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Management Summary

In response to a request by HNTB, Inc., 

Weintraut & Associates, Inc. (W&A) conducted 

an archaeological records check and Phase Ia 

field reconnaissance for the proposed Interstate 

65 (I-65) and East County Road (CR) 550 

South and I-65 and State Road (SR) 267 

Interchanges Construction Project in Boone 

County, Indiana. The Indiana Department of 

Transportation (INDOT), with funding from 

the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), 

is proposing the construction of new interstate 

interchanges located at these locations in Perry 

and Worth Townships, in Boone County. 

Since this project is receiving federal funding, 

Phase Ia archaeological investigations were 

undertaken to meet requirements of Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation

Act (1966), as amended and 36 CFR Part 800 

(2016). 

An archaeological records check of the Indiana 

State Historic Architectural and Archaeological 

Research Database (SHAARD) of the Indiana 

Department of Natural Resources, Division of 

Historic Preservation and Archaeology (IDNR-

DHPA), was conducted on July 7 and August 

29, 2017. The results of the search showed 

portions of the Area of Potential Effects 

(APE) had been surveyed by a professional 

archaeologist (Stillwell 2003, 2004b, 2005, 

2006b, 2006c, 2008a, 2008b, 2011) and that 

there was one recorded archaeological site, 

12B0522, within these portions of the APE 

(IDNR-DHPA 2017).

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) for 

this project is defined as the combined new, 

temporary, and permanent right-of-way 

(ROW) within the project area. HNTB 

provided an area intended to encompass the 

APE and all construction related activities for 

the Phase Ia reconnaissance. W&A excluded 

areas previously surveyed by an archeologist 

from the Phase Ia reconnaissance. The 

remaining areas were surveyed on July 14, 

October 6, and September 14, 2017, and April 
12, June 15, and July 6, 2018, as project plans 

and more detailed construction limits became 

available. The APE centered on East CR 550 

South, which was designated as Survey Area 

1, and SR 267 and I-65, which was designated 

Survey Area 2. The survey areas totaled 

approximately 69.2 hectares (ha), or 171.0 
acres (ac). 

 The areas 

remaining were surveyed by pedestrian or 

shovel test probe methods divided into ten 

fields totaling 14.4 hectares (ha), or 35.5 acres 

(ac), including 1.0 ha (2.4 ac) that was part of 

the survey area provided by HNTB, but which 

is now outside the APE.
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During the Phase Ia archaeological field recon-

naissance of the survey area, site 12BO0522 

was revisited and  previously undocumented 

site w  recorded: 12BO0575. The former 

location of site 12BO0522 was found to be 

within a large, recently-constructed retention 

pond, and therefore, the site is presumed to be 

destroyed and was recommended for no further 

archaeological investigation. Site 12BO0575 is 

an isolated find of an Early Archaic period 

biface recovered during pedestrian survey. ites 
are recommended 

as not eligible for inclusion in the National 

Register of Historic Places (NRHP), or listing 

in the Indiana Register of Historic Sites and 

Structures (IRHSS). No further archaeological 

work appears warranted and project clearance 

is recommended.

In addition to the archaeological sites 

documented, an area with the potential to 

contain archaeological deposits was identified. It 

was not possible to survey due to the presence 

of concrete slabs in the approximate location of 
a nineteenth century homestead. Preliminary 

archival research indicates that the homestead 

was occupied by the same family for at least 
eighty years. 





Note to File 

Staff Member: Doug Fivecoat 
Date: 11/13/2017 (12:00pm) 

Re: Phone call w/ John Hine, property owner of 3675 E 300 S regarding Notice of Survey 
letter. 



Note to File 

Staff Member: Doug Fivecoat 
Date: 11/27/2017 (9:00pm) 

Re: Phone call w/ John Hine, property owner of 3675 E 300 S regarding survey. 



Note to File 

Staff Member: Linda Weintraut 
Date: March 15, 2018 

Re: Phone call w/ Jan Miller, property owner of 4490 E 300 S regarding survey. 



RE: Des 1400071: I-65 Interchanges Historic Property Report
1 message

Carpenter, Patrick A <PACarpenter@indot.in.gov> Wed, Apr 11, 2018 at 3:36 PM
To: Linda Weintraut <linda@weintrautinc.com>
Cc: Joshua Cook <jlcook@hntb.com>, "Walls, Steven" <SWalls@indot.in.gov>, "dcleveland@corradino.com"
<dcleveland@corradino.com>, "Miller, Shaun (INDOT)" <smiller@indot.in.gov>, "Branigin, Susan"
<SBranigin@indot.in.gov>, "Dhpacommentsfromcro, Dnr" <DDhpacommentsfromcro@dnr.in.gov>, "Khan, Asfahan"
<akhan@indot.in.gov>, Doug Fivecoat <dfivecoat@weintrautinc.com>, Bethany Natali <bethany@weintrautinc.com>

Linda,

We have reviewed the HPR and ECl.  Both documents look good and are ready for distribuƟon.  You can go ahead
and check into IN SCOPE.  Once approved, you can send to SHPO and email non-tribal CPs.  Cc us on the email and
we’ll forward to tribes.

Please let us know if you have any quesƟons.

Thank you,

Patrick Carpenter

SecƟon 106 Specialist, Cultural Resources Office

Environmental Services

Indiana Department of TransportaƟon

100 N Senate Ave., IGCN-Rm. N-642

Indianapolis, IN 46204-2216

317-233-2061

From: Miller, Shaun (INDOT)
Sent: Sunday, April 01, 2018 5:18 PM
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To: Linda Weintraut <linda@weintrautinc.com>
Cc: Carpenter, Patrick A <PACarpenter@indot.IN.gov>; Branigin, Susan <SBranigin@indot.IN.gov>; David
Cleveland <DCleveland@corradino.com>; Joshua Cook <jlcook@hntb.com>
Subject: Re: Des 1400071: I-65 Interchanges Historic Property Report

Thank you Linda.

We'll get these documents into our review queue and you'll hear back from the assigned historian in approximately 15 business
days.  We look forward to the archaeology report.

Sincerely,

Shaun Miller

From: Linda Weintraut <linda@weintrautinc.com>
Sent: Friday, March 30, 2018 9:57:24 AM
To: Kumar, Anuradha
Cc: Miller, Shaun (INDOT); Carpenter, Patrick A; Branigin, Susan; David Cleveland; Joshua Cook
Subject: Des 1400071: I-65 Interchanges Historic Property Report

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from unknown senders or
unexpected email. ****

Anu,

Please see attached HPR, ECL, and email transmittal for the project referenced above. The Archaeology Reports will
follow early next week. As the ECL indicates, we would like to send everything to SHPO at the same time.

Thanks. Linda

--

Linda Weintraut, Ph.D.

Weintraut & Associates, Inc.

PO Box 5034

4649 Northwestern Drive

Zionsville, Indiana 46077

Weintraut Inc Mail - RE: Des 1400071: I-65 Interchanges Historic Proper... https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=e9a8131d58&jsver=GAFH...

2 of 3 5/17/2018, 4:14 PM
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Fwd: FHWA Project: Des. No.1400071; Interstate-65 at State Road 267 and County Road 550 Interchanges Project,
Boone County, Indiana

Fri, Sep 7, 2018 at 12:51 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Coon, Matthew <mcoon@indot.in.gov>
Date: Fri, Sep 7, 2018 at 12:50 PM
Subject: FHWA Project: Des. No.1400071; Interstate-65 at State Road 267 and County Road 550 Interchanges Project, Boone County, Indiana
To: "thpo@estoo.net" <thpo@estoo.net>, Allison Daniels <Allison.Daniels@fcpotawatomi-nsn.gov>, "dhunter@miamination.com" <dhunter@miamination.com>,
"lpappenfort@peoriatribe.com" <lpappenfort@peoriatribe.com>, "Marcus.Winchester@pokagonband-nsn.gov" <Marcus.Winchester@pokagonband-nsn.gov>
Cc: Linda Weintraut <linda@weintrautinc.com>, Bethany Natali <bethany@weintrautinc.com>, "Miller, Shaun (INDOT)" <smiller@indot.in.gov>, Michelle Allen
<michelle.allen@dot.gov>

Des. No.: 1400071        

Project DescripƟon:  Interstate-65 at the State Road 267 and CR 550 Interchanges Project  

LocaƟon: Perry, Eagle, and Worth Townships in Boone County, Indiana

The Indiana Department of TransportaƟon (INDOT) with funding from the Federal Highway AdministraƟon (FHWA) proposes to proceed with the Interstate-65 at State
Road 267 and County Road 550 Interchanges Project (Des. No.: 1400071).

SecƟon 106 of the NaƟonal Historic PreservaƟon Act requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properƟes.  The
following agencies/individuals are being invited to become consulƟng parƟes:

Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma
Forest County Potawatomi Community
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma
Peoria Tribe of Indians on Oklahoma
Pokagon Band of Indians of Oklahoma
Indiana Landmarks – Central Regional Office
Boone County Historian
Boone County Genealogy Society
Boone County Historical Society
Ralph W. Stark Heritage Center
SullivanMunce Cultural Center
Indianapolis Metropolitan Planning OrganizaƟon
Boone County Planning and Zoning
Boone County Commissioners
Whitestown Planning and Community Development
Whitestown Town Council Members
Whitestown Historic PreservaƟon Commission
John Hine – Property Owner
State Historic PreservaƟon Officer 

This leƩer is part of the early coordinaƟon phase of the environmental review process requesƟng comments associated with this project. We are requesƟng
comments from your area of experƟse regarding any possible environmental effects associated with this project. Please use the above Des. Number and project
descripƟon in your reply and your comments will be incorporated into the formal environmental study. 

Please review the leƩer, the historic property report, and the Archaeology Report (Tribes only) located in INSCOPE at http://erms.indot.in.gov/Secti
on106Documents/ (the Des. No. is the most efficient search term, once in INSCOPE), and respond with your comments on any historic resource impacts incurred as a
result of this project so that an environmental report can be completed.  We also welcome your related opinions and other input to be considered in the preparaƟon
of the environmental document.  If a hard copy of the materials is needed, please respond to this email with your request within seven (7) days.

ConsulƟng parƟes have thirty (30) calendar days from receipt of this informaƟon to review and provide comment.  If we do not receive a response from an invited
consulƟng party in the Ɵme alloƩed, the project will proceed consistent with the proposed design.  Therefore, if we do not receive a response within thirty (30) days,
your agency or organizaƟon will not receive any further informaƟon on the project unless the scope of work changes.

1 of 2 9/7/2018, 2:13 PM



Tribal contacts may contact Shaun Miller at smiller@indot.in.gov or 317-233-6795 or Michelle Allen at FHWA at michelle.allen@dot.gov or 317-226-7344.

Thank you in advance for your input,

Matt Coon

Archaeologist, Cultural Resources Office

INDOT Environmental Services

100 N. Senate Avenue, Room N642

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Phone: 317.233.2083

Weintraut Inc Mail - Fwd: FHWA Project: Des. No.1400071; Interstate-6... https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=e9a8131d58&jsver=TKereZ...
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November 15, 2018 

Wade Tharp 
Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeoloyg 
402 West Washington Street, 
Indianapolis, Indiana 

FHWA Project: Des. No.1400071; Interstate-65 at the State Road 267 and Interstate-65 at County Road (CR) 
550 Interchanges Project, Boone County, Indiana 

Dear Mr. Tharp, 

The Indiana Department of Transportation’s Cultural Resources Office (CRO) has asked that Weintraut & 
Associates (W&A) convey this revised report to you. Since the Principal Investigator felt strongly that 
monitoring is warranted, CRO has requested that we clarify its recommendation for an area of Survey Area 1, 
Field 6 where modern buildings are presently located, as it appears in the Phase Ia Archaeological Records 
Check and Field Reconnaissance Report (September 5, 2018R2), to read:  

“W&A has recommended monitoring for this area. As a result, INDOT-CRO has included a firm commitment that this area 
should be clearly marked on construction plans and construction crews should be instructed to stop work within 100 feet and 
notify the INDOT Cultural Resources Office if any foundations, deep pits or stains, or concentrations of historic artifacts are 
found within this specific area.” 

This language reflecting CRO’s position regarding monitoring is included in the management summary, body 
of the report, and in the conclusions. During construction, crews will monitor this area as delineated on the 
plans for the presence of archaeological resources, as described in the language above. 

Thank you, 

Linda Weintraut, Ph.D. 
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1 . 0  I N T R O D U C T I O N

1.1 PURPOSE OF REPORT

This Interstate Access Document (IAD) contains the analysis to support the Indiana Department of Transportation 
(INDOT) approval request for the modification of the existing Interstate 65 (I-65) access at SR 267 and a new I-65 
access at Boone County Road 550 South (CR550S), both of which are in Boone County, IN (Figure 1-1).  This IAD
follows the guidance set forth in the April 18, 2017 State of Indiana Interstate Access Request Procedures, fully
addresses the eight Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Policy Points outlined in the Federal Register of August 
27, 2009, and has been prepared in accordance with Section 48-1.03 of the INDOT Design Manual.       

1.2 PROJECT LEADS, PROPONENTS, AND TEAM MEMBERS  

INDOT is the primary owner and lead proponent of the project.  The I-65 at CR550S interchange is located within the 
corporate limits of the Town of Whitestown.  The proposed I-65 at SR 267 and I-65 at CR550S interchanges would be 
located within the Indianapolis Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (Indy MPO’s) Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA). 
The modification of the I-65 at SR 267 interchange is currently in the Indy MPO’s Long-Range Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan (LRMTP) and Indianapolis Regional Transportation Improvement Program (IRTIP) with an 
estimated cost of approximately $46.9 million. On September 6, 2017, INDOT formally requested that the Indy MPO 
include the new I-65 at CR550S interchange into their 2045 LRMTP update, expected to be adopted by the Indy MPO’s 
Policy Board in its December 2017 meeting.  This IAD confirms that a new I-65 at CR550S interchange will not only 

SR 267 Project 

CR550S 
Project 

Figure 1-1 | Location Map
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function without hindering traffic operations on mainline I-65 or the existing adjacent I-65 interchanges, but it will divert
enough future traffic from the existing I-65 at SR 267 interchange such that a less costly modification can be 
implemented and both the I-65 at SR 267 interchange modification and the new I-65 at CR550S interchange be 
constructed for the original $46.9 million budget.  INDOT’s design consultant, HNTB Corporation (HNTB), along with 
HNTB’s traffic modeling/analysis and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) subconsultant, Corradino LLC 
(Corradino), are responsible for the preparation of this IAD.

1.3  PROJECT HISTORY,  PREVIOUS REPORTS AND TECHNICAL MEMOS

This IAD is a continuation of the analysis contained in previous reports and technical memos noted below.

Abbreviated Interchange Justification Report (July 2013): The Indiana Department of Transportation
(INDOT) prepared an Abbreviated Interchange Justification (IJ) Report for existing I-65 at SR 267 interchange
to accommodate construction of a northbound I-65 slip ramp utilizing Perry Worth Road creating direct access
to CR400S (Albert White Boulevard). The Abbreviated IJ Report documented the need to prepare an IAD for
a Long-Term Solution at the I-65 interchange with SR 267.  The report identified a partial cloverleaf type “A”
(Parclo A), with a slip ramp feeding the loop in the northwest quadrant, as a preliminary preferred interchange
type.

Tech Memo #1 (December 20, 2017): Tech Memo #1 (Appendix A) confirmed that construction of a new I-
65 interchange at CR550S has merit.  It serves the need of the anticipated heavy growth in the project area
and draws future traffic from the SR 267 and Whitestown Parkway interchanges.

Tech Memo #2 (April 3, 2017): Tech Memo #2 (Appendix B) confirmed that the construction of a new I-65
interchange at CR550S diverts enough future traffic from the SR 267 corridor such that a lesser magnitude
interchange modification (lesser in scope than the Parclo A with slip ramps identified as the preferred long-
term solution in the Abbreviated IJ Study) at I-65 and SR 267 is viable. Tech Memo #2 also confirms that a
new I-65 interchange at CR550S draws enough traffic from the Whitestown Parkway that a modification of
the I-65 at Whitestown Parkway interchange would no longer be needed by the design year.  Tech Memo #2
determined that the total cost of the lesser magnitude I-65 at SR 267 interchange modification and the new I-
65 at CR550S interchange is less than the original cost of the I-65 at SR 267 preferred alternative from the
Abbreviated IJ Study, and provides the additional benefit of alleviating the need for an I-65 at Whitestown
parkway interchange modification by the design year.

Framework Document (May 8, 2017): The Framework Document (Appendix C) established the study area,
summarized the travel demand modeling methodology used to determine the base year and future design
year traffic data for the project, and outlined the traffic capacity analysis criteria to be used for alternatives
comparison.

Alternative Selection Report (August 4, 2017):  The Alternative Selection Report (Appendix D)
summarized the analysis of various interchange alternatives for I-65 at SR 267 interchange modification and
the new I-65 at CR550S interchange, documented the decision-making criteria for selection of the preferred
interchange alternative at each location, and selected the preferred alternative at each location.  The
Alternative Selection Report contains project traffic data and traffic capacity analysis information. The
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Conventional Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI) is the preferred interchange alternative for both the I-65 
at SR 267 interchange modification and the I-65 at CR550S new interchange. 

1.4  PROJECT SCHEDULE  

Key milestone dates for the project include the following items:

May 2017 – Draft Alternative Selection Report;
August 2017 – Final Alternative Selection Report;
October 2017 – Draft Interstate Access Document;
December 2017 – Determination of Engineering and Operational Acceptability;
February 2018 – Draft Environmental Document;
May 2018 – Final Environmental Document;
July 2018 – Final IAD Approval; and,   
Spring 2020 – Project Letting.

 
 

2 . 0 S T U D Y  A R E A  A N D  P R O J E C T  A R E A

2.1 TRAVEL DEMAND MODELING STUDY AREA

To generate valid traffic data and appropriately account for growth patterns and traffic impacts, the study area (Figure 2-
1) for the travel demand modeling efforts is significantly larger than the project area.  The study area for the project was 
agreed upon during a November 7, 2013 coordination meeting between INDOT and FHWA.  The study area centers 
on mainline I-65 and extends from I-865 to the south to SR 39 to the north, including the additional existing I-65
interchanges with Whitestown Parkway, SR 267, and Indianapolis Road.  The study area is wider (approximately five
miles) in the high-growth area near the subject I-65 at SR 267 and I-65 at CR550S Interchange locations.  The Indy 
MPO Travel Demand Model was used as the base for all modeling efforts, and a more refined sub-area model was 
created for the study area.  Capacity analysis was performed for all I-65 mainline, merges, diverges and weaves within 
the study area.  
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2.2  PROJECT AREA

The travel demand modeling analysis, as documented in the previously mentioned Tech Memo #1, Tech Memo #2, 
and the Alternative Selection Report, established the following.

Lack of capacity (unmet demand) at the ramp junctions of the existing I-65 at SR 267 interchange and the 
existing I-65 at Whitestown Parkway interchange create interchange operation challenges as well as queuing 
on exit ramps that result in impacts to mainline I-65 traffic operations. 

Existing mainline I-65 has enough capacity to handle future anticipated traffic in the study area. Adding travel 
lanes along I-65 is not necessary when queuing at ramp junctions, discussed in the previous item, is 
adequately addressed and kept off the mainline. There is enough distance between the existing I-65
interchanges with SR 267 (Exit 133) and Indianapolis Road (Exit 138) such that the proposed I-65 at SR 267 

Figure 2-1 | Project Study Area
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interchange modification and I-65 at CR550S new interchange have no effect on the traffic operations at the 
existing I-65 interchanges with Indianapolis Road and SR 39 (Exit 139) and no detailed signalized intersection 
or local road capacity analysis is needed for Indianapolis Road or SR 39.

2.3 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Mainline I-65: The existing I-65 typical cross section in each direction consists of: three 12-foot through
lanes; a ten-foot paved outside shoulder; an eight-foot paved median shoulder, and an 18-foot open grass
median. The posted speed of I-65 in the project area is 70 mph.

Whitestown Parkway:  Where Whitestown Parkway crosses I-65, it is a five-lane road with one 11-foot left-
turn lane and one 11-foot through lane eastbound along with two 11-foot left-turn lanes and one 11-foot
through lane westbound. The existing Whitestown Parkway interchange was not constructed to accommodate 
pedestrians. A six-foot-wide paved shoulder exists along both sides of Whitestown Parkway.

CR550S: CR550S used to be a continuous east-west route, but continuous access was cut by I-65 and so
now CR550S exists on both sides of the interstate. On the west side of I-65, CR550S is a narrow 12-foot-wide
one-lane gravel road. On the east side of I-65, CR550S is an 18-foot-wide two-lane gravel roadway.

SR 267: Currently SR 267 is grade separated at I-65 with existing interchange access.  SR 267 is a two-lane
road with 11-foot-wide lanes and ten-foot-wide shoulders. SR 267 is classified as a Minor Arterial south of I-
65 and a Major Collector north of I-65 with a posted speed limit of 45 mph.  No pedestrian facilities exist along
SR 267 within the project area.  There is a two-way stop controlled intersection at CR400S (Albert White
Boulevard)/Perry Worth Road (east project limit), a non-signalized right-in/right-out intersection at the Love’s
Travel Stop, and a two-way stop controlled intersection at Indianapolis Road farther to the west (west project
limit). The SR 267 ramp junctions are also signalized.

Intersections: The impacts of the proposed project on several area intersections will be studied. A brief
description and aerial view of each intersection is provided below. Table 2-1 represents the existing conditions 
of the major intersections at each location.
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Table 2-1 | Intersections

I-65 @ Whitestown Parkway Interchange

Located South of the proposed 
CR550S interchange
Standard diamond interchange
Partially developed
High traffic volumes, particularly in the 
PM peak

Whitestown Parkway at Indianapolis Rd.
Located west of the I-65 @ Whitestown 
Parkway interchange
EB, SB and NB include one lane in 
each direction
WB includes two lanes in each 
direction
No designated turn lanes on any 
approach
NB includes a channelized turning 
roadway for right turning vehicles
SB includes a slight taper allowing right 
turning vehicle to sneak by
The intersection is a four-way stop 
controlled with signage
A future roundabout project is planned 
at this location which will go to 
construction in 2018
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Table 2-1 | Intersections (continued)

Whitestown Parkway & I-65 SB Ramp

Located on the west side of the 
interchange
SB off ramp includes one left-turn lane 
and one shared through/right-turn lane
SB on ramp includes one lane
WB includes one through lane and one
left-turn lane 
EB includes one through lane and one 
shared through/right-turn lane

Whitestown Parkway & I-65 NB Ramp

Located on the east side of the 
interchange
NB on ramp includes one lane
NB off ramp includes one left-turn lane 
and one shared through/right-turn lane
WB includes one through lane and one
shared through/right-turn lane
EB includes one through lane and one
left-turn lane 
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Table 2-1 | Intersections (continued)

Whitestown Parkway at CR650E

Located East of the I-65 @ Whitestown 
Parkway interchange
The intersection is signalized 
The turning movements from Whitestown 
Parkway and all Main St. (CR650E) 
movements are actuated with loops in the 
pavement
Whitestown Parkway includes two
through lanes along with a designated 
left-turn lane and designated right-turn 
lane in each direction
NB Main St. includes a designated left-
turn lane and shared through/right-turn 
lane
SB Main St. includes one designated left-
turn lane, one through lane, and one
designated right-turn lane

I-65 at CR550S

Located between the Whitestown 
Parkway and SR 267 interchanges
No existing access to/from I-65
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Table 2-1 | Intersections (continued)

I-65 @ SR 267 Interchange

Located north of the proposed CR550S 
interchange
Standard diamond interchange
Partially developed
High traffic volumes, particularly during 
Amazon distribution center shift 
changes

SR 267 at Indianapolis Rd.

Located South (West) of the I-65 @ SR 
267 interchange
Four-leg intersection with free flow along 
SR 267 and stop controlled with signage
along Indianapolis Rd.
The SR 267 mainline includes one 
through lane in each direction along with 
one designated left-turn lane and one
designated right-turn lane
WB Indianapolis Rd. includes one left-turn 
lane, one through lane, and one right-turn 
lane
EB Indianapolis Rd. includes one left-turn 
lane and one shared right-turn/through 
lane
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Table 2-1 | Intersections (continued)

SR 267 & I-65 SB Ramp

Located on the west side of the 
interchange
The ramp junction is signalized
SB off ramp includes one shared left-
turn/through/right-turn lane
SB on ramp includes one lane
WB includes one left-turn lane and one 
through lane
EB includes one shared through/right-turn 
lane

SR 267 & I-65 NB Ramp

Located on the east side of the 
interchange
The ramp junction is signalized
NB on ramp includes one lane
NB off ramp includes one left-turn lane 
and one shared through/right-turn lane
WB includes one shared through/right-
turn lane
EB includes one left-turn lane and one 
through lane  
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Table 2-1 | Intersections (continued)

SR 267 (CR400 E) at Perry Worth Rd. / Albert S. White Blvd.

Located North (East) of the I-65 @ SR 
267 interchange
The intersection is signalized 
NB and SB have one shared 
left/through/right-turn lane in each 
direction
WB Albert S. White Blvd. includes one
left-turn lane and one shared 
through/right-turn lane
EB Perry Worth Rd. includes one shared 
left turn/through/right-turn lane

3 . 0 S T A T E M E N T  O F  N E E D  A N D  P U R P O S E  A N D  C A P A C I T Y  T H R E S H O L D S

The project need is to solve existing deficient traffic operations in the I-65 at SR 267 interchange study area and provide 
capacity for future growth. The purpose of the project is to improve connectivity between the interstate system and the 
local road network to provided desirable traffic operations and accessibility both now and in the future. The capacity 
thresholds in Table 3-1 have been established for this project. 

Table 3-1 | Capacity Thresholds

FACILITY/ELEMENT MINIMUM LOS DESIRABLE LOS/COMMENTS

I-65 Freeway, Merge, Diverge, Weaving D C or B desired where practical, especially 
to/from new CR550 Interchange

SR267 Interchange (over I-65) D C where practical

CR550 Interchange (over I-65) D C to build in some additional capacity for 
unknowns of a new interchange

Whitestown Pkwy Interchange (over I-65) D Do not make existing capacity worse
Crossroads and intersections within the limits of 
the project D C desired where practical, especially for CR550
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4 . 0 F R A M E W O R K

4.1 TRAVEL DEMAND MODELING AND DEVELOPMENT OF SUB-AREA MODEL  

The Framework Document is contained in Appendix C. All traffic data for this project was generated via travel demand 
modeling.  The December 2016 version of the Indy MPO 2035 Travel Demand Model (Indy MPO model) in TransCAD 
and the latest traffic counts from field observation and INDOT’s Traffic Count Database System (TCDS) were used to 
develop a 2016 base sub-area model in a TransModeler platform. The subarea model includes separate AM/PM peak 
periods (6AM to 9AM) and (3PM to 6PM) respectively.  Significant refinement of the 2016 base model included addition 
of missing or significant local roadway links, refinement of 16 Indy MPO model zones into 72 zones, and model 
calibration.  2040 future model refinement included incorporation of planned developments into the overall growth and 
the addition of programmed roadway improvements.

4.2 GROWTH FORECASTING 

Establishing the proper growth rate for the sub-area model is a critical component of generating the design year traffic 
data on which to analyze interchange alternatives.  Many of the recently, currently underway, and planned 
developments are immediately adjacent to I-65 and large in scale.  Information was gathered for approved site 
development plans adjacent to the project location, including All Points at Anson, Fishback Creek Business Park, 
Whitestown Crossing, Whitestown Business Park, Green Park and Golf Club of Indiana. Trip growth generation for 
these developments was derived via the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (9th edition) 
tables. The projected trip growth was then converted to the number of households and employment. Traffic Analysis 
Zone’s (TAZ) adjacent to the I-65 corridor where there are approved site development plans, the households and 
employment growth from the 2035 IMPO Model was replaced with the growth from the ITE manual. The remainder of 
the sub-area model kept the Indy MPO model embedded growth in place. This prevented any “double counting” of 
growth. The full 2035 IMPO Model was then “re-run” using the updated zonal data to generate 2035 Origin Destination 
(OD) trip matrices for the subarea, with the net trip growth equaling the 2035 IMPO Model OD matrix minus the 2016 
IMPO Model OD matrix for the sub-area. The 2035 net growth was then extrapolated to produce 2040 design year net 
growth. 

4.3 TRAFFIC CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

AM and PM peak hour capacity analysis for all mainline freeway segments, ramp merges, ramp diverges, and weaves 
was performed using Highway Capacity Software (HCS – 2010 version).   This analysis was performed for all I-65
segments between I-865 and SR 39 to make sure that the preferred alternatives do not adversely impact traffic 
operations along the interstate.  Synchro (version 9) software was used for AM and PM peak period signalized and 
unsignalized intersection analysis and focused on the proposed I-65 at CR550S new interchange ramp junctions and 
the existing and proposed I-65 at SR 267 interchange modification ramp junctions, as well as one major intersection 
on each side of the interchange.  Similar intersection capacity analysis was performed at the existing I-65 at Whitestown 
Parkway interchange.   
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5 . 0 A L T E R N A T I V E S  A N D  P R O P O S A L

5.1 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

Table 5-1 lists the I-65 interchange alternatives considered at CR550S and SR 267.

Table 5-1 | Capacity Thresholds

SR 267 CR 550
Parclo A (with slip ramp for NW Quadrant Loop) Tight Diamond

DDI (grade separation at the east junction) Conventional DDI (Preferred)
Conventional DDI (Preferred) SPUI

SPUI Conventional Diamond
 
 
5.2 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES 

The Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI), also known as a Double Crossover Diamond Interchange, has been 
implemented multiple times in Indiana recently due to the ability of the design to efficiently handle high volume left 
turning movements onto and off the Interstate System. To maneuver a DDI interchange, drivers on the local road 
approach the interchange in a normal manner, but then cross to the left-hand side of the bridge at a simple two-
phase signal at the ramp junctions on either end of the bridge structure.  By crossing to the left-hand side, motorists 
can then cross the interchange bridge and make a free-flow left turn onto the interstate entrance ramp.  This provides a highly 
efficient traffic operation, especially in a suburban area with a high directional ratio of vehicular traffic traveling to a large 
metropolitan area.  One advantage of a DDI is the ability to “re-use” the existing bridge for one direction of traffic, which 
is the case with the existing SR 267 interchange. However, the CR550S location is a new interchange and therefore 
no bridge currently exists that could be re-used.  A summary of advantages provided by the preferred DDI alternative
include the following.

Increases capacity, decreases delay over all alternatives considered, 
Accommodates a large number of unbalanced of left turns, 
Provides fewer conflict points than standard diamond, 
Combines lanes for left-turn and through movements, thus narrowing bridge structure, and 
Provides controlled pedestrian crossings by creating signal controls for all turning movements.

Figure 5-1 illustrates the preferred Conventional DDI for the proposed I-65 at SR 267 interchange. 
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Figure 5-1 | I-65 at SR 267 Conventional DDI (Preferred)

The preferred alternative at SR 267 is a conventional DDI with three westbound lanes across the existing south bridge,
and two eastbound lanes across the new north bridge. The existing adjacent right-in/right-out at the Loves Travel Stop, 
south of the interchange, will be closed, requiring patrons to travel through the two-way stop controlled SR 267 
intersection with Indianapolis Road.  The south leg of the existing Perry Worth Road/CR400E/CR400S (Albert White 
Boulevard) intersection will be closed and reconfigured as a frontage road.  The intersection of Perry Worth Road and 
CR440S (Albert White Boulevard) will be relocated further to the east and signalized as a part of this project.  Figure 
5-1 above provides a thumbnail view of the proposed improvements. See Appendix E and Appendix F for more 
detailed signing plans and pavement markings, and Appendix M for Stage 1 plans.  

Figure 5-2 illustrates the preferred Conventional DDI for the proposed I-65 at CR550S interchange.
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Figure 5-2 | I-65 at CR500S Conventional DDI (Preferred)  

The preferred alternative at CR550S is a conventional DDI with three WB lanes and two EB lanes across the new 
bridge. The four-way stop controlled intersection of CR550S and Indianapolis Road, west of the interchange, will be 
improved with dedicated left turn lanes on all approaches.  East of the interchange, Perry Worth Road will be realigned 
further to the east to intersect with CR550S, with a signalized intersection, as part of this project.  Figure 5-2 above 
provides a thumbnail view of the proposed improvements. See Appendix E and Appendix F for more detailed signing 
plans and pavement markings, and Appendix N for Stage 1 Plans.  
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6 . 0 C O N S I S T E N C Y  W I T H  F H W A  P O L I C Y

6.1 POLICY POINT #1

“The need being addressed by the request cannot be adequately satisfied by existing 
interchanges to the Interstate, and/or local roads and streets in the corridor can neither 
provide the desired access, nor can they be reasonably improved (such as access control 
along surface streets, improving traffic control, modifying ramp terminals and intersections, 
adding turn bays or lengthening storage) to satisfactorily accommodate the design-year 
traffic demands (23 CFR 625.2(a)).”

Policy Point #1 was investigated via the following general steps:

Preparation of Tech Memo #1 (Appendix A) and Tech Memo #2 (Appendix B) to determine that without a
new I-65 at CR550S interchange to draw traffic from SR 267, the I-65 at SR 267 interchange would require a 
major modification such as a Partial Cloverleaf with a slip ramp, as highlighted in the previously Abbreviated 
IJ Study, in the design year instead of the less costly Conventional DDI, the preferred alternative in this IAD;

Preparation of Tech Memo #1 (Appendix A) and Tech Memo #2 (Appendix B) to determine that without a 
new I-65 interchange at CR550S to draw traffic from Whitestown Parkway, the I-65 at Whitestown Parkway 
would require major modification in the design year;

Identification of the required improvements to the SR 267 at I-65 interchange and adjacent road network to 
bring it up to adequate level of operation;

Identification of the requirements to the Whitestown Parkway at I-65 interchange and adjacent road network 
to bring it up to adequate level of operation;

Identification of the project footprint associated with bullets #3 and #4 above;  

Estimation of infrastructure and right-of-way costs associated with bullets #3 and #4 above; and,

Preparation of TransModeler select zonal analysis to identify origin and destination of traffic that would be 
most likely to use a new I-65 at CR 550 interchange. 

6.1.1 2040 OPERATIONS ANALYSIS FOR WHITESTOWN PARKWAY IF NO CR550S INTERCHANGE

A full analysis of what would be required to improve the I-65 at Whitestown Parkway interchange and adjacent 
segments of Whitestown Parkway to an adequate level of operation in the 2040 design year, if no new I-65 at CR550S 
interchange is constructed, is found in Appendix K.  The Whitestown Parkway interchange and adjacent corridor 
experiences operational challenges in the current year.  Conditions are only anticipated to deteriorate as traffic is 
forecast to grow significantly between the current year and 2040. Table 6-1 compares anticipated 2040 operations of 
Whitestown Parkway for the No Build, Build 1, and Build 2 scenarios.  The Alternative Selection Report (Appendix D)
provides a full description of the No Build, Build 1, and Build 2 scenarios.  No Build represents no improvements at any 
location.  Build 1 represents an interchange modification at SR 267 with no improvement at CR550S.  Build 2 represents 



I N T E R S T A T E  
ACCESS  DOCU MENT I-65 at SR 267 and CR550S
 

HNTB/CORRADINO  page | 17 

an interchange modification at SR 267 and a new interchange at CR550S. Improvements to the I-65 at Whitestown 
Parkway interchange are not anticipated to be necessary if a new I-65 at CR550S interchange is constructed (Build 2). 

Table 6-1 | Whitestown Parkway 2040 LOS for No Build, Build 1, and Build 2 Scenarios 

WHITESTOWN PKWY & ALTERNATIVE

2040

AM PM 

LOS DELAY LOS DELAY

I-65 SB Ramp

No Build F 94.2 D 37.3

Build 1 F 96.0 C 34.3

Build 2 C 34.6 B 12.7

I-65 NB Ramp

No Build F 232.1 F 250.7

Build 1 F 238.5 F 241.6

Build 2 D 45.9 B 18.5

Perry Worth Rd

No Build F 217.6 D 49.2

Build 1 F 278.2 E 66.2

Build 2 D 37.5 C 29.8

To determine the required improvements necessary to bring Whitestown Parkway up to an adequate level of operation 
in 2040, if no new I-65 at CR550S interchange is constructed, a trial and error Synchro 2040 AM and PM peak analysis 
was implemented.  This analysis was performed in a logical manner by first focusing on the interchange ramp junctions, 
then moving outward from the interchanges to the adjacent signalized intersections, and then continuing outward to 
other intersections until no improvements were deemed necessary.  At each location, the most simple and cost-
effective improvements, such as addition of right turn lanes, were tested first.  

Table 6-2 summarizes the required improvements to bring Whitestown Parkway up to an acceptable level of operation 
for the 2040 AM and PM peak periods if improvements are made to SR 267, but no new I-65 at CR550S interchange
is constructed.  A more detailed table of alternatives investigated is found in Appendix K. The final footprint was 
determined by combining the AM and PM peak improvements.  LOS D is set as the minimum acceptable LOS.  For 
signalized intersections, the overall minimum LOS is D, while the minimum allowable LOS for an approach is E, and 
the minimum LOS for an individual turning movement within an approach is F.  However, any LOS F for an individual 
movement was investigated to determine the severity of the delays associated with the LOS F. If it was a critical
movement for overall traffic operations, additional improvements were identified to bring that movement up to a LOS E.
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Table 6-2 | Required Improvements to Bring Whitestown Parkway up to Acceptable Operational without New I-65 at 
CR550S Interchange 

LOCATION REQUIRED IMPROVEMENTS

2040 AM Peak

Indianapolis Road Currently a two-way stop-controlled intersection.  Future roundabout project planned.

I-65 SB Ramp
The heavy WB to SB lefts (approximately 1500vph) require significant modification of this interchange.  Triple 
lefts are undesirable, so a Parclo or some other configuration would be needed. Existing three WB lanes across 
bridge (two lefts and one through) could be reconfigured to one through and two rights for dual lane loop.

I-65 NB Ramp Doesn't require a new interchange type; however, does require an added WB through lane.

CR650E Requires duel EB lefts and an added WB through lane.

2040 PM Peak

Indianapolis Road Same as for the AM peak period.

I-65 SB Ramp Same as for the AM peak period.

I-65 NB Ramp Same as for the AM peak period.

CR650E Same as for the AM peak period.

Table 6-3 represents the anticipated 2040 AM and PM peak LOS and average delay if Whitestown Parkway 
improvements listed in Table 6-2 were implemented.  All performed at a LOS of D or better. A full Synchro analysis 
and cost estimate can be found in Appendix K.  

Table 6-3 | 2040 Capacity Analysis if Whitestown Parkway Improvements Implemented

LOCATION
REQUIRED IMPROVEMENTS

AM PM
LOS DELAY LOS DELAY

Indianapolis Road NA NA NA NA
I-65 SB Ramp D 54.0 C 34.0
I-65 NB Ramp D 42.0 D 42.0
CR650E D 54.0 D 52.0

6.1.2 2040 FOOTPRINT AND COST IMPACTS FOR WHITESTOWN PKWY IF NO CR550S INTERCHANGE

The cost associated with a I-65 at Whitestown Parkway interchange modification is estimated to be approximately 
$20.7 million. These estimates include roadway and bridge costs, with contingencies for items such as utility relocations 
and engineering.  By comparison, the cost estimate for the same items for a new I-65 at CR550S Conventional DDI is 
estimated to be approximately $19.3 million, which is approximately $1.4 million less expensive than a I-65 at 
Whitestown Parkway interchange modification. It is important to note that user costs are not included in this cost 
estimate.  Reconstruction of the I-65 at Whitestown Parkway interchange and corridor would have significant impacts 
on the motoring public.  Impacts would include the time value of money for delay to personal vehicles and commercial 
traffic and impacts to businesses in the form of lost revenue due to reduced access.  
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6.1.3 SELECT ZONAL ANALYSIS 

The TransModeler Select Zonal Analysis contained in Appendix C demonstrates that a high percentage of future 
growth and peak trips in the study area originate in proximity to the future I-65 at CR550S interchange, i.e. this is the 
location where this future traffic seeks to access the interstate.  See exhibits on Appendix C Attachment E, page 76 
and 77 for more detail.

6.2 POLICY POINT #2

“The need being addressed by the request cannot be adequately satisfied by reasonable 
transportation system management (such as ramp metering, mass transit, and HOV facilities), 
geometric design, and alternative improvements to the Interstate without the proposed 
change(s) in access (23 CFR 625.2(a)).”

The project need is to solve deficient traffic operations and provide capacity for future growth. The purpose of the 
project is to improve connectivity between the interstate system and the local road network to provide desirable traffic 
operations and accessibility both now and in the future. Reasonable transportation system management alternatives 
were eliminated from further consideration for the following reasons. 

High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes (HOV) – HOV lanes typically improve mainline interstate capacity and not 
necessarily interstate accessibility.  As detailed in the Alternative Selection Report (Appendix D), mainline I-
65 has plenty of capacity for the 2040 design year.  It is the I-65 at SR 267 and the I-65 at Whitestown Parkway 
interchange and ramp junctions that do not have adequate capacity in the 2040 design year, which will result 
in queuing of vehicles on the I-65 exit ramps and onto mainline I-65, creating significant traffic operations and 
safety challenges.

Ramp Metering – Ramp metering is most effective for limiting the flow of local network vehicles accessing 
the mainline interstate.  As previously mentioned, mainline I-65 capacity is sufficient through the 2040 design 
year.  There is no need to meter traffic.  

Mass Transit – The Indy MPO has commissioned numerous studies over the years to investigate the viability 
of mass transit.  These studies included significant ridership modeling and public outreach.  Multiple bus rapid-
transit initiatives are currently being designed with the first initiative, The Red Line, scheduled to begin 
construction in 2018.  None of these studies identified the I-65 NW corridor as a viable mass transit alternative.    

6.3 POLICY POINT #3

“Policy Point 3:  An operational and safety analysis has concluded that the proposed change 
in access does not have a significant adverse impact on the safety and operation of the 
Interstate facility (which includes mainline lanes, existing, new, or modified ramps, ramp 
intersections with crossroad) or on the local street network based on both the current and 
the planned future traffic projections. The analysis shall, particularly in urbanized areas, 
include at least the first adjacent existing or proposed interchange on either side of the 
proposed change in access (23 CFR 625.2(a), 655.603(d) and 771.111(f)). The crossroads and 
the local street network, to at least the first major intersection on either side of the proposed 
change in access, shall be included in this analysis to the extent necessary to fully evaluate 
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the safety and operational impacts that the proposed change in access and other 
transportation improvements may have on the local street network (23 CFR 625.2(a) and 
655.603(d)). Requests for a proposed change in access must include a description and 
assessment of the impacts and ability of the proposed changes to safely and efficiently 
collect, distribute and accommodate traffic on the Interstate facility, ramps, intersection of 
ramps with crossroad, and local street network (23 CFR 625.2(a) and 655.603(d)). Each 
request must also include a conceptual plan of the type and location of the signs proposed 
to support each design alternative (23 U.S.C. 109(d) and 23 CFR 655.603(d)).”

Traffic operational analysis is contained in the Alternative Selection Report (Appendix D).  IHSDM Safety Analysis is 
found in Appendix H.

6.3.1 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS ANALYSIS

6.3.1.1 Traffic Capacity Analysis 

6.3.1.1.1 HCS Freeway Capacity Analysis

Table 6-4 summarizes the 2016, 2021 and 2040 No Build AM and PM HCS freeway capacity for mainline interstate, 
merges, diverges, and weaves related to the I-65 at SR 267 interchange modification and the I-65 at CR550S new 
interchange.  A more complete summary of I-65 corridor capacity analysis for the entire study area for 2016 and 2040 
can be found in the Alternative Selection Report (Appendix D). Open to traffic year 2021 HCS analysis can be found 
in the Additional Traffic Analysis (Appendix G).

Table 6-4 | No Build Corridor Scenario – Mainline, Merge, Diverge, Weave Analysis Summary

NO BUILD

YEAR 2016 YEAR 2021 YEAR 2040

AM PM AM PM AM PM

LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density

Mainline
Freeway

N.B.
SR 267 to CR 100 E A 10.2 B 13.1 A 10.7 B 14.1 B 12.8 B 17.7

Whitestown Pkwy to SR 267 B 12.4 B 15.4 B 13.8 B 16.5 C 19.3 C 20.7

S.B.
CR 100 E to SR 267 B 11.7 B 13.0 B 13 B 13.6 B 17.7 B 15.6

SR 267 to Whitestown Pkwy B 13.3 B 14.1 B 14.4 B 15.3 C 18.8 C 20.1

Merge
N.B. SR 267 to I-65 B 11.9 B 14.5 B 12.5 B 15.6 B 14.8 B 19.7

S.B. SR 267 to I-65 B 15.9 B 16.6 B 17.6 B 18.3 C 22.0 C 24.5

Diverge
N.B. I-65 to SR 267 A 15.7 A 24.5 A 17.8 A 26.3 A 26.1 A 33.5

S.B. I-65 to SR 267 B 12.3 B 13.8 B 13.8 B 14.4 B 19.5 B 16.9

Weave

N.B.
SR 267 to CR 100 E NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Whitestown Pkwy to SR 267 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

S.B.
CR 100 E to SR 267 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

SR 267 to Whitestown Pkwy NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Density (passenger cars/mile/lane)
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Table 6-5 summarizes the 2016, 2021, and 2040 Preferred Alternative Build AM and PM HCS freeway capacity for 
mainline interstate, merges, diverges, and weaves related to the I-65 at SR 267 interchange modification and the I-65 
at CR550S new interchange.  A more complete summary of I-65 corridor capacity analysis for the entire study area for 
2016 and 2040 can be found in the Alternative Selection Report (Appendix D). Open to traffic year 2021 HCS analysis 
can be found in the Additional Traffic Analysis (Appendix G).

Table 6-5 | Build 2 Corridor Scenario – Mainline, Merge, Diverge, Weave Analysis Summary  

It is important to note that while some LOS results are worse for the Build 2 corridor scenario than the No Build and 
Build 1, this analysis does not reflect the critical benefit Build 2 provides by diverting traffic from the existing Whitestown 
Parkway interchange and preventing queuing onto mainline I-65 at that location. For discussion of future congestion at 
Whitestown Parkway for the Build 1 alternative, see Section 6.1.1.  

6.3.1.1.2 Synchro Intersection Capacity Analysis

Table 6-6 summarizes the 2016, 2021, and 2040 AM and PM peak period Synchro results for the preferred 
Conventional DDI alternative at the I-65 at SR 267 interchange.  The preferred Conventional DDI alternative satisfies
the Synchro analysis thresholds established in the Framework Document (minimum LOS D and desirable LOS C).    A
more complete Synchro analysis summary for all the alternatives considered for 2016 and 2040 are included in the 
Alternative Selection Report (Appendix D).  Open to traffic year 2021 Synchro analysis can be found in the Additional 
Traffic Analysis (Appendix G).

BUILD 2

YEAR 2016 YEAR 2021 YEAR 2040

AM PM AM PM AM PM

LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density

Mainline
Freeway

N.B.

SR 267 to CR 100 E A 10.2 B 13.4 A 10.8 B 14.3 B 12.9 B 17.9

CR550S to SR 267 B 12.1 B 15.7 B 13.6 B 17 C 19.6 C 22.4

Whitestown Pkwy to CR550S B 12.9 B 16.2 B 15.5 B 17.9 C 25.4 C 25.0

S.B.

CR 100 E to SR 267 B 11.9 B 13.1 B 13.2 B 13.6 B 17.8 B 15.8

SR 267 to CR550S B 13.4 B 14.1 B 14.6 B 15.5 C 20.1 C 20.9

CR 550S to Whitestown Pkwy B 14.0 B 14.5 B 15.7 B 16.7 C 21.8 D 26.4

Merge

N.B.
SR 267 to I-65 B 11.9 B 15.4 B 12.5 B 16.4 B 14.5 B 19.8

CR550S to I-65 B 12.9 B 16.3 B 14.5 B 17.7 C 20.7 B 23.4

S.B.
SR 267 to I-65 B 16.3 B 16.5 B 16.2 B 16.6 C 22.9 C 25.6

CR550S to I-65 B 15.7 B 16.2 B 16.9 B 17.5 C 25.7 D 29.7

Diverge

N.B.
I-65 to SR 267 A 15.6 A 24.7 A 17.8 A 26.9 A 26.8 A 29.3

I-65 to CR550S A 0.0 B 17.6 A 1.4 B 19.6 B 12.7 B 10.9

S.B.
I-65 to SR 267 A 0.0 B 13.9 A 0 B 14.5 A 3.8 A 1.6

I-65 to CR550S A 0.0 B 14.6 A 0.5 B 16.1 A 5.4 A 6.7

Weave

N.B.
CR550S to SR 267 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Whitestown Pkwy to CR550S NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA D 31.0 NA NA

S.B.
SR 267 to CR550S NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

CR 550S to Whitestown Pkwy NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA C 26.8 D 32.2

Density (passenger cars/mile/lane)
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Table 6-6 | Synchro Results Summary for SR 267 Interchange (Preferred Alternative Conventional DDI)

SR 267

2016 AM 
PEAK PERIOD

2016 PM 
PEAK PERIOD

2021 AM 
PEAK PERIOD

2021 PM
PEAK PERIOD

2040 AM 
PEAK PERIOD

2040 PM 
PEAK PERIOD

LOS
AVG. 

DELAY 
(SEC.)

LOS
AVG. 

DELAY 
(SEC.)

LOS
AVG. 

DELAY 
(SEC.)

LOS
AVG. 

DELAY 
(SEC.)

LOS
AVG. 

DELAY 
(SEC.)

LOS
AVG. 

DELAY 
(SEC.)

Indianapolis Road A 2.8 A 2.5 A 3.8 A 3.0 A 6.6 A 5.0

East End Crossover A 4.4 A 5.3 A 6.7 A 6.2 C 23.2 B 11.9

West End Crossover A 7.5 A 6.2 A 9.1 A 7.6 B 11.8 B 11.2

Perry Worth Road A 7.6 A 6.7 B 14.7 B 13.8 C 24.8 D 52.1
 

Table 6-7 summarizes the 2016, 2021, and 2040 AM and PM peak period Synchro results for the preferred 
Conventional DDI alternative at the I-65 at CR550S interchange. The preferred Conventional DDI alternative satisfies
the Synchro analysis thresholds established in the Framework Document (minimum LOS D and desirable LOS C).  A 
more complete Synchro analysis summary for all the alternatives considered for 2016 and 2040 are included in the 
Alternative Selection Report (Appendix D).  Open to traffic year 2021 Synchro analysis can be found in the Additional 
Traffic Analysis (Appendix G).

Table 6-7  | Synchro Results Summary for CR550S (Preferred Alternative Conventional DDI)

CR550S 

2016 AM 
PEAK PERIOD

2016 PM 
PEAK PERIOD

2021 AM 
PEAK PERIOD

2021 PM 
PEAK PERIOD

2040 AM 
PEAK PERIOD

2040 PM 
PEAK PERIOD

LOS
AVG. 

DELAY 
(SEC.)

LOS
AVG. 

DELAY 
(SEC.)

LOS
AVG. 

DELAY 
(SEC.)

LOS
AVG. 

DELAY 
(SEC.)

LOS
AVG. 

DELAY 
(SEC.)

LOS
AVG. 

DELAY 
(SEC.)

Indianapolis Road A 8.6 A 8.9 B 10.9 B 11.2 C 29.7 C 25.3

East End Crossover A 1.7 A 1.7 A 5.6 A 4.5 B 17.8 B 12.4

West End Crossover B 15.7 B 15.9 B 10.1 B 13.0 B 12.7 B 14.3

Perry Worth Road A 0.3 A 1.3 B 13.1 B 12.3 D 53.7 D 35.8

The results in Table 6-6 and Table 6-7, for the intersections adjacent to the interchanges, assume signalized 
intersections at Indianapolis Road and Perry Worth Road.  Turning movement traffic data was interpolated between 
base year 2016 and design year 2040, and preliminary signal warrant analysis was performed to determine when 
signalization might be warranted.  Estimates include SR 267 and Indianapolis Road (2037), SR 267 and Perry Worth 
Road (2016), CR550S and Indianapolis Road (2035), and CR550S and Perry Worth Road (2026).  INDOT decided to 
signalize, as part of this project, the SR 267 and Perry Worth Road intersection due to immediate need and the CR550S 
and Perry Worth Road intersection due to near-term need in conjunction to its proximity to the CR550S interchange.  
SR 267 and Indianapolis Road will remain two-way stop controlled.  While the CR550S and Indianapolis Road 
intersection will be four-way stop controlled, it will be improved with dedicated left turn lanes on all approaches to 
accommodate future signalization.     

6.3.1.2 Safety Analysis
6.3.1.2.1 Crash Data Summaries  

A safety analysis was performed to evaluate the proposed interchanges’ effect on safety. Historic crash data for I-65, 
within the study area was collected and reviewed in accordance with the Indiana Strategic Highway Safety Plan.  Crash 
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data was collected between 2013 and 2015. At the time the data was collected, 2016 crash data had not been 
processed and was not available yet. Between 2013 and 2015, 247 crashes occurred along I-65 mainline, within the 
study area. Table 6-8 summarizes these crashes by location and provides a breakdown of crash severity and crash 
type. This safety analysis is based on crash data provided by INDOT which was retrieved from ARIES. Of the 247 
crashes within the three-year period, 17 were involving a collision with a deer. Those 17 crashes have been eliminated 
from the analysis.

Table 6-8 | Crash Summary 2013-2015 (Crash Location and Severity)

LOCATION
OFF-ROAD REAR END SIDE SWIPE HEAD ON RIGHT 

ANGLE/TURN
OTHER/ 

UNKNOWN
TOTAL

PD PI F PD PI F PD PI F PD PI F PD PI F PD PI F 

I-65 Mainline 16 5 0 26 13 0 41 3 0 6 2 0 1 1 0 16 6 0 136 59%

SR 267 Mainline 3 2 0 2 1 0 1 0 0 2 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 15 7%

SR 267 Interchange 1 0 0 7 2 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 7 0 0 26 11%

SR 267 / Indianapolis Rd. Intersection 2 0 0 3 0 0 4 1 0 1 0 0 4 3 0 6 3 1 28 12%

SR 267 / Albert White Intersection 3 0 0 7 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 20 9%

Albert White Dr. 1 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 2%

TOTAL 26 7 0 48 20 0 50 7 0 9 4 1 8 8 1 31 9 1 230 100%

Percentage 14% 30% 25% 6% 7% 18% 100%

PD = Property Damage PI = Personal Injury F = Fatality

Table 6-8 shows that 136 out of 230, or 59 percent, of the crashes occurred along the I-65 mainline, and the highest 
number of crashes at an interchange was at SR 267 with 11 percent. Of the accidents that occurred in the study area, 
68 were rear end crashes, or 30 percent. The next highest accident type was side swipe crashes at 25 percent. The 
higher frequency of rear end crashes along I-65 is likely due to high traffic volumes and congestion. Side swipe crashes 
are typically caused by improper lane changes that typically occur when vehicles are entering or exiting the interstate.  
The low crash rate at CR550S is due to no interchange with on and off ramps present. 

Based on the primary cause reported for each crash along with pavement and daylight conditions, an analysis has 
been made on the crashes and the results are included in Table 6-9.  
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Table 6-9 | Crash Summary 2013-2015 (Pavement and Daylight Conditions)

OFF-ROAD REAR END SIDE SWIPE HEAD ON RIGHT ANGLE/TURN OTHER/UNKNOWN TOTAL

Dry Pavement 11 33% 46 68% 43 75% 5 36% 13 76% 29 71% 147 64%

Wet/Ice/Snow/Water 22 67% 22 32% 14 25% 9 64% 4 24% 12 29% 83 36%

TOTAL 33 100% 68 100% 57 100% 14 100% 17 100% 41 100% 230 100%

Daylight 15 45% 34 50% 40 70% 6 43% 10 59% 30 73% 135 59%

Dark/Dawn/Dusk 18 55% 34 50% 17 30% 8 57% 7 41% 11 27% 95 41%

TOTAL 33 100% 68 100% 57 100% 14 100% 17 100% 41 100% 230 100%

More than 75 percent of all crashes took place during daylight conditions and 65 percent took place during dry 
conditions, which is typical for statewide averages since the majority of days are dry and the majority of traffic occurs 
during daylight hours.  As previously mentioned, rear end crashes were the most common type of crash at 28 percent, 
followed by side swipe crashes at 24 percent.  The primary cause listed in the INDOT provided crash data for the rear 
end crashes was “following too closely,” which indicates density is the primary predictor of crashes for the project.

6.3.1.2.2 IHSDM Analysis and Summary

A traffic safety analysis was conducted for this project using the crash prediction module of the Interactive Highway 
Safety Design Model (IHSDM) software. The IHSDM module uses information about roadway type, traffic volumes, 
and geometric features to predict the number of crashes that will occur on an existing or planned roadway facility. The 
IHSDM analysis for the build alternative was used to predict total number of crashes in the year 2040 on roadways 
constructed as part of this project, including the freeway mainline, ramps, and interchanges. The analysis of the No 
Build scenario was used to predict the total year 2040 traffic crashes within the same study area. Detailed IHSDM 
crash analysis outputs and summary tables are provided in Appendix H.

A comparison of the 2040 predicted crashes for the No Build scenario and the Build Alternative is provided for 
intersections and roadway sections in Table 6-10 and 6-11. Total roadway crashes, including intersections and
roadway sections, are shown in Table 6-12.

Table 6-10 | 2040 IHSDM Predicted Intersection Crashes

SUBSECTION
NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE BUILD ALTERNATIVE

PDO F/I TOTAL PDO F/I TOTAL

1: Whitestown Parkway Interchange Area 36.8 24.6 61.3 19.5 14.3 33.8

2: CR 550 Interchange Area 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.5 3 7.5

3: SR 267 Interchange Area 8.5 6.2 14.7 4.3 3.5 7.9

TOTAL ALL AREAS 45.3 30.7 76.0 28.3 20.8 49.1
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Table 6-11 | 2040 IHSDM Predicted Roadway Crashes

SUBSECTION
NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE BUILD ALTERNATIVE

PDO F/I TOTAL PDO F/I TOTAL

1: Whitestown Parkway Interchange Area* 72.6 30.2 102.8 71.4 30.2 101.6

2: CR 550 Interchange Area 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.5 2.3 5.8

3: SR 267 Interchange Area 7.8 18.4 26.2 6.0 4.5 10.5

TOTAL ALL SUBSECTIONS 80.5 48.5 129.0 81.0 37.0 118.0

 

Table 6-12 | 2040 IHSDM Predicted Total Crashes 

SUBSECTION
NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE BUILD ALTERNATIVE

PDO F/I TOTAL PDO F/I TOTAL

1: Whitestown Parkway Interchange Area 109 55 164 91 44 135

2: CR 550 Interchange Area 0 0 0 8 5 13

3: SR 267 Interchange Area 16 25 41 10 8 18

TOTAL ALL SUBSECTIONS 126 79 205 109 58 167
*Roadway Segment Crashes for all portions of I-65 are included in this Area

The corridor model horizon year (2040) traffic volume forecasts were used as the basis for analyzing traffic safety for 
the alternatives. The current forecasted volumes, along with detailed road geometry and intersection information, were 
entered into the IHSDM. For each alternative, the model predicts year 2040 crashes on the mainlines of I-65, as well 
as at interchanges and key intersections. For the No Build scenario, the model predicts year 2040 crashes within the 
same study area with the primary difference being the exclusion of the CR 550 Interchange. 

The IHSDM is a relatively new analysis tool and has not yet been calibrated to reflect the specific conditions of Indiana 
highways and Indiana crash reporting procedures. Because of this, the model may not accurately predict the absolute 
number, type and severity of crashes for any one alternative.  The analysis is useful, however, as a comparative tool 
among alternatives, as it can demonstrate relative differences in crash numbers due to design differences. IHSDM 
predicts 13.5% fewer PDO crashes, 26.6% fewer F/I crashes, and an 18.5% overall reduction of crashes for the build 
alternative. The comparison of IHSDM crash predictions between the No Build and the build alternatives provides an 
estimate of the safety improvements that could be expected by implementing this project.
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6.3.1.3 Potential Improvements for Southbound I-65 to I-865 and North Bound I-65 to Whitestown Parkway

Although not located within the immediate project area, the southbound I-65 to I-865 ramp and the northbound I-65 to 
Whitestown Parkway ramp are located within the IAD study area.  Traffic operations at both locations, in their current 
configurations, are challenging and only expected to deteriorate as growth in the area continues.  Appendix L contains 
schematic layouts and cost estimates for proposed improvements at each location.  INDOT intends to implement these 
improvements as part of this project, if the improvements fit within the project budget.  If the improvements do not fit 
within the project budget, INDOT intends to pursue a separate contract for implementation.

6.3.1.4 Alternatives Evaluation Comparison
Tables 6-13 and 6-14 summarize the results of the decision-making criteria for the selection of the preferred alternative 
at each location, as detailed in the Alternative Selection Report (Appendix D).  Traffic operations, safety, and cost are 
the primary factors in the decision-making process; however, the other criteria provide supplemental support for the 
decision.  Depending on the nature of the protected resource, environmental impacts can also elevate to a primary 
factor. 

Table 6-13 | Decision Criteria Summary (I-65 at SR 267) 

CRITERIA
INTERCHANGE ALTERNATIVE

PARCLO A 
(SLIP RAMP)

DDI 
(GRADE SEP.) CONVENTIONAL DDI SPUI 

2040 Traffic 
Operations

AM

Total delay = 33 hours
VMT = 7,474 miles
VHT = 300 hours

Total delay = 29 hours
VMT = 7,692 miles
VHT = 299 hours

Total delay = 36 hours
VMT = 7,298 miles
VHT = 297 hours

Total delay = 35 hours
VMT = 6,911 miles
VHT = 288 hours

PM
 Total delay = 29 hours

VMT = 8,317 miles
VHT = 159 hours

Total delay = 29 hours
VMT = 8,400 miles
VHT = 162 hours

Total delay = 38 hours
VMT = 7,972 miles
VHT = 164 hours

Total delay = 36 hours
VMT = 7,534 miles
VHT = 157 hours

Safety 15 total conflict points 16 total conflict points 18 total conflict points 24 total conflict points
Total Cost $35.44 million $24.06 million $20.01 million $22.61 million

Constructability
Reconstruct and widen 

bridge under traffic 
condition

Existing two-way bridge 
untouched for significant 
period while constructing 

EB bridge

Existing two-way bridge 
untouched for significant 
period while constructing 

EB bridge

Closure of existing bridge 
required during new 
bridge construction

Future 
Expandability

Bridge can be easily 
widened but loop ramps 

would need 
reconstruction

Bridges easily widened with 
minimal approach work

Bridges easily widened 
with minimal approach 

work

Widening would require 
raising bridge profile and 
approaches – new deck

Right-of-Way 22.9 acres 12.7 acres 12.7 acres 8.7 acres

Environmental 
Impacts

Large contiguous 
wetland impact

Boone’s Pond impact 
(Section 4(f)); large 

contiguous wetland impact
Minimal impacts Least impacts

Infrastructure 
Economics Nothing saved Utilizes SR 267 bridge 

reconstructed in 2010
Utilizes SR 267 bridge 
reconstructed in 2010 Nothing saved

Note:  VMT (vehicle miles travelled), VHT (vehicle hours travelled)
 

The Conventional DDI is the preferred alternative for the I-65 interchange at SR 267.  All four alternatives provide 
desirable traffic operations with the Parclo A with slip ramp and DDI with grade separation alternatives having the least 
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overall delay and the Conventional DDI and the SPUI alternatives having the least VMT and VHT.  All four alternatives 
would be constructed to INDOT standards and would be considered safe; however, the SPUI has more conflict points 
than the Conventional DDI, the DDI with grade separation, and the Parclo A with slip ramp. Cost is a primary 
differentiator among the alternatives.  The Parclo A with slip ramp alternative was eliminated from further consideration 
because it costs approximately $15.43 million more the Conventional DDI alternative.  The DDI with grade separation 
alternative was eliminated from further consideration because is costs approximately $4.05 million more than the 
Conventional DDI alternative and results in the use of a Section 4(f) resource, which would require proof that there is 
no prudent or feasible alternative to a DDI with grade separation. See Appendix I for a full cost analysis. The DDI 
alternatives requires over 10 acres less of right-of-way as a Parclo A, but slightly more than a SPUI. See Appendix J
for right-of-way exhibits.

With the choice of preferred alternative narrowed to the Conventional DDI and SPUI, the Conventional DDI alternative 
is preferred.  Not only does the Conventional DDI cost approximately $2.60 million less than the SPUI, it fully utilizes 
the design life of a recent INDOT infrastructure investment (SR 267 bridge reconstructed in 2010) and provides the 
additional benefit of minimizing disruption to SR 267 traffic operations during construction of the interchange 
modification.  The Conventional DDI also safeguards against unforeseen fluctuation in the future land development 
and traffic forecasts because, unlike the SPUI alternative, it is relatively easy to expand in the future, if necessary. 

Table 6-14 | Decision Criteria Summary (I-65 at CR550S) 

CRITERIA
INTERCHANGE ALTERNATIVE

TIGHT DIAMOND CONVENTIONAL DDI SPUI CONV.  DIAMOND

2040 Traffic
Operations

AM

Total delay = 57 hours
VMT = 7,467 miles
VHT = 339 hours

Total delay = 42 hours
VMT = 7,336 miles
VHT = 305 hours

Total delay = 43 hours
VMT = 7,498 miles
VHT = 314 hours

Total delay = 56 
hours

VMT = 7,480 miles
VHT = 342 hours

PM
 Total delay = 59 hours

VMT = 7,930 miles
VHT = 180 hours

Total delay = 47 hours
VMT = 7,813 miles
VHT = 164 hours

Total delay = 45 hours
VMT = 7,966 miles
VHT = 165 hours

Total delay = 58 
hours

VMT = 7,950 miles
VHT = 183 hours

Safety 30 total conflict points 18 total conflict points 24 total conflict points 30 total conflict points
Total Cost $18.46 million $19.30 million $22.11 million $19.03 million

Constructability New terrain alignment –
no disruption

New terrain alignment 
– no disruption

New terrain alignment – no
disruption

New terrain alignment 
– no disruption

Future Expandability
Bridges easily widened 
but adding a 3rd left-turn 

lane would be 
undesirable

Bridges easily widened 
with minimal approach 

work

Widening would require raising 
bridge profile and approaches 

– new deck

Bridge easily widened 
with minimal 

approach work

Right-of-Way 52.7 acres 55.3 acres 55.0 acres 59.5 acres
Environmental 

Impacts Minimal Impacts Minimal impacts Minimal impacts Minimal impacts

Infrastructure 
Economics

New terrain alignment – 
nothing to save

New terrain alignment 
– nothing to save

New terrain alignment – 
nothing to save

New terrain alignment 
– nothing to save

Note:  VMT (vehicle miles travelled), VHT (vehicle hours travelled)
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The Conventional DDI is the preferred alternative for the I-65 interchange at CR550S.  While all four alternatives provide 
desirable traffic operations, the Conventional DDI has low forecasted delay (lowest for the AM peak and second lowest 
for the PM peak), as well as the lowest VMT an VHT of all alternatives.  While all four alternatives would be constructed 
to INDOT standards and would be considered safe, the Conventional DDI has the least conflict points of all alternatives.  
The Conventional Diamond and Tight Diamond alternatives perform similarly; however, the Tight Diamond alternative 
was eliminated from further consideration because if the Tight Diamond alternative would need to be expanded in the 
future, it would require triple lefts from CR550S to the I-65 merge ramp which is operationally undesirable and would 
require additional bridge widening. 

As previously discussed in this report, even though the traffic modeling and growth forecasting methodology is solid 
and is based on the best tools available, the precise final buildout of this area is not yet known.  The area is currently 
wide-open and prime for continued, rapid development.  Left turning movements tend to pose the greatest challenge 
to signalized intersections because they require green time that could otherwise be used for through movements.  The 
I-65 at CR550S interchange will experience a heavy westbound CR550S to southbound I-65 left turning volume.  The 
proposed Tight Diamond alternative already has dual left-turn lanes for this movement. The Conventional DDI 
safeguards against unforeseen fluctuation in the future land development and traffic forecasts because it provides a 
free-flowing westbound CR550S to southbound I-65 movement.  

The SPUI alternative was eliminated from further consideration because it did not perform as well as the Conventional 
DDI alternative with anticipated traffic operations, it is not as easily expandable in the future if necessary, and it is 
estimated to cost approximately $2.81 million more than the Conventional DDI alternative.

With the choice of preferred alternative narrowed to the Conventional DDI and the Conventional Diamond, the 
Conventional DDI alternative is preferred even though it is estimated to cost approximately $0.27 million more than the 
Conventional Diamond alternative.  

6.4 P O L I C Y POINT #4  

“Policy Point 4: The proposed access connects to a public road only and will provide for all 
traffic movements. Less than ``full interchanges'' may be considered on a case-by-case basis 
for applications requiring special access for managed lanes (e.g., transit, HOVs, HOT lanes) 
or park and ride lots. The proposed access will be designed to meet or exceed current 
standards (23 CFR 625.2(a), 625.4(a)(2), and 655.603(d)).”

The proposed I-65 at SR 267 interchange modification and the proposed new I-65 at CR550S interchange connect 
directly to public roads and provide for all traffic movements.  

The conceptual design of the proposed I-65 at SR 267 interchange modification and the new I-65 at CR550S 
interchange are provided in the Alternative Selection Report (Appendix D). These figures are preliminary in nature 
and will be further refined in subsequent phases of design. The proposed design will meet or exceed all design
standards for an interchange according to the following industry standards:
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INDOT Design Manual; 
AASHTO’s A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets; and, 
AASHTO’s A Policy on Design Standards – Interstate System. 

Key design elements not readily determined from the enclosed figures include intersection sight distance, storage on 
ramps, vertical clearance, and length of acceleration and deceleration lanes. Intersection sight distance will be 
addressed in accordance with NCHRP Report 672, Section 6.7.3.  Sight distance will vary on each approach 
determined by the speeds resulting from the final geometric design.  Ramp storage will be provided to handle the 
expected number of queuing vehicles determined by the capacity analyses in the Alternative Selection Report 
(Appendix D). The new SR 267 and CR550S bridges will be constructed with a vertical clearance of 16.5 feet over 
I-65 in accordance with the Indiana Design Manual.  The entrance and exit ramps will be constructed in accordance 
with INDOT’s standard drawings for parallel ramp design.  Pedestrian access will be accommodated, and interchange 
and lighting will be considered.  All interchange geometric criteria will be reviewed and implemented during preliminary 
design and submitted for approval as a formal “Interchange Geometrics” submission to INDOT and FHWA.

6.5  POLICY POINT #5

“Policy Point 5: The proposal considers and is consistent with local and regional land use 
and transportation plans. Prior to receiving final approval, all requests for new or revised 
access must be included in an adopted Metropolitan Transportation Plan, in the adopted 
Statewide or Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (STIP or TIP), and the 
Congestion Management Process within transportation management areas, as appropriate, 
and as specified in 23 CFR part 450, and the transportation conformity requirements of 40 
CFR parts 51 and 93.”

The I-65 at CR550S interchange is located within the corporate limits of the Town of Whitestown. The I-65 at SR 267 
and I-65 at CR550S interchanges are located within the Indy MPO’s Metropolitan Planning Area.  The modification of 
the I-65 at SR 267 interchange is currently in the Indy MPO’s Long-Range Metropolitan Transportation Plan (LRMTP) 
and Indianapolis Regional Transportation Improvement Program (IRTIP).  On September 6, 2017, INDOT formally 
requested that the Indy MPO include the new I-65 at CR550S interchange into their 2045 LRMTP update, expected to 
be adopted by the Indy MPO’s Policy Board in its December 2017 meeting.  

6.6 POLICY POINT #6

“Policy Point 6: In corridors where the potential exists for future multiple interchange 
additions, a comprehensive corridor or network study must accompany all requests for new 
or revised access with recommendations that address all of the proposed and desired access 
changes within the context of a longer-range system or network plan (23 U.S.C. 109(d), 23 
CFR 625.2(a), 655.603(d), and 771.111).
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The proposed interchange at CR550S is the only interchange that can be added to this section of the corridor between 
Whitestown Parkway and SR 267 due to FHWA spacing requirements. Interchanges currently exist at I-865, 
Whitestown Parkway, SR 267 and Hall Baker Rd./CR 100E (Indianapolis Road).  

6.7 POLICY POINT #7 

“Policy Point 7: When a new or revised access point is due to a new, expanded, or substantial 
change in current or planned future development or land use, requests must demonstrate 
appropriate coordination has occurred between the development and any proposed 
transportation system improvements (23 CFR 625.2(a) and 655.603(d)). The request must 
describe the commitments agreed upon to assure adequate collection and dispersion of the 
traffic resulting from the development with the adjoining local street network and Interstate 
access point (23 CFR 625.2(a) and 655.603(d)).”

The Framework Document (Appendix C) contains a robust discussion of how anticipated growth associated with 
recent development, development currently under construction, and future development with an approved plan, was 
accounted for and incorporated into the travel demand modeling effort.  The model used the growth rate from the Indy 
MPO model for this area of Boone County in areas where these types of development have not yet been identified or 
come to fruition. The modeling effort also incorporated all programmed state and local roadway transportation
improvement projects by coding the links into the network.  Local roadway networks identified future development 
approved plans were also coded directly into the travel demand model. Potential improvements to existing I-65/I-865 
and I-65/Whitestown Parkway Ramps can be found in Appendix L. 

 



I N T E R S T A T E  
ACCESS  DOCU MENT I-65 at SR 267 and CR550S

HNTB/CORRADINO page | 31 

6.8 POLICY POINT #8

“Policy Point 8: The proposal can be expected to be included as an alternative in the required 
environmental evaluation, review and processing. The proposal should include supporting 
information and current status of the environmental processing (23 CFR 771.111).”

Field investigation and 
geographic information system 
(GIS) resource mapping reveal 
some environmental concerns 
near the proposed project 
footprint.  Primary concerns at the 
proposed I-65 at SR 267 
interchange modification include 
Boones Pond, a Section 4(f) 
resource in the northeast 
quadrant of the interchange, as 
well as numerous low-quality 
wetlands in the interchange area, 
resulting from open drainage 
systems that no longer have 
positive drainage.  One of these 
wetland areas is a relatively large 
contiguous wetland in the 
southeast quadrant of the I-65 at 
SR 267 interchange.  The primary 
environmental concern at the 
proposed new I-65 at CR550S 
interchange is the stream on the 
west side of the interstate.  This 
stream is a legal drain and a
Water of the U.S. stream. See 
Figure 6-1 for clarification. An 
Environmental Assessment (EA) 
is being prepared for this project 
in tandem with the development 
of the IAD. The draft EA is 
anticipated to be completed in 
Spring of 2018. 

Figure 6-1 | Potential Environmental Resources


