.3  16.4 
 C      C      B 

   21.1  16.1  12.7 
C      B      B 

   15.7  11.6   5.7 
B      B      A 

17.7 
B 

Indiana Ave 
2045 AM Peak 

31.0  37.5   16.7 
C      D      B 

30.9  30.0  15.7 
C      C      B 

26.0  13.3   9.5 
C      B      A 

18.5  12.0   7.2 
B      B      A 

16.7 
B 

Indiana Ave 
2019 PM Peak 

27.1  35.6  19.0 
C      D      B 

31.0  29.4  19.6 
C      C      B 

25.7  17.6  9.6 
 C       B      A 

33.0  11.7  8.9 
C       B     A 

18.8  
B 

Indiana Ave 
2025 PM Peak 

   22.5  30.7  19.8 
C      C      B 

   33.3  30.6  17.1 
 C      C      B 

   33.1  24.2  15.1 
C      C      B 

   27.5  13.5   12.4 
 C       B      B 

21.6 
C 

Indiana Ave 
2045 PM Peak 

33.8  40.1   11.8 
C      D      B 

37.0  24.4  17.5 
D      C      B 

21.2  19.0   10.0 
C      B      B 

31.7  11.5   7.4 
C      B      A 

19.7 
B 

SR 38 
2019 AM Peak 

32.7  36.0  7.4 
C      D      A 

39.0  41.5  15.3 
 D      D      B 

12.7  7.6  3.2 
B      A    A 

12.7  10.4  3.0 
 B      B      A 

13.6 
B 

SR 38 
2025 AM Peak 

35.6  38.7  8.2 
D      D      A 

39.8  41.1  21.7 
 D      D      C 

11.5  10.7  3.7 
 B      B     A 

16.4  10.9  3.0 
  B      B      A 

15.4 
B 

SR 38 
2045 AM Peak 

32.6  37.2  7.4 
C      D      A 

37.1  41.3  24.6 
 D      D      C 

13.8  9.4  3.7 
 B     A    A 

18.7  9.6  2.8 
 B      B     A 

14.5 
B 

SR 38 
2019 PM Peak 

27.2  31.4  9.8 
C      C      A 

28.1  35.0  21.4 
 C      D      C 

20.9  10.1  3.4 
 C      B     A 

34.3  11.0  3.7 
 C      B      A 

15.6 
B 

SR 38 
2025 PM Peak 

27.5  32.9  9.1 
C      C      A 

26.6  35.5  24.3 
 C      D      C 

20.0  11.7  3.2 
 C      B     A 

32.5  13.2  3.2 
  C      B      A 

16.8 
B 

SR 38 
2045 PM Peak 

23.7  29.8  11.8 
C      C      B 

27.8  38.2  22.5 
 C      D      C 

23.6  11.9  3.5 
 C      B     A 

32.0  12.5  2.9 
 C      B     A 

16.8 
B 
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The worst movements are on the sideroad approaches and are either left turns or thrus.  
No individual movements are below LOS D.  The mainline thru movements are all LOS B 
southbound and range from A to C northbound.  The A’s occur at SR 38 and the C’s occur 
at Indiana Avenue.  
 

 
With the right-most northbound lane removed, all the alternatives yield LOS B 
southbound.  Northbound, Indiana Avenue has LOS C and SR 38 has LOS B.  
Alternative 2 (thought to be the least expensive) is indicated to benefit the sideroad 
approaches the most, but has notable issues with the mainline left turns, especially at 
Indiana Avenue southbound.  Alternative 1 (thought to be the most expensive) has more 
issues with the sideroad approaches than the other two.  Alternate 3 has the middle 
performance at Indiana Avenue and SR 38 where Alternatives 1 and 2 operate best 
while 2 and 1 operate worst, respectively. 
 

PROPOSALS FOR SR 3 IN NEW CASTLE, AT INDIANA AVENUE AND AT SR 38 (2 LANES NB & SB) 
PM Peaks only, Worst movements in Bold 

 Case 
Eastbound 

L T R 
Westbound 

L T R 
Northbound 

L T R 
Southbound 

L T R 
Whole 

Intersection 
Alt 1: 

Indiana Ave 
2025 PM Peak 

34.5  40.2  19.2 
C      D      B 

29.9  33.4  18.3 
C      C      B 

25.8  20.1  11.2 
 C       C      B 

32.4  12.2  8.9 
 C       B     A 

20.1 
C 

SR 38 
2025 PM Peak 

   29.1  30.7  8.8 
C      C      A 

   37.3  36.6  17.0 
 D      D      B 

   22.5  13.1   5.0 
 C       B      A 

   30.7  13.7   3.2 
C      B      A 

17.6 
B 

Indiana Ave 
2045 PM Peak 

37.6  34.0   19.1 
D      C      B 

35.0  30.1  21.3 
D      C      C 

28.8  22.9   12.6 
C      C      B 

35.9  14.5   12.8 
D      B      B 

22.5 
C 

SR 38 
2045 PM Peak 

30.3  36.0  10.3 
C      D      B 

39.6  34.2  26.6 
D      C      C 

22.9  12.9  6.5 
 C       B      A 

34.5  16.5  4.0 
C       B     A 

19.3  
B 

Alt 2: 
Indiana Ave 

2025 PM Peak 

   22.7  38.4  14.8 
C      D      B 

   33.3  33.5  17.5 
 C      C      B 

   30.4  27.5  28.0 
C      C      C 

   34.1  11.9   7.3 
 C       B      A 

23.9 
C 

SR 38 
2025 PM Peak 

26.7  32.6  8.7 
C      D      B 

25.6  35.1  21.5 
D      C      C 

19.0  12.5   6.3 
 B      B      A 

32.5  15.8   3.6 
 C       B      A 

17.2 
B 

Indiana Ave 
2045 PM Peak 

35.2  38.8  19.7 
D      D      B 

40.0  32.3  21.5 
 D      C      C 

46.4  32.2  33.7 
D      C     C 

58.6  15.2  13.0 
 E      B      B 

29.9 
C 

SR 38 
2045 PM Peak 

29.2  32.7  11.2 
C      C      B 

28.5  33.4  23.5 
 C      C      C 

21.2  12.0  7.3 
 C      B     A 

42.1  14.8  3.7 
  D      B      A 

17.9 
B 

Alt 3: 
Indiana Ave 

2025 PM Peak 

23.2  41.0  18.5 
C      D      B 

29.2  27.8  18.5 
 C      C      B 

21.0  20.0  11.7 
 C     C    B 

39.3  12.4  6.6 
 D      B     A 

20.4 
C 

SR 38 
2025 PM Peak 

24.4  31.9  11.4 
C      C      B 

25.8  33.9  21.4 
 C      C      C 

24.1  11.7  5.5 
 C      B     A 

34.2  14.5  3.1 
 C      B      A 

17.3 
B 

Indiana Ave 
2045 PM Peak 

20.4  37.0  20.2 
C      D      C 

29.4  26.7  19.7 
 C      C      B 

33.8  24.3  14.0 
 C      C     B 

45.3  15.0  7.2 
  D      B      A 

23.2 
C 

SR 38 
2045 PM Peak 

32.0  34.2  10.0 
C      C      B 

28.5  33.5  22.5 
 C     C     C 

25.1  14.7  6.5 
 C      B     A 

28.6  13.7  3.1 
 C      B     A 

18.3 
B 
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Neither arterial progression nor travel time data show any significant change between 
any of the alternatives and the existing.  A 3.6% positive change in travel time in the PM 
peak of 2045 is noted for Alternative 1 from the existing condition. 
 
The longest PM peak 2045 SR 3 mainline movement relative queue of the alternatives 
at the Indiana Avenue intersection is the northbound right turn at 73% of its turn bay 
length for Alternative 3.  For the SR 38 intersection, it is the southbound left turn at 33% 
for Alternative 2.  The 73% for Alternative 3 shows that the retained right turn lane is 
notably efficient at removing these vehicles to create a less impeded right-most through-
only lane.    
 
Other Discussion 
In the simulation, the systems of signals for the alternatives are partitioned the same as 
with the existing and with the same cycle lengths.  Phasing and offsets were optimized 
for every case.   Signal technicians will need to field optimize and partition the SR 3 
corridor to fine tune operations for daily AM, PM, and off-peak periods. 
 
Recommendation 
The recommendation is to proceed with implementation of the northbound right-most 
lane removal and installation of sidewalks, per Alternative 3.  The traffic analysis shows 
that such a lane removal and retention of select right turn lanes will not degrade the 
northbound or any other operations of SR 3 below acceptable standards.  
 
 
 
 
 

PROPOSALS FOR SR 3 IN NEW CASTLE, AT INDIANA AVENUE AND AT SR 38 (2 LANES NB & SB) 
Arterial Progression (mph) & Total Travel Time (sec/veh) 

 Case 
Existing 
AM Peak 

Existing 
PM Peak 

Alternative #1 
PM Peak 

Alternative #2 
PM Peak 

Alternative #3 
PM Peak 

2025 
Northbound Arterial 

36 B 32 C 33 C 32 C 32 C 

Southbound Arterial 37 B 35 B  35 B 35 B 35 B 

Total Travel Time per 
Vehicle 111.5 175.6 175.7 179.1 173.9 

% Difference to EX 
(+ better, - worse)   - 0.1% -2.0% +1.0% 

2045 
Northbound Arterial 

37 B 33 C 32 C 31 C 32 C 

Southbound Arterial 38 B 35 B 34 C 34 C 35 B 

Total Travel Time per 
Vehicle 155.2 185.7 179.1 191.5 186.1 

% Difference to EX 
(+ better, - worse)   +3.6% -3.1% -0.2% 
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Crash	Data	and	Analysis:	
An accident analysis was completed for a safety project that will be bundled with this 
project.  The results and summary are presented here. 

 
Crash Information 
 
Crash History 

 
 
The most significant pattern of crashes were clusters of turning and crossing crashes   
near the commercial driveways in the more built up area of the segment. 
 
There was an above average number of wet weather crashes on this segment (27% actual 
vs 18% normal). 
 
An above average number of crashes took place during the daytime (75% actual vs 66%  
normal) 
 
It was determined that an access control project via the installation of raised medians and 
the reduction of one northbound through lane would be the best alternative to address the 
apparent crash pattern at this location. 
 
The RoadHAT output, crash statistics summary, a crash diagram and CMF information 
have been included in Appendix G. 

Alternatives:	
Alternative 1: No-Build 
The existing pavement is at the end of its useful life. This alternative is not recommended 
because it does not address the primary purpose of improving the pavement condition.  
The roadway would continue to deteriorate if improvements are not completed, annual 
maintenance costs would increase, and the roadway could become practically 
impassible.  This option also does nothing to address the other primary purpose of 
addressing the elevated number and rate of crashes and injuries. In addition, it would not 
address the secondary purpose of improving the condition of the storm sewers and inlets, 
or the secondary purpose of providing pedestrian accommodations. 

 
 
Alternative 2: Reconstruct outside two lanes in each direction, patch and overlay 
center lanes 
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This alternative would improve the condition of the outside lanes by reconstructing 
them with new full depth pavement and curbs. The Two-Way Left Turn Lane median 
and inside northbound travel lane would require significant full depth concrete 
patching, as well as asphalt milling and HMA overlay. 
 
This alternative is not recommended because it would include reconstruction of a 
northbound lane that is not needed.  In addition, the pavement design life of the four 
outside lanes would be significantly greater than the life of the two center lanes, which 
have underlying concrete pavement that is over 73 years old.  Reflective cracking in 
the center two lanes would likely return long before the end of the pavement design 
life of the outside two lanes in each direction.  This alternative would meet the primary 
purpose for the project of improving the pavement condition.  However, it would not 
satisfy the other primary purpose of reducing or eliminating the right angle crashes, 
and therefore would not reduce the number of injury crashes. Also, it would not meet 
the secondary purpose of improving the condition of the storm sewers and inlets, or 
the secondary purpose of providing pedestrian accommodations. 
 
 
Alternative 3: Reconstruct two lanes in each direction and raised center median with 
no new storm sewers or pedestrian facilities. 
 
This option would meet the primary purpose of the project by improving the condition 
of the roadway, and it would have the benefit of having proposed construction mostly 
fall within the existing roadway footprint. It would also meet the other primary purpose 
of reducing or eliminating the right angle crashes.  However, it would not meet the 
secondary purpose of improving the condition of the storm sewer system or the 
secondary purpose of providing pedestrian accommodations. 

 

This alternative is not recommended because it does not meet either of the secondary 
purposes of the project. 
 
 
Alternative 4: Reconstruct two lanes in each direction and raised center median with 
storm sewers and pedestrian facilities. 
 
This option would meet the primary purpose of the project by improving the condition 
of all lanes, and it would have the benefit of having proposed construction mostly fall 
within the existing roadway footprint. It would also meet the primary purpose of 
improving roadway safety by reducing or eliminating the right angle crashes. In 
addition, it would meet the secondary purpose of improving the condition of the storm 
sewer system and the secondary purpose of providing pedestrian accommodations. 

 

This alternative is recommended to advance to project development and ultimately to 
implementation. 
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Recommended	Alternative:	
This section provides information on developing this project as having full depth HMA 
pavement reconstruction with two lanes in each direction and a raised center median, new 
storm sewer system, and the installation of sidewalks on both sides of SR 3. 

 
Design standards used for this project shall be as follows: 
 
Design Standard: 3R (Non-Freeway), Urban (Intermediate) Arterial, 4 or More 

Lanes, Figure 55-3E,  
Design Speed: 50 mph (3.14 mi. north of I-70 to 350 ft. south of Lynn View Ln.) 

45 mph (350 ft. south of Lynn View Ln to SR 38) 
Travel Lane Width: 11 ft. min., 12 ft. min. right lane (on National Truck Network) 
Auxiliary Lane Width: 10 ft. min., 12 ft. des. 
TWLTL Width 12 ft. min., 16 ft. des. 
Curb Offset: 1 ft. min., 2 ft. des. 
Obstruction Free Zone: For 50 mph: 10 ft. from the edge of travel lane or to R/W, 

whichever is less 
 For 45 mph: 1.5 ft. from face of curb; 2.5 ft. for traffic signal 

supports 
Sidewalk Width: 6 ft. min. with no buffer 
 

 
Project Description 
 
This project includes full depth HMA pavement reconstruction with two – 12 ft. lanes in 
each direction with a raised median, curb and gutters, and 6 ft. sidewalks adjacent to the 
back of curb on both sides.  From 3.14 miles north of I-70 to Trojan Lane, a Two-Way Left 
Turn Lane median will be constructed instead of a raised median, and the sidewalks will 
be constructed on the east side only. 
 
Traffic signals at the seven signalized intersections within the project limits shall re-use 
as much equipment as possible. It is anticipated that existing traffic signal poles, 
controller and cabinets, and signal heads will not require replacement. Conduit, 
underground wiring, signal detection, handholes and detector housings will be replaced 
as needed to facilitate construction. Pedestrian signals and push buttons will be installed 
and connected to existing signals. 
 
The existing 24 in. diameter corrugated metal culvert located 380 ft. north of N. 
Pleasantview Drive will be replaced.  
 
The existing 5 ft. x 5 ft. reinforced concrete box culvert with 48 in. diameter corrugated 
metal culverts on each end (CV 003-033-112.57) located 310 ft. south of Lynn View Drive 
will also be replaced.  The west end of the existing culvert and paved side ditch at the 
outlet are located beyond the existing right-of-way.  Therefore, replacement will require 
approximately 0.03 acres of Permanent right-of-way from two parcels on the west side of 
SR 3. 
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The existing 8 ft. x 8 ft. reinforced concrete box culvert located approximately 0.3 miles 
south of Cherry Street is approximately 600 ft. long and appears to extend over 100 ft. 
beyond the right-of-way on each side of SR 3 and beneath Clancy’s Car Wash on the 
east side of SR 3.  The inverts of the culvert are approximately 27 ft. below the roadway 
surface.  It appears that this culvert is not part of INDOT’s small structure inventory and 
no inspection reports are available.  The designer should continue coordination with 
INDOT to determine whether this culvert will be addressed with this project.  Due to the 
length and depth of this structure, as well as the significant costs and associated impacts, 
it is anticipated that it will not be replaced with this project. Therefore, cost estimates 
provided in this report do not include replacement of this structure. 
 
There is an existing 13 ft. diameter corrugated metal pipe arch beneath SR 3 located 190 
ft. south of S. Spiceland Road (CV 003-033-113.21).  The inverts of the culvert are 
approximately 23 ft. below the roadway surface.  Due to its large size, rehabilitation is not 
a viable option.  Replacement would cost in excess of $500,000 due to the depth of cover 
and additional maintenance of traffic costs. Significant utility relocations would be 
required as well.  Since it is still in relatively good condition and due to the significant 
costs that would be involved, replacement or rehabilitation is not recommended. (See 
Appendix F for BIAS report). 

Maintenance	of	Traffic		During	Construction:	
The recommended alternative can be constructed under traffic using phased 
construction.  Traffic will be maintained on one lane in each direction while portions of the 
new roadway and storm sewer system are constructed.  Then, traffic will shift to portions 
of the newly constructed roadway while the remaining lanes and storm sewers are 
constructed.  Portions of the median will be constructed during the final phase of 
construction. 

 

Maintenance of Traffic Plans and Details will be generated for each phase of construction 
during the plan development of this project.  Due to the high density of commercial and 
residential properties adjacent to SR 3, it will be important to consider ways to minimize 
negative effects of construction on businesses and residents.  Where two entrances to 
one property exist, they should be constructed one at a time, for example. 
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Cost	Estimate:	
	
The cost estimate for the Recommended Alternate is as follows: 
 
 

	 INDOT	 New	Castle	 Total	
Construction	Cost	(CN)–	Des.	1593230*	 $		12,200,000	 $				2,700,000*	 $		14,900,000*	
Construction	Cost	(CN)–	Des.	1902175	 $				5,200,000	 $																					0			 $					5,200,000	
Preliminary	Engineering	(PE)	*	 $				1,200,000		 $							150,000*		 $					1,350,000*	
Environmental	Documentation	 $										40,000	 $																					0		 $											40,000	
Right	of	Way	(RW)	 $										50,000	 $																					0	 $											50,000	
Reimbursable	Utilities	 $																					0	 $																					0	 $																						0	
Total	Project	Cost	 $		18,690,000	 $				2,850,000	 $		21,540,000	

	
*Includes pedestrian facilities, replacement of storm sewer laterals and trunkline within the 
existing right-of-way. Does not include any improvements to downstream or offsite drainage 
outlets. 

Environmental	Issues:	
There is a cemetery located on both sides of SR 3 south of Cherry Street, so the designer 
should minimize the area of disturbance in this area. 

 
There are no bridges located within the project limits.  For replacement of culverts and 
storm sewers, impacts to waterways should be minimized, and the required permits will be 
evaluated during the development of NEPA documentation for this project. 

 
No significant environmental issues anticipated.  NEPA documentation will be 
developed during the design phase of project development. 

Survey	Requirements:	
The survey for this project has been completed.  Survey limits extend along SR 3 from 
Sherry Lynn Drive to SR 38, including street approaches. 

Railroad	Impacts:	
There are no railroads located within the project vicinity. 
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Right	of	Way	Impacts:	
It is anticipated that two parcels of permanent right-of-way (approximately 0.03 acres) will 
be required for this project near the west end of the existing 5 ft. x 5 ft. reinforced concrete 
box culvert with 48 in. diameter corrugated metal culverts on each end (CV 003-033-
112.57).  The culvert is located 310 ft. south of Lynn View Drive.   

Utilities	Impacts:	
There are several above and below ground utilities that exist within the project limits.  
Subsurface Utility Engineering (SUE) should be performed at potential conflict points 
during plan development to determine the extent of utility conflicts and to assist the 
designer in avoiding the need for relocation of utilities where possible. 

Changes	to	Proposal:	
The Project Manager and the District Scoping Engineer shall be consulted if deviation 
from the proposal is determined to be necessary during a later phase of project 
development. The person initiating the change shall send a memo to the Project Manager 
for concurrence. The memo shall include justification for the change and the estimated 
cost difference. 
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APPENDICES TABLE OF CONTENTS:

APPENDIX A FIELD CHECK MEETING MINUTES 

APPENDIX B TYPICAL CROSS SECTION DRAWINGS 

APPENDIX C RECOMMENDED ALTERNATE PLAN VIEW DRAWINGS 

APPENDIX D PRELIMINARY CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE 

APPENDIX E LETTER OF SUPPORT – CITY OF NEW CASTLE 

APPENDIX F CULVERT INSPECTION – INDOT BIAS REPORTS 

APPENDIX G GREENFIELD DISTRICT ENGINEERING ASSESSMENT REPORT  
  FOR SAFETY PROJECT (2019) 

APPENDIX H GREENFIELD DISTRICT MINI-SCOPE (2014)  

Omitted to reduce file size.
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Route: SR 3 City/Town: New Castle County: NHS: YES

RP Start: 112.05 RP End: 114.83 AADT FY: 2013 AADT: 21051.0 NBI #:
Length: 2.78 # Lanes: 4 Lane Mi: 11.12 % Trucks: 6.0% Str #:

Func. Class: Area: Urban 1

Patch and 
Rehabilitation DATE: 2012

LOS:

Deck:
Bridge Scour:

Channel:

IRI: 134 PCR: RUT: 0.14 Friction #:

INTENT/ PURPOSE OF PROJECT (INITIAL STATEMENT OF ESSENTIAL PROJECT PURPOSE: 

Call Application Report Project ( Mini Scope)

Project Location

Existing Conditions and Description of Problem

GREENFIELD

ROAD

Henry

Cambridge

h f h l l f h f l l f d

Bridge Paint:

Number of Counties:
Year Built:

WHAT IS THE CURRENT AND PROJECTED CONDITION AND WHY IS THIS A PROBLEM (INITIAL STATEMENT OF ESSENTIAL 
PROJECT NEED) AND CONSIDER DATE AND OTHER ISSUES TO THE PROBLEM (FOCUS ON PROBLEM): 

1948

Crash Rate:PROJECT CONDITION RATINGS:

Date:
DES:

Proposed FY:
Sub-District:

District:

Asset Group:

Bridge/ Culvert Length (FT): Bridge Area (SFT):

Revisesd 12/29/2014
1400163

2020

Type I Culverts/ pipes: Roadway:
INSERT PICTURE OF 
PRIMARY PROBLEM

Location Description: 3.14 mi N of I-70 (Sherry Lynn Dr) to SR 38

Bridge/Culvert Super:

Bridge/Culvert Sub:

Wearing Surface:

This pavement is some of the oldest functional concrete pavement in the District.  It is at the end of its useful life.  The Maintenance 
folks are constantly patching failures in the pavement.  There are numerous patches, failed joints, transverse and longitudinal cracks, 
spalls and corner breaks.

DATE AND TYPE OF LAST MAJOR TREATMENT: 

Attach extra sheets as necessary to fully describe the alternatives.

PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES THAT ARE CONTEMPLATED (ANALYSED) WITH COSTS: 
Alternatives

SECONDARY CONSIDERATIONS OR GOALS WITH COSTS: 

CONSEQUENCES IF NO ACTION IS TAKEN (DO NOTHING ALTERNATIVE IS SELECTED): 

The intent of the project is to replace 4 lanes of concrete pavement that is past its useful life, and to 

provide a safe travel way for the motoring public.

Alternative #3 is the preferred alternative.

Alternative 1)  Concrete pavement restoration - $1,000,000 - The pavement has undergone numerous patching and sealing contracts 
and is too far gone for this to be cost effective.  Alternative 2)  HMA functional overlay - $3,000,000 - Much patching would need to be 
done and all curbs would need to be replaced.  Alternative 3)  Concrete replacement - $4,350,000  - This is the treatment suggested 
based on the age of the existing pavement and the amount of maintenance performed every year.  Alternative 4)  Do nothing - $0 - this 
is not a viable solution.  The pavement is too far gone and will be hard to maintain until 2019 as it is currently.

The pavement will require an increase in maintenance to be performed every year.  It could possibly require lanes to become impassible.

Curbs are in poor condition in most locations and should be replaced.
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YES

NO COST: $0.00
NO COST: $0.00
YES COST: $150,000.00
YES COST: $0.00

NO COST: $0.00
NO COST: $0.00
NO COST: $0.00
NO COST: $0.00
NO COST: $0.00
YES COST: $0.00
YES COST: $4,350,000.00
NO COST: $0.00

DES: FY: Work Type: Location:
DES: FY: Work Type: Location:
DES: FY: Work Type: Location:

2 FY
2

Environmental Study:
Utilities:

CN:
Other Considerations:

QUANTIFIABLE PRIMARY GOAL(S) OF PROJECT (WHAT ARE WE PURCHASING SUCH AS CONDITION, SERVICE LIFE, 
LOS, OR CRF): 

Other Projects within Limits

Project Recommendations and Costs

should not need environmental

Maintenance of Traffic:

Will Further Analysis/Assessment be required beyond this form?

Miscellaneous Notes

should not have any utility costs

Estimated Total Project Costs: $4,500,000.00

R/W:
PE:

GEOTECH:

COMMENTS

The primary goal of this project is to replace the failed concrete pavement with new pavement expected to last 25-30 years.

ANTCIPATED NUMBER OF CONSTRUCTION SEASONS TO COMPLETE(1, 2 or 3 seasons): 
ANTCIPATED NUMBER OF YEARS TO COMPLETE DESIGN (1, 2 or 3 fiscal years): 

needed

Railroad:

included in PEPavement:

In-House Design:

Hydraulics:

to be designed by consultant

2

YES YES NO

NO NO

NO NO

NO NO

YES YES

Other items relevant to the project not specifically listed elsewhere

Name:
TSD:

REVISED: 11/18/2013 REVISED BY: Andrew Fitzgerald, PTOE, PE

Greenfield District Pavement Engineer
Greenfield District TSD     1/31/2014

NOTE: Any changes require a re-submittal of Call Application Report.

Report Prepared By and Approved By

APPROVED ON:
Title:

Engineer Assessment:

Bridge/Culvert Inspection Report:

Chris Moore
Jim Poturalski

Solution Schematic:

Mobility History:

Spreadsheets (calcs):

Pathway Data:

Accident History:Cost Calculations:

 

Asset Team Scoring Sheet:Pictures

 

Attachments

NOTE: Appropriate environmental and assessment process need to be followed.

 Location Map:

In for replacement in 2019 Call but did not make funding cutoffCALL HISTORY:

N C  NU  O  S O CO  S GN ( ,  o  3 sca  yea s): 

 

Additional Comments
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