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Part I - PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

Every Federal action requires some level of public involvement, providing for early and continuous opportunities  
throughout the project development process. The level of public involvement should be commensurate  
with the proposed action. 

  Yes  No 
Does the project have a historic bridge processed under the Historic Bridges PA*?   X 
If No, then:     

    Opportunity for a Public Hearing Required?  X   
 
*A public hearing is required for all historic bridges processed under the Historic Bridges Programmatic Agreement between  
INDOT, FHWA, SHPO, and the ACHP. 
 

Discuss what public involvement activities (legal notices, letters to affected property owners and residents (i.e. notice of  
entry), meetings, special purpose meetings, newspaper articles, etc.) have occurred for this project. 
 

Remarks:  

Notice of Survey Letter - Notice of Survey Letters were mailed on May 28, 2013 to property owners located 
in the vicinity of the project area describing the proposed project and notifying them that project personnel 
may be entering their property to gather data for environmental analysis. 
 

Section 106 Consulting – Public notice of the “No Historic Properties Affected” finding was advertised in the 
Indianapolis Star on May 2, 2015 with a 30-day comment period (Appendix F2).  The 800.11(d) 
documentation was made available for public review at Corradino LLC’s office at 200 South Meridian Street, 
Suite 330, Indianapolis, IN 46225.  No comments were received by the public.  
 

Media – Several articles related to this new interchange project have appeared in local newspapers.  The 
Indianapolis Star chronicled plans for the new interchange in the December 17, 2012 edition, with a project 
update article published on May 8, 2014.  Articles in the September 18, 2014 edition of the Indianapolis 
Business Journal and the June 17, 2014 and August 25, 2014 editions of the Indianapolis Star documented 
this new interchange project and chronicled efforts of private entities to relocate the potentially National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligible Flanagan-Kincaid House.   
 

Public Hearing – The proposed project is being processed as an Environmental Assessment.  Per the current 
Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) Public Involvement Manual 2012, Part 1, Section IV.C.4, a 
public hearing will be provided to the public.  Upon release of the EA for public involvement, a legal 
advertisement will be placed in a local publication notifying the public of the EA's availability for review.   The 
public will be provided a 30 day comment period.  
  

  
 

Public Controversy on Environmental Grounds Yes  No 

Will the project involve substantial controversy concerning community and/or natural resource impacts?   X 
 

Remarks:  

The only point of contention with members of the public was the potential impacts of the project on the 
Flanagan-Kincaid House.  The Flanagan-Kincaid House, anticipated to be eligible for listing in the NRHP 
during the early stages of the consulting parties Section 106 coordination (Appendix F), was originally located 
along the south side of 106th Street, approximately 600 feet east of I-69.  During project development, 
interchange alternatives were analyzed to construct the project without the need to acquire right-of-way from 
the historic boundary of the Flanagan-Kincaid House, in an effort to minimize any potential effects.  Local 
preservation groups raised funds and orchestrated the relocation of the Flanagan-Kincaid House to a location 
a half mile to the north, October 4, 2014.  FHWA and INDOT had no involvement in the relocation of the 
Flanagan-Kincaid House.  In a letter dated October 22, 2014, the Indiana Department of Natural Resources – 
State Historic Preservation Officer (IDNR-SHPO) recommended that the Flanagan-Kincaid House not be 
considered eligible for NRHP listing, due to the relocation.  The project is not anticipated to cause any other 
public controversy. 
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Part II - General Project Identification, Description, and Design Information 
 

Sponsor of the Project: City of Fishers INDOT District: Greenfield 
    

Local Name of the Facility: 
New I-69 Interchange at 106

th
 Street, from approximately 950 feet west of to 

approximately 1,350 feet east of the centerline of I-69, in Fishers, IN 
 

Funding Source (mark all that apply): Federal X State X Local X Other*  

 

*If other is selected, please identify the funding source:  

 

PURPOSE AND NEED: 

 
Describe the transportation problem that the project will address. The solution to the traffic problem should NOT be discussed 
in this section.  (Refer to the CE Manual, Section IV.B.2. Purpose and Need) 
 

 
The purpose of the proposed project is to increase operational efficiency along the I-69 corridor in Fishers by: 
 

1. Reducing congestion at the existing I-69 interchanges with 96
th
 Street and 116

th
 Street;  

2. Improving traffic safety within the project study area; and  
3. Providing direct access between I-69 and 106

th
 Street to serve existing land uses and growth patterns. 

 

The need of the proposed project is to address the existing capacity deficiencies of the existing roadway network and 
accommodate development and population growth within the study area.  Specifically, the proposed project will address the 
following needs: 
 

1. Reduce traffic congestion at the existing I-69 interchanges with 96
th
 Street (Exit 203) and 116

th
 Street (Exit 205), 

without creating unacceptable operations along 106
th
 Street; 

2. Enhance safety by reducing crash rates, via a more efficient transportation system, at the existing I-69 
interchanges with 96

th
 Street (Exit 203) and 116

th
 Street (Exit 205), without creating unacceptable operations 

along 106
th
 Street; 

3. Provide for direct access between I-69 and the commercial and residential destinations along 106
th
 Street; and 

4. Provide a facility that supports the existing land uses, projected land uses, and general growth patterns along the 
106

th
 Street corridor. 

 
Reduce Traffic Congestion 
 
The detailed travel demand modeling and traffic capacity analysis, contained in the Interchange Justification (IJ) Report 
(Appendix G) prepared for this project, was based on an expansive study area that extends along I-69 from I-465 to 126

th
 

Street.  While the immediate project area encompasses I-69, from 96
th
 Street to 116

th
 Street, and 106

th
 Street, from 

Crosspoint Boulevard to USA Parkway, it was necessary to use the more expansive study area when developing the IJ 
Report in order to fully understand the project area’s traffic operations, within the context of the larger study area. 
 
Table 1 summarizes the capacity analysis results for the signalized intersections that comprise the I-69 interchanges with 
96

th
 Street and 116

th
 Street, as well as the first signalized intersection to the east and west of each interchange.  Level of 

Service (LOS) and average delay are reported for the year 2015 existing condition as well as the year 2035 No-Build 
condition.  LOS is reported as “A” through “F” with LOS A representing uninhibited, free-flow conditions and LOS F 
representing gridlock.   The point between LOS D and LOS E typically represents when a facility has reached its 
capacity, with congestion and queuing occurring more frequently as this threshold is exceeded.  LOS E or greater 
results are highlighted in Table 1.  Delay is measured in seconds and represents the anticipated average delay experienced 
by a motorist travelling through the intersection.  The I-69 interchanges with 96

th
 Street and 116

th
 Street currently 

experience unacceptable levels of congestion and delay during peak periods, and capacity is anticipated to deteriorate 
even more in the future.   
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Table 1 - Adjacent Interchanges and Intersections – Capacity Analysis Summary 

 

 Existing (Year 2015) No-Build (Year 2035) 

AM PM AM PM 

LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay 

Intersection of 

96
th

 Street With 

Corporation Dr C 21.4 C 25.0 C 29.3 D 35.8 

I-69 SB C 21.0 C 22.1 C 27.7 C 33.6 

I-69 NB B 17.4 F 93.8 C 24.5 F 176.9 

Hague Rd C 22.1 D 36.7 C 25.7 E 57.6 

Intersection of 

116
th

 Street 

With 

Commercial Dr B 19.7 C 26.8 C 43.4 E 78.0 

I-69 SB C 23.7 E 58.1 F 111.8 F 195.4 

I-69 NB B 13.0 F 101.7 F 141.8 F 196.5 

USA Pkwy B 14.7 E 65.5 C 20.2 F 207.4 

Source:  United Consulting and Corradino LLC, Interchange Justification Report, August 29, 2014. 

 
Enhance Safety 
 

A safety analysis was performed to evaluate the proposed interchange’s effect on safety. Historic crash data was reviewed 
along I-465, I-69, and SR 37 within the study area. Table 2 summarizes these crashes by location and provides a 
breakdown of crash severity and crash type. 
 

Table 2 - Crash Summary 2010-2012 (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-465 Mainline 19 11 0 108 17 0 65 8 0 9 2 0 5 3 0 15 6 0 268 12% 

I-69 Mainline 38 29 0 662 116 0 178 25 0 30 12 0 27 16 0 62 16 0 1211 54% 

82nd St 

Interchange 
1 1 0 86 18 0 23 3 0 1 2 0 12 4 0 32 7 0 190 8% 

96th St 

Interchange 
1 0 0 114 20 0 50 2 0 6 0 0 40 14 0 37 11 0 295 13% 

106th St 3 2 0 7 2 0 7 0 0 1 0 0 7 1 0 8 2 0 40 2% 

116th St 

Interchange 
1 0 0 73 6 0 12 0 0 2 0 0 6 1 0 35 1 0 137 6% 

US 37 Mainline 2 0 0 67 15 0 9 0 0 2 1 0 4 2 0 4 3 0 109 5% 

Total 65 43 0 1117 194 0 344 38 0 51 17 0 101 41 0 193 46 0 2250 100% 

Percentage 5% 58% 17% 3% 6% 11% 100% 
 

Source:  United Consulting and Corradino LLC, Interchange Justification Report, August 29, 2014. 

PD = Property Damage  
PI = Personal Injury 
F = Fatality 
 

Table 2 illustrates that between 2010 and 2012, 268 crashes occurred along I-465 mainline, 1,211 crashes occurred along 
I-69 mainline, and 109 crashes occurred along SR 37 mainline within the study area. This safety analysis is based on crash 
data provided by INDOT that was retrieved from the Automated Reporting Information Exchange System (ARIES).   
Over half of the crashes that occurred in the study area were rear end crashes, 58%. The next highest crash type was side 
swipe crashes at 17%. The high frequency of rear end crashes along I-69 is likely due to high traffic volumes and 
congestion, with vehicles forced to make abrupt stops. 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 along 106

th
 street is due to the 

fact that there is no existing interchange with merge and diverge ramps at this location.  
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Table 3 differentiates by crash type and summarizes crashes per pavement condition and lighting condition.  Over 75% of 
all crashes took place during dry, daylight conditions. Peak travel times are during the day, and high traffic volumes were 
likely the primary cause. Over 80% of rear end crashes occurred during dry, daylight conditions which shows that 
congestion was likely to blame for the majority of these crashes. The primary cause listed in the INDOT provided crash data 
was “following too closely.” 
 

Table 3 - Crash Summary 2010-2012 (Crash Type and Condition) 
 

Condition Off-Road Rear End Side Swipe Head On 
Right 

Angle/Turn 

Other/Unkn

own 
Total 

Dry Pavement 64 59% 1086 83% 316 83% 47 69% 100 70% 175 73% 1788 79% 

Wet/Ice/ 

Snow/Water 
44 41% 225 17% 66 17% 21 31% 42 30% 64 27% 462 21% 

Total 108 100% 1311 100% 382 100% 68 100% 142 100% 239 100% 2250 100% 

Daylight 60 56% 1053 80% 288 75% 34 50% 112 79% 161 67% 1708 76% 

Dark/Dawn/ 

Dusk 
48 44% 258 20% 94 25% 34 50% 30 21% 78 33% 542 24% 

Total 108 100% 1311 100% 382 100% 68 100% 142 100% 239 100% 2250 100% 

Source:  United Consulting and Corradino LLC, Interchange Justification Report, August 29, 2014. 

 
  
Provide Direct Access 
 
Currently, there is no direct access to or from I-69 at 106

th
 Street. Access at this location is needed to support the existing 

traffic volumes as well as the anticipated future growth.  Motorists currently use the I-69 interchanges at 96
th
 Street or 116

th
 

Street to gain access to the 106
th
 Street area; however, as previously noted, these existing interchanges currently 

experience congestion and delay during peak periods.  The I-69 interchanges at 96
th
 Street and 116

th
 Street are not easily 

expanded since, for critical movements, they currently have dual right and left turn lanes on the ramps at the signalized 
ramp junctions, as well as dual lane left turn lanes on the bridges.  Further expansion is cost prohibitive due to right-of-way 
impacts in these commercially developed areas.   
 
Support Land Uses and Growth Patterns 
 
The City of Fishers has seen tremendous growth over the past three decades and is currently the 8

th
 most populated 

community in Indiana.  U.S. Census data reports that Fishers had an approximate population of 2,000 in 1980, 7,200 in 
1990, and 77,000 in 2010.  Growth has been both residential and commercial in nature.  The area near the proposed 106

th
 

Street interchange, and in particular the existing platted and partially developed commercial office parks in the quadrants of 
the interchange, are currently experiencing development activity.     
   
The Indianapolis Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (MPO’s) Travel Demand Model was used as the base for developing 
the traffic projections for the I-69 new interchange at 106

th
 Street project.  Land use analysis, contained in the IJ Report 

(Appendix G), was performed for the study area to generate realistic growth projections.  These growth projections were 
then used to generate traffic projections for the project, for use in determining the necessary scope of work.  A screening 
process was performed to identify developable parcels.  The City of Fishers provided GIS shape files including zoning, 
floodplains, and aerial photography for use in the screening process.  The first step in the screening process identified 
vacant parcels in the zoning shape file.  The next step identified planned urban development (PUD) parcels in the zoning 
shape file.  Aerial photography was then used to verify the status of all parcels.  Any area within a floodplain was assumed 
undevelopable.  Small parcels that serve as utility easements, driveways, etc. were assumed undevelopable.  Protected 
parcel zonings, including open space, were assumed undevelopable.  The City of Fishers Downtown Illustrative Master 
Plan includes specific plans for development that were incorporated in the analysis.  Vacant parcels were then assumed to 
develop with similar uses and densities as the existing development.  For example, the vacant ground in the southeast 
quadrant of the proposed I-69/106

th
 Street interchange was assumed to develop with 3-story office buildings, with the same 

proportion of parking, infrastructure, storm water detention, etc., similar to the existing development on that site.  Vacant 
parcels in residential areas were assumed to develop with residential with similar densities. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE): 

 
County: Hamilton  Municipality: Fishers 

 
 
Project Introduction 
 
INDOT, with active support and financial sponsorship from the City of Fishers (Fishers) and Hamilton County, is proposing to 
construct a new interchange along I-69 at the 106

th
 Street overpass near mile marker 204 in Hamilton County, Indiana.  The 

project area is shown in Appendix 
 
 
Limits of Proposed Work: 
 
The limits of the proposed work along I-69 extends from approximately 2,400 feet south of to approximately 2,800 feet north of 
the 106

th
 Street overpass resulting in a total distance of approximately 5,200 feet (1.0 mile).   

 
The limits of the proposed work along 106

th
 Street extends from the east leg of the Crosspoint Boulevard roundabout to the 

west leg of the USA Parkway roundabout.  These limits correspond to a distance from approximately 950 feet west of to 
approximately 1,350 feet east of the centerline of I-69, resulting in a total distance of approximately 2,300 feet (0.44 mile).  
 
Total Work Length:     1.44 Mile(s)                              Total Work Area:    34.4 Acre(s) 
  
Is an Interchange Modification Study / Interchange Justification Study (IMS/IJS) required?  
If yes, when did the FHWA grant a conditional approval for this project?  
 
1
If an IMS or IJS is required; a copy of the approved CE/EA document must be submitted to the FHWA with a request for final 

approval of the IMS/IJS. 
 
In the remarks box below, describe existing conditions, provide in detail the scope of work for the project, including the 
preferred alternative.  Include a discussion of logical termini.  Discuss any major issues for the project and how the project will 
improve safety or roadway deficiencies if these are issues. 

 
Existing Conditions: 

Interstate 69  

The existing I-69 cross section in each direction consists of a five-foot paved inside shoulder, four 12-foot mainline thru 
lanes; a 12-foot auxiliary lane for merges and diverges to and from 96

th
 Street and 116

th
 Street, and a ten-foot paved 

outside shoulder.  The posted speed of I-69 in the project area is 65 mph. 

106
th
 Street  

106
th
 Street currently bridges over the interstate with no access to I-69.  It is a two-lane road with an 11-foot wide thru lane 

and a four-foot wide (two-foot paved) shoulder in each direction.  106
th
 Street is classified as a Minor Arterial with a posted 

speed limit of 40 mph.  No pedestrian facilities currently exist along 106
th
 Street within the project area.  There is a recently 

constructed two-lane roundabout at the intersection of 106
th
 Street with Crosspoint Boulevard/Lantern Road (west project 

limit).  There is also a two-lane roundabout at the 106
th
 Street intersection with USA Parkway/Lantern Road (east project 

limit). Prior to the construction of I-69, Lantern Road was a continuous north-south route; however, Lantern Road was 
bisected by I-69 and relocated so that Lantern Road currently exists on both sides of the interstate. In this report, the west 
intersection is referred to as Crosspoint Boulevard and the east intersection is referred to as USA Parkway.  
 
 
Operation Indy Commute: 
 

Construction was substantially complete in 2014 for the Operation Indy Commute (OIC) project, which was fully accounted 
for in the base and future year analysis in the IJ Report.  The OIC project added a thru lane in the median for southbound I-

Yes
1
  No 

X   
Date:  January 16, 2015 
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69 and added an auxiliary lane between the 82
nd

 Street and 116
th
 Street interchanges for both northbound and southbound 

I-69.  OIC also constructed braid ramp bridge structures at the I-69/SR 37 interchange, north of 116
th
 Street.  The OIC 

project provided significant traffic capacity improvements and reduced recurring commuting “bottlenecks” along I-69 
between the I-465/I-69 interchange and the I-69/SR 37 interchange.   

 

Proposed Project Improvement: 
  
The proposed project is a new I-69 interchange at the 106

th
 Street overpass located within the City of Fishers in Hamilton 

County, Indiana.  It is within the limits of the Indianapolis MPO, which is also a Transportation Management Area (TMA).  
Location maps for the proposed interchange can be found in Appendix A.  The proposed interchange provides for all four 
turning movements to and from I-69.  Project alternatives, including the Do Nothing Alternative, were analyzed based on 
their ability to meet the project’s purpose and need.  The preferred alternative is discussed in more detail in the following 
section.  The other new interchange build alternatives, and why they were eliminated from further consideration, are 
discussed in the Other Alternatives Considered section of this document.   
 
 

 
Preferred Alternative:  Roundabout Interchange  
 
Roundabouts improve the travel time over all interchange alternatives by creating continuous flow of traffic.  The 
Roundabout Alternative provides a continuous two-lane, oval-shaped roundabout centered over the I-69 centerline.  
Appendix B contains plans for the Roundabout Alternative.  The northbound I-69 diverge ramp provides a three-lane 
approach (left, left/thru, and a separate right turn lane bypass for the northbound I-69 to eastbound 106

th
 Street 

movement).  The southbound I-69 diverge ramp provides a two-lane approach (left and left/thru/right).  Eastbound 106
th
 

Street provides a three-lane approach (left/thru, thru, and a separate eastbound 106
th
 Street to southbound I-69 right turn 

bypass lane).  Westbound 106
th
 Street provides a three-lane approach (left/thru, thru, and a separate westbound 106

th
 

Street to northbound I-69 right turn bypass lane).   
 
The interchange contains two separate two-lane bridges over I-69, one to the south and the other to the north.  The north 
bridge will provide a variable six foot to eight foot wide sidewalk along the north side of 106

th
 Street for the entire project 

length, with crosswalks across 106
th
 Street at Crosspoint Boulevard and USA Parkway. 

   
The existing 106

th
 Street structure over I-69 will be totally removed as part of this project and replaced with two one-way 

structures (south structure and north structure) as part of the preferred alternative.  Construction along I-69 will include new 
bridge piers in the median and new bridge abutments to the outside of mainline I-69.  No roadway work is proposed for 
existing mainline I-69, and all roadway work along I-69 will be limited to construction of the ramps for the new interchange. 
 
The Roundabout Interchange will acquire 9.5 acres of permanent right-of-way and will impact 0.58 acre of wetlands.  No 
impacts to floodplains, streams, forests, or endangered species are anticipated.  The Roundabout Alternative does not 
require residential or commercial relocations.  
 

Advantages: 

• Creates an efficient interchange without traffic signal; 

• Improves safety; 

• Less severe collisions; 

• Fewer conflict points due to central splitter island; 

• Eliminates right angle and head on collisions; and, 

• Eliminates virtually all delay during low-volume, non-peak hours of the day. 

Disadvantages: 

• Increases pedestrian delay since gaps are not artificially created by a traffic signal. 
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OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: 

 
Describe all discarded alternatives, including the Do-Nothing Alternative and an explanation of why each discarded alternative 
was not selected.  
 

 
No-Build Alternative:  Do Nothing Alternative 

 

The Do Nothing Alternative serves as a baseline for comparison for build alternatives. The Do Nothing Alternative does not 
meet the purpose and need for the project because it would not 1) reduce traffic congestion at the I-69 interchanges with 96

th
 

Street and 116
th
 Street, 2) enhance safety in the study area, 3) provide direct access between I-69 and 106

th
 Street, or 4) 

support land uses and growth patterns.   The Do Nothing Alternative was eliminated because it does not satisfy purpose and 
need.   
 

 

Build Alternative: Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative  

 
The TSM Alternatives strategies do not meet the purpose and need for the project because they would not 1) reduce traffic 
congestion at the I-69 interchanges with 96

th
 Street and 116

th
 Street, 2) enhance safety in the study area, 3) provide direct 

access between I-69 and 106
th
 Street, or 4) support land uses and growth patterns.   The TSM Alternatives were eliminated 

because they do not satisfy purpose and need.  In 2003, a Record of Decision (ROD) was issued for the ConNECTions 
(Northeast Corridor Transportation) Study Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which addressed the entire northeast 
quadrant of the Indianapolis TMA. The ConNECTions Study analyzed highway, transit, transportation systems management 
(TSM), and special use lanes.  Since that time there has been continuous study of transit alternatives for the northeast corridor.  
TSM Alternatives of particular note include the following. 
   

• High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes (HOV) – HOV lanes improve interstate capacity, and not necessarily interstate 
accessibility.  The recent mainline I-69 improvements associated with the OIC project provide sufficient mainline 
capacity through year 2035.  There are no dedicated HOV lanes along the I-69 corridor, northeast of Indianapolis.   

• Ramp Metering – Ramp metering is most effective for limiting the flow of local network vehicles accessing the 
mainline interstate.  As previously mentioned, mainline I-69 capacity is sufficient through year 2035.  There is no 
need to meter traffic.   

• Mass Transit – Various studies over the years have investigated the viability of mass transit along this northeast 
corridor.  Fishers currently has a mass transit option in place, the Fishers Express bus system, which to 
downtown Indianapolis. Year 2013 ridership was low with an average of 96 one-way trips per day according to 
Indy Express Bus: http://www.fishers.in.us/DocumentCenter/View/1665.    

• Improvement of Non-106
th
 Street Facilities - Potential Design improvements were considered as part of the Policy 

Point #1 discussion in the IJ Report.  Improvements to the 96
th
 Street and 116

th
 Street interchanges and corridors 

was shown to be cost-prohibitive due to right-of-way constraints.    

The TSM Alternatives were eliminated from further consideration because they do not meet the purpose and need of the 

project.  TSM Alternatives do not reduce traffic congestion at the adjacent I-69 interchanges to the north and south, and the 

cost of improving these adjacent interchanges is prohibitive.  TSM alternatives do not provide direct access between I-69 and 

106
th
 Street. 

 

 

Non-Preferred New Interchange Build Alternatives: 

 

In addition to the preferred alternative previously discussed, three additional new interchange alternatives were investigated:  a 
tight diamond interchange, a single point urban interchange, and a divergent diamond interchange.  All of these interchange 
alternatives meet each of element of the project purpose and need in similar fashion.  All of the interchange alternatives are 
anticipated to draw a similar amount of traffic from the adjacent I-69 interchanges with 96

th
 Street and 116

th
 Street; therefore, 
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they reduce congestion at those adjacent existing interchange areas to the same degree.  All of the interchange configurations 
are anticipated to improve overall safety within the study area.  Providing a new interchange at 106

th
 Street would mitigate 

some of the existing and future operational challenges at the 96
th
 Street and 116

th
 Street interchanges and help to reduce the 

number of crashes at the existing signalized ramp junctions and the I-69 mainline diverge points that result from challenged 
capacity and queuing.  All three of the interchange alternatives could be designed to meet all American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) and Indiana Design Manual (IDM) standards.  All three interchange 
alternatives would provide direct access to 106

th
 Street and support existing and future land use in the area.   

 

The new interchange build alternatives have many similarities.  They have similar project limits for both I-69 and 106
th
 Street 

that match the project’s logical termini of one existing I-69 interchange to the north of and south of the existing 106
th
 Street 

overpass and one existing roundabout to the east of and west of I-69.  None of the new interchange build alternatives adds 
lanes to, or requires extensive work on, mainline I-69.  They all widen the existing two-lane 106

th
 Street to four lanes (two in 

each direction) between Crosspoint Boulevard and I-69 and five lanes (three eastbound and two westbound) from I-69 to USA 
Parkway.  All of the new interchange build alternatives close the existing full access to and from 106

th
 Street at Kincaid Drive, 

replacing it with a right-in only on the south side of 106
th
 Street and a right-in/right-out on the north side of 106

th
 Street.  They all 

provide a variable six foot to eight foot wide paved multi-use path along the north side of 106
th
 Street for the entire project 

length, with crosswalks across 106
th
 Street at Crosspoint Boulevard and USA Parkway.  All of the new interchange build 

alternatives tie into the existing configuration of the east leg of the 106
th
 Street/Crosspoint Boulevard roundabout and the 

existing configuration of the west leg of the 106
th
 Street/USA Parkway roundabout while adding a new eastbound to 

southbound separate right turn bypass lane to the USA Parkway roundabout. The only differentiation among the new 
interchange build alternatives occurs within the interchange proper, as there are different ramp and intersection geometries 
associated with the different interchange alternatives.  These differences in configuration create variation in cost, right-of-way 
impacts, traffic capacity within the interchange, ease of future expansion, and driver expectancy.  These are the factors that 
were used to determine the preferred alternative among the new interchange build alternatives.   
 

The three non-preferred new interchange alternatives have similar environmental impacts.  Estimated costs vary by a couple 
million dollars among the alternatives.  The primary area of differentiation between the preferred alternative and the other 
interchange alternatives is in the anticipated traffic operations within the actual interchange.  The three interchange alternatives 
described below are not recommended because they do not perform as well as the preferred alternative from a traffic 
operations standpoint.   Table 4, located in the section following the description of the three non-preferred interchange 
alternatives, compares the performance measures of all four of the new interchange alternatives.   
 
 
Build Alternative:  Tight Diamond  
When evaluating different interchange alternative types for this project, only urban interchanges were evaluated due to right-of-
way constraints. The tight diamond interchange (TDI) is a variant of the standard diamond interchange and brings the ramp 
terminals closer together to reduce the right-of-way impact.   This causes the two signals, typically associated with a 
traditional diamond interchange, to operate essentially as single signalized intersection.  This compression does not allow for 
much storage on the bridge with nested left-turn bays; therefore additional lanes are required on the bridge. 
 
Advantages: 

• Leaves a small footprint; 
• Utilizes simple bridge structure; 
• Allows for closer outer road spacing;  
• Lowers cost, due to reduced right- of-way and limited outer road reconstruction; and, 
• Provides controlled pedestrian crossings by creating signal controls for all turning movements. 

 
Disadvantages: 

• Creates a wide bridge; and, 
• Can create queuing and congestion due to the close spacing of the signalized ramp junctions. 

 

The TDI was eliminated from further consideration because it is forecast to operate less efficiently than the preferred 

alternative, with approximately 7.3 and 1.6 times higher average delay per motorist for the design year AM and PM peak 

periods, respectively.   

 

 

 



Indiana Department of Transportation 
 

County Hamilton              Route I-69 at 106th Street                Des. No. 1298035  

 

 
This is page 12 of 30    Project name: New I-69 Interchange at 106th Street in Fishers, IN Date: August 13, 2015 

 
Form Version: June 2013 

Attachment 2 

 

Build Alternative: Single Point Urban Interchange  

 

For the traffic turning movement data developed for this project, the single point u rban interchange (SPUI) improves traffic 
operations over the standard diamond interchange by combining the ramp terminal signals into a single signal. All left-
turning movements are completed at this signal.  It is recommended that SPUI’s be built with dual left-turn lanes on the 
cross road even if this is not warranted by current traffic.  This is due to the difficulty in expanding on the complex bridge 
required for a crossroad-over SPUI.  In general, the SPUI requires less right-of-way than a traditional diamond interchange. 

Advantages: 

• Creates an efficient single signal; 
• Utilizes right turns with free-flow movements; 
• Increases capacity, decreases delay over standard diamond interchange, when left turning volumes are evenly 

split; 
• Allows for tighter outer road spacing; and, 
• Provides controlled pedestrian crossings by creating signal controls for all turning movements. 

 
Disadvantages: 

• Creates a large, complex bridge structure, which can be difficult to widen in the future; 
• Widens intersection and reduces free-flow movements; and,  
• Produces high cost. 
 

The SPUI was eliminated from further consideration because it is forecast to operate less efficiently than the preferred 

alternative, with approximately 5.7 and 1.1 times higher average delay per motorist for the design year AM and PM peak 

periods, respectively.  The SPUI costs $2.1 million more than the preferred alternative.   

 

 

 
 

Build Alternative: Divergent Diamond Interchange 
 
The divergent diamond interchange (DDI), also known as a double crossover diamond interchange, is a new interchange 
t yp e t o  Indiana. The first DDI in Indiana was recently constructed at I-69 and SR 1 in Ft. Wayne, and another DDI is 
currently being constructed at I-65 and Worthsville Road near Greenwood, Indiana. 

Advantages: 
• Establishes efficient two phase signals; 
• All exits from the interstate are made before reaching the 106

th
 Street bridge; 

• Increases capacity, decreases delay over standard diamond interchange, when left turning volumes are high; 
• Creates 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. 

 
Disadvantages: 

• Counterintuitive for drivers; 
• Lower speed for through movements on 106

th
 Street; and, 

• Large footprint on either side of the interchange due to "bubbles” creating costly right-of-way impacts. 
 

The DDI was eliminated from further consideration because it is forecast to operate less efficiently than the preferred 

alternative, with approximately 4.2 and 1.2 times higher average delay per motorist for the design year AM and PM peak 

periods, respectively.  The DDI costs $1.1 million more than the preferred alternative.   
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Table 4 – Summary of New Interchange Build Alternatives 
 

 

 

Roundabout 

(Preferred) 
Tight Diamond SPUI DDI 

T
ra

ff
ic

 O
p

e
ra

ti
o

n
s 

(P
&

N
) 

2035 Peak Hour 

Capacity Results 

(average delay) 

AM: 5.8 seconds 

PM: 28.7 seconds 

AM: 42.4 seconds 

PM: 45.5 seconds 

AM: 33.3 seconds 

PM: 33.0 seconds 

AM East: 29.7 sec. 

AM West: 19.2 sec. 

PM East: 44.3 sec. 

PM West: 24.8 sec. 

24 Hour Operations 

Will operate with 

little to no delay off 

peak 

Signal timings can be 

optimized during off-

peak hours, but delay 

is unavoidable 

Signal timings can 

be optimized 

during off-peak 

hours, but delay 

is unavoidable 

Signal timings can be 

optimized during off-

peak hours, but delay 

is unavoidable 

Reduces 96
th

 & 

116
th

 Congestion 
Yes Yes Yes Yes 

S
a

fe
ty

 

(P
&

N
) 

Enhanced Via Imp. 

Traffic Operations 
Yes Yes Yes Yes 

A
cc

e
ss

 

(P
&

N
) 

Direct Between I-69 

and 106
th

 Street 
Yes Yes Yes Yes 

G
ro

w
th

 

(P
&

N
) 

Supports Existing & 

Projected Land Use 
Yes Yes Yes Yes 

E
n

v
ir

o
n

m
e

n
ta

l 

Im
p

a
ct

s 

New Permanent 

ROW (acres) 
9.5 9.0 10.7 10.1 

Wetlands (acres) 0.63 0.52 0.69 0.73 

Floodplain (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Streams (linear feet) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Farmlands (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Relocations 0 0 1* (commercial) 0* 

C
o

st
 

Total Cost $33.9 million $31.3 million $36.0 million $35.0 Million 

O
th

e
r 

Future Bridge 

Expansion 

Widened relatively 

easily to provide 

third lane thru 

roundabout 

Widened relatively 

easily in the future. 

Signal timings can 

be adjusted easily 

Difficult and 

costly to expand 

Similar to SPUI, 

difficult and costly to 

expand 

Driver  Expectancy 

Medium:  Local 

familiarity with 

roundabouts and 

Keystone corridor 

High:  Common 

interchange 

configuration 

Medium:  

Familiarity with 

two I-465 SPUI’s 

Low:  First 2 DDI’s in 

Indiana currently 

under construction 

     * These interchange alternatives impact two development-ready commercial building pads in the northwest quadrant. 
  
The Do Nothing Alternative is not feasible, prudent or practicable because (Mark all that apply):  
It would not correct existing capacity deficiencies; X 

It would not correct existing safety hazards; X 

It would not correct the existing roadway geometric deficiencies;  

It would not correct existing deteriorated conditions and maintenance problems; or  

It would result in serious impacts to the motoring public and general welfare of the economy.  

Other (It does not fulfill the purpose and need of the project and does not improve non-motorized connectivity) X 
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ROADWAY CHARACTER:  

 
Interstate 69  
Functional Classification: Principal Arterial (Interstate)  
Current ADT: 118,000  (2015) Design Year ADT: 156, 000  (2035) 
Design Hour Volume (DHV): 7,600 Truck Percentage (%) 10.8 
Designed Speed (mph): 65 Legal Speed (mph): 65 

                                                 
                                             Existing                                   Proposed 

Number of Lanes: 10  10 
Type of Lanes: Vehicular – 5 NB, 5 SB Vehicular – 5 NB, 5 SB 
Pavement Width: 120 ft. 120 ft.  

Shoulder Width: 
Outside 10 
Inside 5 

ft. Outside 10 
Inside 5 

ft.  

Median Width: Barrier Rail ft. Barrier Rail ft.  
Sidewalk Width: NA ft. NA ft.  

 
Setting: X Urban  Suburban  Rural 
Topography: X Level  Rolling  Hilly 
 
106

th
 Street 

Functional Classification: 

 
 
106

th
 Street - urban minor arterial   

Current ADT: 24,000  (2015) Design Year ADT: 37,000  (2035) 
Design Hour Volume (DHV): 4,300 Truck Percentage (%) 1.6 
Designed Speed (mph): 40 Legal Speed (mph): 40 
Number of Lanes: 2 4 west of I-69, 5 east of I-69 

Type of Lanes: 
Thru   2 thru lanes in each direction 

 with an EB to SB right turn lane  
 east of I-69 

Pavement Width: 
22 ft. 48 (west) 

55 (east) 
ft.  

Shoulder Width: 2 ft. Curb and gutter ft.  
Median Width: NA ft. 4 ft.  

Sidewalk Width: 
NA ft. 6 to 8 (north   

 side only) 
ft.  

  
If the proposed action has multiple roadways, this section should be filled out for each roadway. 
 

DESIGN CRITERIA FOR BRIDGES: 

 
Structure/NBI Number(s): I-69-3-5309A Sufficiency Rating: NA – to be demolished 
 
 

   (Rating, Source of Information) 

                                             Existing                                   Proposed (South Bridge) 
Bridge Type: 
(South Bridge) 

Continuous Composite Steel 
Plate Beam 

Continuous Composite Steel 
Plate Girder 

Number of Spans: 4 2 

Weight Restrictions: None ton None ton  
Height Restrictions: 15’-7” ft. 17 ft.  
Curb to Curb Width: 42 ft. 32 ft.  
Outside to Outside Width: 46 ft. 53.5 ft.  
Shoulder Width: 10 ft. Apron 

(varies) 
ft.  

Length of Channel Work:   N/A ft.  
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                                             Existing                                   Proposed (North Bridge) 
Bridge Type: 
(North Bridge) 

Continuous Composite Steel 
Plate Beam 

Continuous Composite Steel 
Plate Girder 

Number of Spans: 4 2 

Weight Restrictions: None ton None ton  
Height Restrictions: 13.5 ft. 17 ft.  
Curb to Curb Width: 44 ft. 32 ft.  
Outside to Outside Width: 46 ft. 72 ft.  
Shoulder Width: 10 ft. Apron 

(varies) 
Includes 

6 to 8 
sidewalk 

ft.  

Length of Channel Work:   N/A ft.  
 

Describe bridges and structures; provide specific location information for small structures. 
Remarks:  

The existing bridge was constructed in 1969 and rehabilitated in 1996.  The bridge is four span (36’-5”, 
99’-2”, 99’-2”, and 36’-5”) and has a skew of 31 degrees.  The structure will be totally removed as part of 
this project and replaced with two one-way structures (south structure and north structure) as part of the 
construction of the roundabout interchange.  The proposed north and south bridges will have two spans 
(84’-6” and 84’-6”) with a radial skew.  The south bridge will not accommodate pedestrian traffic; 
however, the north bridge will carry a 6 to 8 foot variable width sidewalk.    
   

  
 Yes  No  N/A 
Will the structure be rehabilitated or replaced as part of the project? X     

If the proposed action has multiple bridges or small structures, this section should be filled out for each structure. 
 
 

MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC (MOT) DURING CONSTRUCTION: 

 
 Yes 

 
No 

Is a temporary bridge proposed?     X 
Is a temporary roadway proposed?     X 

Will the project involve the use of a detour or require a ramp closure? (describe in remarks) X   
     Provisions will be made for access by local traffic and so posted.   X   
     Provisions will be made for through-traffic dependent businesses. X   
     Provisions will be made to accommodate any local special events or festivals. X   
Will the proposed MOT substantially change the environmental consequences of the action?   X 

Is there substantial controversy associated with the proposed method for MOT?   X 

 
 
 

Remarks:  
Traffic will be maintained on existing roads and the 106

th
 Street overpass until a time when the existing 

overpass bridge structure is demolished.  At that time, an official Hague Road/96
th
 Street/Lantern Road detour 

route will be signed and will redirect motorists approximately 1 mile to the south (Appendix C4).  With the large 
amount of local traffic in the area, it is anticipated that some motorists will decide to take an unofficial detour 
route to the north to 116

th
 Street.  Provisions will be made to maintain access to any adjacent business along 

106
th
 Street, within the construction zone, that does not already have additional access from a source other 

than 106
th
 Street.  The project team will continue to coordinate with the City of Fishers Engineering Department 

and the Hamilton County Highway Department during design and construction so that local special events can 
be accommodated as much as feasible.   
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ESTIMATED PROJECT COST AND SCHEDULE: 

 
  
Engineering: 

 
$ 

 
  900,000 

 
(2016) 

 
Right-of-Way: 

 
$ 

 
2,690,000 

  
(2016) 

 
Construction: 

 
$ 

  
 30,000,000 

 
(2016) 

 
Anticipated Start Date of Construction: 

    
March 2016 

 

 
Date project incorporated into STIP July 1, 2015  (Appendix K – incorporated by reference into the STIP)  
 

 Yes  No  
Is the project in an MPO Area? X    

 
 If yes, 

Name  of MPO Indianapolis Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)  
   
Location of Project in TIP Electronic search of Des. No. 1298035 (Appendix K) 
   
Date of incorporation by reference into the STIP July 1, 2015  
  
 
  

 

RIGHT-OF-WAY:  

 

 Amount (acres) 
Land Use Impacts Permanent Temporary 

Residential 0.00 0.00 
Commercial 8.49 1.70 
Agricultural 0.41 0.00 
Forest 0.00 0.00 
Wetlands 0.62 0.01 
Other: Old Rail right-of-way 0.00 0.00 

TOTAL 9.52 1.71 
 

Describe both Permanent and Temporary right-of-way and describe their current use.  Typical and Maximum right-of-way 
widths (existing and proposed) should also be discussed. Any advance acquisition or reacquisition, either known or 
suspected, and there impacts on the environmental analysis should be discussed. 
 
 
Remarks:  

The preferred alternative will require a total of 9.52 acres of permanent right-of-way, 8.49 acres from existing 
commercial land, 0.41 acre from existing agricultural land, and 0.62 acre from wetlands (Note: wetland total 
includes of 0.16 acres of right-of-way from the open water portion of the existing detention basin in the 
southeast quadrant of the interchange).  The permanent right-of-way will not result in any relocations; 
however, it does encroach into developable ground in all four quadrants of the interchange.  The preferred 
alternative will require a total of 1.71 acres of temporary right-of-way, 1.70 acres from existing commercial 
land, and 0.01 acre from the wetland fringe along the existing detention basin in the southeast quadrant of the 
interchange.  The temporary right-of-way will be used to expand the existing detention basin in the southeast 
quadrant of the interchange.  Appendix B displays the right-of-way.  
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Part III – Identification and Evaluation of Impacts of the Proposed 
Action 
 
  

SECTION A – ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

 
 Presence       Impacts  
   Yes  No  

Streams, Rivers, Watercourses & Jurisdictional Ditches        
Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers        
State Natural, Scenic or Recreational Rivers        
Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI) listed       
Outstanding Rivers List for Indiana       

Navigable Waterways       
 

Remarks:  
Information for waters and wetland resources are from two sources: 1) the previously approved June 2012 
OIC Waters of the U.S. Report and 2) field checks performed by a qualified professional at Corradino on 
October 24, 2013 and September 10, 2014.    
 
Cheeney Creek is located approximately 1,650 feet to the northwest of the106th Street overpass of I-69.  It 
flows to the southwest for a short distance and then eventually to the west.  The proposed project 
improvements will not impact the creek.  There are roadside ditches and storm drainage in the project area, 
but none show ordinary high water marks or significant nexus with jurisdictional waters.   

  
 

   Presence  Impacts  
Other Surface Waters     Yes  No  
Reservoirs        
Lakes       
Farm Ponds       
Detention Basins X  X    

Storm Water Management Facilities       
Other:         

 
Remarks:  

The detention basin in the southeast quadrant of the interchange will be impacted by the I-69 northbound 
diverge ramp onto 106

th
 Street. The ramp will be built using retaining walls to minimize the footprint.  

Approximately 0.16 acre of the basin will be filled in, and there will be a new edge for the basin.  The proposed 
basin impacts can be seen in Appendix B for the preferred alternative.  This basin connects to a ditch to the 
south, which is outside the project area.  The ditch exhibits an ordinary high water mark, but drains into an 
underground storm drainage system. 
 

  
 
 

    Presence       Impacts  
                                                                                                                                                     Yes             No  
Wetlands  X  X    
         
Total wetland area:  2.91 acre(s) Total wetland area impacted:  0.63 acre(s) 

 

(If a determination has not been made for non-isolated/isolated wetlands, fill in the total wetland area impacted above.) 
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Wetland Classification 

Total Size 
(Acres) 

Impacted 
Acres 

Comments 

C PEM 0.14 0.14 
Emergent ditch wetland in northeast 
quadrant. 

D PEM 0.12 0.12 Emergent wetland in southwest quadrant. 

F PEM 0.12 0.12 
Emergent ditch wetland in southeast 
quadrant. 

G PEM 0.32 0.09 
Emergent wetland along fringe of detention 
basin in southeast quadrant. 

Open 
Water 
Pond 

PUB 2.21 0.16 
Open water portion of the detention basin in 
southeast quadrant. 

 

 Documentation      ES Approval Dates 
Wetlands (Mark all that apply)   

Wetland Determination X  August 10, 2015 
Wetland Delineation  X  August 10, 2015 
USACE Isolated Waters Determination      

Mitigation Plan      

 
 

Improvements that will not result in any wetland impacts are not practicable because such avoidance 
would result in (Mark all that apply and explain): 

 

 

Substantial adverse impacts to adjacent homes, business or other improved properties; X 

Substantially increased project costs; X 

Unique engineering, traffic, maintenance, or safety problems; X 

Substantial adverse social, economic, or environmental impacts, or   

The project not meeting the identified needs. X 
 
 

Measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate wetland impacts need to be discussed in the remarks box. 

Remarks:  
Wetland delineation for the recently completed OIC Waters of the U.S. Report was restricted to the existing I-
69 footprint since that project did not acquire additional right-of-way.  Relevant excerpts from the OIC Waters 
of the U.S. Report are contained in the appendix of the subject 106

th
 Street New Interchange at I-69 project’s 

Waters of the U.S. Report (Appendix H).  Appendix H contains supplemental information gathered by 
Corradino LLC during October 24, 2013 and September 10, 2014 field visits and includes data sheets for 
extending the OIC wetlands outside of the existing I-69 right-of-way, photographs, and aerial mapping.   
 
No National Wetland Inventory wetlands are present, but there are two storm water detention basins in the 
immediate area of the interchange, just outside the existing right-of-way. The larger basin, referred to as 
Wetland G and Open Water Pond in the preceding table, is in the southeast quadrant and the smaller basin is 
in the southwest quadrant. Both are Palustrine, Unconsolidated Bottom with mud substrate (PUB3). A mix of 
vegetation characteristic of both wetland and upland areas are present. The larger basin is expected to be 
impacted on its western border, while the smaller is outside the proposed right-of-way.   
 
Impacts to the larger basin have been minimized to the extent practical.  Three other emergent wetlands, 
referred to as Wetlands C, D, and F in the preceding table, have been delineated through field review of the 
proposed right-of-way area.  Wetlands C, D and F will be impacted in their entirety.   
 
In response to early coordination (Appendix D), IDNR’s Department of Fish and Wildlife commented that “the 
tight diamond alternative appears to have the fewest impacts to existing and proposed infrastructure and 
resources, including the two existing storm water detention basins in the southwest and southeast quadrants.”  
IDNR also stated that while formal approval by the IDNR Division of Water is not required for this project, 
IDNR recommends “contacting and coordinating with the Indiana Department of Environmental Management 
(IDEM) 401 program and also the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 404 program.”  The U.S. Fish and 
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Wildlife Service (USFWS) commented that the agency has “no objections to the project as currently 
proposed”, and similar to IDNR, USFWS also recommended coordination with the IDEM 401 program and the 
USACE 404 program.  IDEM noted the requirement to obtain a Section 401 Water Quality Certification in the 
event that a Section 404 wetlands permit is required from USACE and noted that, even if impacted wetlands 
and waterbodies are determined to be isolated, as State Isolated Wetland permit may be required from 
IDEM’s Office of Water Quality.    
 
Mitigation of impacted wetlands will be determined during the design and permitting process.  The previously 
discussed Table 4 summarizes the anticipated wetland impacts for the four new interchange build alternatives.  
Impacts range from 0.52 acre for the TDI to 0.73 acre for the DDI.  The preferred alternative has a wetland 
impact of 0.58 acre, a mere 0.11 acre more than the least impactful alternative.  The only alternatives with 
fewer impacts were the avoidance alternative "No Build", which does not meet the purpose and need of the 
project, and the Tight Diamond Alternative with 0.52 acre of impact.  Retaining walls are proposed for all of the 
interchange alternatives to reduce the project footprint and minimize impacts. 
 

  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Use the remarks box to identify each type of habitat and the acres impacted (i.e. forested, grassland, farmland, lawn, etc). 

Remarks:  
Land use in and near the project is primarily commercial.  Dominant vegetation is lawn type plants (Digitaria, 
Trifolium repens, Festuca, Schedonorus, Poa, Plantago major, etc.).  Some of this vegetation will be replaced 
with hard surface from the addition of ramps along I-69 and the widening of 106

th
 Street.  A narrow fringe of 

scrub occurs around the detention basin and the slopes to the 106
th
 Street Bridge.  These areas consist of 

common shrubs such as dogwood and invasive honeysuckle.   Significant or valuable terrestrial habitat will 
not be affected by the project.   
 

  

If there are high incidences of animal movements observed in the project area, or if bridges and other areas appear to be the sole corridor for 
animal movement, consideration of utilizing wildlife crossings should be taken. 

         
Karst   Yes  No 
     Is the proposed project located within or adjacent to the potential Karst Area of Indiana?   X 

     Are karst features located within or adjacent to the footprint of the proposed project?   X 
 

                    If yes, will the project impact any of these karst features?    

 
Use the remarks box to identify any karst features within the project area.  (Karst investigation must comply with the Karst 
MOU, dated October 13, 1993) 
 

Remarks:  
The project is located in Hamilton County, which is outside of the designated karst area of Indiana as 
identified in October 13, 1993 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between INDOT, the IDNR, IDEM, and 
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). No karst features are known to exist within or adjacent 
to the proposed project area. 
 

  

 Presence  Impacts 

Threatened or Endangered Species  Yes  No 
     Within the known range of any federal species      
     Any critical habitat identified within project area      
     Federal species found in project area (based upon informal consultation)        
     State species found in project area (based upon consultation with IDNR)      

 

 Presence  Impacts 
   Yes  No 
Terrestrial Habitat       

Unique or High Quality Habitat      
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       Yes  No 
     Is Section 7 formal consultation required for this action?    X 

 

Remarks:  
The Indiana Natural Heritage Data Center was checked during early coordination (Appendix D), and there are 
no ETR species or significant areas documented within 0.5 mile of the project area.  All of the state of Indiana 
is within the range of the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis).   
 
IDNR was coordinated with for this project on August 13, 2014 (see Appendix D, page 5).  IDNR responded 
that there are no plant or animal species listed as state or federally threatened, endangered, or rare in the 
project vicinity.  IDNR noted that the Tight Diamond Alternative has the least impacts to resources, while the 
SPUI Alternative and the DDI Alternative have the highest impacts; however, IDNR did not make a 
recommendation regarding preferred interchange type.    
 
USFWS was coordinated with for this project on August 19, 2014 (see Appendix D, page 10).  USFWS stated 
the agency has no objections to the project as currently proposed. 

  

SECTION B – OTHER RESOURCES 

 
 Presence              Impacts  
Drinking Water Resources     Yes  No  
     Wellhead Protection Area       
     Public Water System(s) X  X    
     Residential Well(s)        

     Source Water Protection Area(s)        
     Sole Source Aquifer (SSA)      

         
      If a SSA is present, answer the following:   
               Yes    No 

             Is the Project in the St. Joseph Aquifer System?     

             Is the FHWA/EPA SSA MOU Applicable?     

             Initial Groundwater Assessment Required?     

             Detailed Groundwater Assessment Required?     

 

Remarks:  
The project is not located within the St. Joseph Aquifer System, the only legally designated sole source 
aquifer in Indiana.  Per the Indiana Department of Environmental Management’s Wellhead Proximity  
Determinator website (http://idemmaps.idem.in.gov/whpa/) accessed on July 22, 2014 by Corradino, LLC, the 
project is not located within a Wellhead Protection Area.  In response to early coordination (Appendix D), 
IDEM’s Ground Water Section determined that “the site is not located within a Wellhead Protection Area.” 
 
The project may impact existing water lines owned by Citizens Energy Group.  Utility coordination will occur 
during the design and construction phase to aid in any relocation of the water utility. 
 

  

      Presence     Impacts  
Flood Plains       Yes     No  
     Longitudinal Encroachment       

     Transverse Encroachment      

     Project located within a regulated floodplain      

Homes located in floodplain within 1000’ up/downstream from project         
 

Discuss impacts according to classification system described in the “Procedural Manual for Preparing Environmental Studies”. 

Remarks:  
The project does not encroach upon a regulatory floodplain as determined from available FEMA flood plain 
maps (Appendix E, page 9). Therefore, it does not fall within the guidelines for the implementation of 23 CFR 
650, 23 CFR 771, and 44 CFR. 
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*If 160 or greater, see CE Manual for guidance. 
 

See CE Manual for guidance to determine which NRCS form is appropriate for your project. 
Remarks:  

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) was coordinated with for this project on August 19, 
2914 (see Appendix D, page 8).  NRCS responded that the project will not cause a conversion of prime 
farmland.  None of the land within the project limits meets the definition of farmland under the Farmland 
Protection Policy Act (FPPA).  The requirements of the FPPA do not apply to this project. 

  
 

SECTION C – CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 
 

     Category       Type INDOT Approval Dates    N/A 

Minor Projects PA Clearance      X 

 
 
 
Results of Research  

Eligible and/or Listed 
 Resource Present 

 
 

  
 

     
 

          
  

     

 Archaeology        

 NRHP Buildings/Site(s)        

 NRHP District(s)        

 NRHP Bridge(s)        

  
Project Effect 
 
No Historic Properties Affected X   No Adverse Effect   Adverse Effect  
 
                                                                  Documentation 
                                                                        Prepared* 
Documentation (mark all that apply)  

       
 ES/FHWA  

Approval Date(s) 
SHPO 

 Approval Date(s) 
Historic Properties Short Report      

Historic Property Report X  July 17, 2013  October 4, 2013 
Archaeological Records Check/ Review X  July 11, 2013  August 16, 2013 
Archaeological Phase Ia Survey Report      
Archaeological Phase Ic Survey Report      
Archaeological Phase II Investigation Report      
Archaeological Phase III Data Recovery      
APE, Eligibility and Effect Determination  X  April 10, 2015  May 11, 2015 
800.11 Documentation X  April 10, 2015  May 11, 2015 
 
See Appendix F for 800.11(d) documentation. 

     

    MOA Signature Dates (List all signatories)  

Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)    

   
   
   

 

 

  Presence  Impacts  
Farmland   Yes  No  

Agricultural Lands        
Prime Farmland (per NRCS)       
 

Total Points (from Section VII of CPA-106/AD-1006*   



Indiana Department of Transportation 
 

County Hamilton              Route I-69 at 106th Street                Des. No. 1298035  

 

 
This is page 22 of 30    Project name: New I-69 Interchange at 106th Street in Fishers, IN Date: August 13, 2015 

 
Form Version: June 2013 

Attachment 2 

 
Describe all efforts to document cultural resources, including a detailed summary of the Section 106 process, using the 
categories outlined in the remarks box.   The completion of the Section 106 process requires that a Legal Notice be published 
in local newspapers. Please indicate the publication date, name of paper(s) and the comment period deadline.  Likewise 
include any further Section 106 work which must be completed at a later date, such as mitigation or deep trenching. 
 

Remarks:  
Area of Potential Effect (APE):   
Due to the nature of the proposed work, the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for this project generally 
encompasses the properties immediately adjacent to the project limits that have a viewshed of the project 
(Appendix F3, Pages 12 to 14).  The APE limits, for above-ground resources, has been defined as 
approximately 2,930 feet north and 3,120 feet south of the center point of 106th Street over I-69, and 
approximately 1,950 feet west and 2,720 feet east of the center point of 106th Street over I-69.  The 
archaeological APE has been defined as the project footprint. 
 

Consulting Parties Invitations and Meeting:  
FHWA, IDNR-SHPO, and INDOT Cultural Resources Office (CRO) are automatic Section 106 consulting 
parties.  Invitations to become consulting parties and participate in a September 19, 2013 consulting parties 
meeting were sent by Corradino, LLC to the following: 
 

• Hamilton County Highway Department; 
• Hamilton County Commissioners Office; 
• Fishers Town Council; 
• Hamilton County Historian; 
• Historic Landmarks Foundation; and, 
• Kincaid Developers, Inc. (property owner). 

 

The consulting parties meeting was held on-site on September 19, 2013 and was attended by INDOT CRO, 
FHWA, IDNR-SHPO, Corradino, H&H Associates, Hamilton County Historian’s office, and Kincaid Developers 
(Appendix F3, page 34).  The Archeological Short Report and the HPR were provided to meeting participants 
ahead of time.  Consensus was reached regarding the APE and eligibility.   
 

Archaeology:  
As one of the project’s cultural resources qualified professionals, Weintraut and Associates prepared the 
Archaeological Short Report on July 17, 2013 (Appendix F3, page 26).  Through a combination of literature 
search and limited Phase 1a reconnaissance, the Archaeological Short Report found no archaeological 
resources.  This document was reviewed by the INDOT Cultural Resources Office (CRO) and approved on 
July 11, 2013.  The Archaeological Short Report was submitted to IDNR-SHPO on July 17, 2013.  IDNR-
SHPO concurred with the Archeological Short Report on August 16, 2013.   
 

Historic Properties:  
As one of the project’s cultural resources qualified professionals, H&H Associates LLC prepared the HPR on 
August 16, 2013 (Appendix F3, page 24).  INDOT CRO reviewed and approved the HPR on July 17, 2013.  
The Flanagan-Kincaid House, originally thought to likely be eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) as discussed in the September 19, 2013 consulting parties meeting, was relocated 
from its original position in the southwest corner of the 106th Street/Kincaid Drive intersection to its current 
location along the east side of I-69, approximately 2,000 feet north of 106

th
 Street.  Interchange alternatives 

were being analyzed to conduct construction without requiring property from the historic boundary of the 
Flanagan-Kincaid House when preservation groups, without any coordination or consultation with the project 
team including INDOT and FHWA,  raised funding and orchestrated the relocation of the structure.  The new 
location is outside of the project right-of-way but still within the APE.  This move was conducted on October 4, 
2014.  In a letter dated October 22, 2014, IDNR-SHPO communicated the agency’s position that the new 
location and orientation of the Flanagan-Kincaid house eliminates its eligibility for listing in the NRHP. 
 

Effect Finding and 800.11(f) Documentation: INDOT CRO signed, on behalf of FHWA, the APE and 
Eligibility Determinations and the “No Historic Properties Affected” Finding on April 10, 2015 (Appendix F3, 
page 2).  Corradino LLC distributed the Effect Finding and 800.11(d) Documentation on April 30, 2015 to 
FHWA, IDNR-SHPO, and the consulting parties that chose to participate in the consultation process, 
requesting written comment within 30 days.  IDNR-SHPO responded with a concurrence letter on May 11, 
2015.  No other comments were received from consulting parties. 
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Public Involvement:  
Public notice of the “No Historic Properties Affected” Finding and the 800.11(d) Documentation was advertised 
in the Indianapolis Star on May 2, 2015, with a 30-day comment period (Appendix F2).  The 800.11(d) 
documentation was made available for public review and comment at Corradino LLC’s downtown Indianapolis 
office.  No responses to the legal add were received.  The Section 106 process has been completed and the 
responsibilities of the FHWA under Section 106 have been fulfilled. 
 

 
 
 
 

 

SECTION D – SECTION 4(f) RESOURCES/ SECTION 6(f) RESOURCES 

 
Section 4(f) Involvement (mark all that apply)     
  Presence            Use  
Parks & Other Recreational Land   Yes  No  
 Publicly owned park       

 Publicly owned recreation area       

 Other (school, state/national forest, bikeway, etc.)       

        
  Evaluations 

Prepared 
     

             FHWA  
    Programmatic Section 4(f)*    Approval date 
    “De minimis” Impact*    

    Individual Section 4(f)     

 
 

        Presence            Use  
Wildlife & Waterfowl Refuges   Yes  No  
 National Wildlife Refuge       

 National Natural Landmark       

 State Wildlife Area        

 State Nature Preserve       

        
  Evaluations 

Prepared 
     

                FHWA  
       Programmatic Section 4(f)*    Approval date 
       “De minimis” Impact*    

       Individual Section 4(f)     

   
    Presence           Use  
Historic Properties        Yes     No  

 Sites eligible and/or listed on the NRHP        

        
  Evaluations 

Prepared 
     

                  FHWA  
       Programmatic Section 4(f)*      Approval date  

       “De minimis” Impact*    

       Individual Section 4(f)     

 
*FHWA approval of the environmental document also serves as approval of any Section 4f Programmatic and/or De minimis 
evaluation(s) discussed below. 
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Discuss Programmatic Section 4(f) and “de minimis” Section 4(f) impacts in the remarks box below.  Individual Section 4(f) 
documentation must be separate Draft and Final documents. For further discussions on Programmatic, “de minimis” and 
Individual Section 4(f) evaluations please refer to the “Procedural Manual for the Preparation of Environmental Studies”.  
Discuss proposed alternatives that satisfy the requirements of Section 4(f). 
 

Remarks:  
Cheeney Creek Natural Area is located approximately 1,500 feet northwest of the project area and extends 
northeast from there. The address is 11030 Fishers Pointe Boulevard. Due to the limited nature of 
construction and the project right-of-way, no impacts are anticipated to the Cheeney Creek Natural Area.  
 
Four existing trails and two planned trails are within a half-mile. None will be impacted by the project. The 
Cheeney Creek Natural Area Trail is a natural trail approximately 2,000 feet northwest of the reference point.  
An asphalt trail connects Cheeney Creek Natural Area to 106th Street approximately 1,000 feet to the west of 
the 106

th
 Street overpass of I-69.  Another asphalt trail extends 1,500 feet east of the reference point along 

the south side of 106th Street connecting Lantern Road and Muir Lane. There is an asphalt trail 1,500 feet to 
the east of the reference point running from 106

th
 Street to the south. A planned asphalt trail along the south 

side of 106th Street will connect Hague Road and Lantern Road west of the project. Finally, a second planned 
asphalt trail will connect Cheeney Creek and Lantern Road along the north side of 106th street. These 
planned asphalt trails are separate projects from the new I-69 interchange at 106

th
 Street project. 

 
Although it is not listed as a named recreational facility, there is a baseball diamond along the east side of I-
69, approximately 1,600 feet north of 106

th
 Street.  This is a privately owned property and is not open for 

public use. The minimal strip of right-of-way that will be acquired from this parcel along I-69 will not impact the 
ball diamond. 
 
No 4(f) property impacts will result as a part of this project. 

  
 
 

Section 6(f) Involvement Presence           Use  
   Yes  No  

Section 6(f) Property       

 
Discuss proposed alternatives that satisfy the requirements of Section 6(f).  Discuss any Section 6(f) involvement. 
 

Remarks:  
No Section 6(f) resources are affected, as determined by property ownership records obtained through the 
Hamilton County Geographic Information System (GIS), or land records searches completed during 
preliminary design.  The National Parks Service (NPS) website was searched by Corradino on June 23, 2015 
to determine if any Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) sites exist in proximity to the project area 
(Appendix D, Page 22).  No LWCF sites exist in proximity to the project area.   

 
  

 
 

SECTION E – AIR QUALITY 

 
 Air Quality 

 
Conformity Status of the Project  Yes  No 
Is the project in an air quality non-attainment or maintenance area? X   
If YES, then:     

      Is the project in the most current MPO TIP?  X   
      Is the project exempt from conformity?    X 
      If the project is NOT exempt from conformity, then:     
            Is the project in the Transportation Plan (TP)? X   
            Is a hot spot analysis required (CO/PM)?    X 
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Level of MSAT Analysis required?    

 

 

Level  1a  Level 1b X Level 2  Level 3  Level 4  Level 5  
 
 

Remarks:  
This project is located in Hamilton County. Hamilton County was previously a maintenance area for Ozone. 
The 1997 Ozone standard has since been revoked, and a maintenance plan is no longer required. Hamilton 
County is currently a maintenance area for PM2.5.  
 
The project is located in the Indianapolis MPO Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for years 2016 to 
2019.  The project was incorporated into the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), for years 
2016 to 2019, on July 1, 2015.  Appendix K contains the relevant TIP and STIP excerpts. 
 
Regarding the conformity procedures of 40 CFR Part 93, FHWA organized an inter-agency PM2.5 project-
level consultation meeting for several large-scale Indiana construction projects.  The subject new I-69 
Interchange at 106

th
 Street was included in this discussion.   Participants included FHWA, United States 

Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), INDOT, and IDEM.  The inter-agency consultation group 
concurred that the new I-69 interchange at 106

th
 Street is not a project of air quality concern and does not 

require a quantitative hotspot analysis.  Appendix L contains the meeting invitation, presentation materials, 
and the minutes of the September 18, 2014 meeting.  
 
This project has been determined to generate minimal air quality impacts for CAAA criteria pollutants and has 
not been linked with any special MSAT concerns. As such, this project will not result in changes in traffic 
volumes, vehicle mix, basic project location, or any other factor that would cause an increase in MSAT impacts 
of the project from that of the no-build alternative. 
 
USEPA regulations for vehicle engines and fuels will cause overall MSAT emissions to decline significantly 
over the next several decades. Based on regulations now in effect, an analysis of national trends with EPA's 
MOVES model forecasts a combined reduction of over 80 percent in the total annual emission rate for the 
priority MSAT from 2010 to 2050 while vehicle-miles of travel are projected to increase by over 100 percent. 
This will both reduce the background level of MSAT as well as the possibility of even minor MSAT emissions 
from this project. 
 

 

 
 

SECTION F – NOISE 

 

Noise Yes  No 

Is a noise analysis required in accordance with FHWA regulations and INDOT’s traffic noise policy? X   
 

 

Remarks:  
The northwest quadrant of the proposed interchange was analyzed separately in the previously approved 
I-69 Expansion Design Projects Traffic Noise Impact Analysis (October 2014, Des. #s 1383332, 
1383336).  Noise barrier was determined to not be reasonable and feasible in that report.   INDOT 
Environmental Services (ES) provided technical sufficiency for that report. 

 
The Noise Study Report: I-69 New Interchange at 106th Street, Hamilton County (Des. #: 1298035) was 
prepared by Corradino LLC for this project on May 7, 2015 and is contained in Appendix I.  It was 
prepared in accordance with 23 CFR 772 and the INDOT’s Traffic Noise Policy.  The purpose of this 
project is to add an exit in Fishers and improve access, while relieving traffic demand on the interchanges 

 No Yes/ Date 
ES Review of Noise Analysis  May 8, 2015 
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to the south and north.  This traffic noise analysis identified nine receptors within the project area 
including six Category E receptors (Office, Business), two Category C receptors (Church, School), and 
one Category F (Retail).  Three Category E receptors would experience a noise impact in the design year 
by approaching the NAC for Category E.    
  
Two new office buildings built since this project was started, the Roche office building and the Flanagan-
Kincaid House (assumed future office use) at its new location, will experience noise levels higher than the 
applicable 71 dBA office criterion.  These isolated locations cannot be reasonably mitigated. This 
conclusion is based upon preliminary design costs and assumes that no substantial changes will be made 
during final design.   
 
Based on the studies thus far accomplished, the State of Indiana has not identified any locations where 
noise abatement is likely. Noise abatement at these locations is based upon preliminary design costs and 
design criteria. Noise abatement has been not been found to be feasible or reasonable at this location.  A 
reevaluation of the noise analysis will occur during final design. If during final design it has been 
determined that conditions have changed such that noise abatement is feasible and reasonable, the 
abatement measures might be provided. The final decision on the installation of any abatement 
measure(s) will be made upon the completion of the project’s final design and the public involvement 
processes. 

 
 

 

SECTION G – COMMUNITY IMPACTS 

 

Regional, Community & Neighborhood Factors Yes  No 

Will the proposed action comply with the local/regional development patterns for the area? X   
Will the proposed action result in substantial impacts to community cohesion?   X 
Will the proposed action result in substantial impacts to local tax base or property values?   X 
Will construction activities impact community events (festivals, fairs, etc.)?   X 
Does the community have an approved ADA transition plan? X   

      If No, are steps being made to advance the community’s transition plan?     
Does the project comply with the transition plan? (explain in the remarks box) X   
    

Remarks:  
No significant economic or community impacts are expected as a result of this project.  The proposed 6 to 8 
foot variable width sidewalk along the north side of 106

th
 Street, as well as all curb ramps and cross walks 

associated with signalized intersections and roundabouts for this project, will be designed to be compliant with 
the most recent standards set forth in the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). 
 

 
  
 
Indirect and Cumulative Impacts 

Yes  No  

Will the proposed action result in substantial indirect or cumulative impacts?   X  
 

Remarks:  
This project will not result in indirect or cumulative impacts.  The majority of the open ground along the 106

th
 

Street corridor in Fishers is already zoned and/or platted for development.  All for quadrants of the new I-69 
interchange at 106

th
 Street have platted commercial subdivisions, and construction of new office buildings is 

currently underway.   
 

 
 

Public Facilities & Services Yes  No 
Will the proposed action result in substantial impacts on health and educational facilities, public and 
private utilities, emergency services, religious institutions, airports, public transportation or pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities?  Discuss how the maintenance of traffic will affect public facilities and services. 

  X 
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Remarks: 

 
The project will not negatively impact health and educational facilities, public private utilities, emergency 
services, religious institutions, airports, or public transportation.  School corporations, hospitals, public 
transportation, and emergency service units will be coordinated with prior to construction.  Traffic will be 
maintained on existing roads and the 106

th
 Street overpass until a time when the existing overpass bridge 

structure is demolished.  At that time, an official local detour route will be signed.  Provisions will be made to 
maintain access to any adjacent business along 106

th
 Street within the construction zone that does not 

already have additional access from a source other than 106
th
 Street.  The existing land uses within the 

project area are commercial/office in nature and, unlike many commercial/retail businesses such as gas 
stations, supermarkets, and restaurants, commercial/office businesses do not depend on drive-by traffic for 
their viability.  Commercial/office businesses can better withstand some of the inconvenience that could come 
from construction activities. 
 

 
 
 

Environmental Justice (EJ) (Presidential EO 12898) Yes  No 
During the development of the project were EJ issues identified?   X 
Does the project require an EJ analysis? X   

If YES, then:    
         Are any EJ populations located within the project area?      X 
         Will the project result in adversely high or disproportionate impacts to EJ populations?     X  

 

Remarks:  
All Environmental Assessment level documents require an Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis.  An EJ 
concern is considered any impact that would have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on an 
environmental justice population. For EJ analysis, the reference community is typically a county, city, or town 
that contains the project and is called the community of comparison (COC).  The community that overlaps the 
project limits is called the affected community (AC). Affected communities which are more than 50 percent 
minority or low-income are automatically EJ populations.  For all other affected communities, an EJ population 
exists if the low-income population or minority population is 125 percent of the COC. 
 
The project area falls within census tract 1108.10 within Hamilton County, and this census tract was 
considered the AC.  The information below compares the data for the AC to the COC, using 2012 American 
Community Survey 5-year average data.  The AC has lower percentages of minority and low-income 
populations than the COC, which contains 13.7% minority population and 4.7% low-income population, so 
there is no disproportionately high and adverse impact to populations of EJ concern.  Additionally, no local 
impacts to households, such as relocations, are anticipated for this project (Appendix J). 
 
 

 
Community of 
Comparison – 

Hamilton County 

Affected Community –  
Census Tract 1108.10 

 
Minority 13.7 % 10.3 % 
Low-income 4.7% 4.2% 

 
The project will individually and collectively improve local transportation and safety and bring those facilities to 
be improved into compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act. 

 
 

 

Relocation of People, Businesses or Farms Yes  No 
Will the proposed action result in the relocation of people, businesses or farms?    X 
Is a Business Information Survey (BIS) required?   X 

Is a Conceptual Stage Relocation Study (CSRS) required?   X 
Has utility relocation coordination been initiated for this project? X   
    
Number of relocations: Residences: 0 Businesses: 0 Farms: 0    Other: 0 
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If a BIS or CSRS is required, discuss the results in the remarks box. 
Remarks: No relocations of people, businesses, or farms will take place as a result of this project.  Utility coordination 

and relocation is on-going as final design progresses for this project. 

  
 
 

SECTION H – HAZARDOUS MATERIALS & REGULATED SUBSTANCES 

 
 Documentation  
Hazardous Materials & Regulated Substances (Mark all that apply)   
Red Flag Investigation  X  

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA)   

Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (Phase II ESA)   

Design/Specifications for Remediation required?   

 
    No Yes/ Date 
ES Review of Investigations  October 2, 2013 

 
 
Include a summary of findings for each investigation. 

Remarks:  
The Red Flag Investigation (Appendix E) was completed on September 19, 2013 by Corradino, LLC and was 
approved by INDOT ES on October 2, 2013.  No brownfield sites, waste sites, underground storage tanks, or 
sites of Hazmat concern were identified within ½ mile radius of the project.  Further investigation for 
hazardous materials is not required at this time. 

  
 
 

SECTION I – PERMITS CHECKLIST 

 
Permits (mark all that apply) 
 

Likely Required       

Army Corps of Engineers (404/Section10 Permit)    
 Individual Permit (IP)   
 Nationwide Permit (NWP)   
 Regional General Permit (RGP)   
 Pre-Construction Notification (PCN)   
 Other   
 Wetland Mitigation required   
 Stream Mitigation required   
IDEM     
 Section 401 WQC   
 Isolated Wetlands determination X  
 Rule 5 X  
 Other   
 Wetland Mitigation required X  
 Stream Mitigation required   
IDNR 
 Construction in a Floodway   
 Navigable Waterway Permit   
 Lake Preservation Permit   
 Other   
 Mitigation Required   
US Coast Guard Section 9 Bridge Permit   
Others  (Please discuss in the remarks box below) X  
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Remarks:  
A Rule 5 Permit will be required since disturbance of more than an acre of property is expected.  No 
jurisdictional waters are impacted by this project; therefore, no USACE 404 permitting is required.  The project 
will impact approximately 0.63 acre of isolated wetland resulting in the need for an IDEM 401 Individual 
Permit.  A drainage permit from Hamilton County will be required.  A Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
Tall-Structure Permit will be required due to the project’s proximity to the Indianapolis Metropolitan Airport in 
Fishers.  It is the responsibility of the designer to obtain all permits required for the project.   

  
 
 

SECTION J- ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS   

 
The following information should be provided below: List all commitments, name of agency/organization requesting the 
commitment(s), and indicating which are firm and which are for further consideration.  The commitments should be numbered. 

Remarks: 
Firm  

1. If any contaminated soils are discovered during this project, they may be subject to disposal as 
hazardous waste. Please contact the OLQ at 317-308-3103 to obtain information on proper disposal 
procedures. (IDEM) 

2. If any potential hazardous materials are discovered during construction the IDEM Spill Line should be 
notified with details of the discovery within 24 hours.  INDOT Environmental Services, Hazardous 
Materials Unit should then be contacted. (INDOT ES) 

3. If PCBs are found at this site, please contact the Industrial Waste Section of OLQ at 317-308-3103 
for information regarding management of any PCB wastes from this site. (IDEM ) 

4. If permanent or temporary right-of-way amounts change, INDOT Environmental Services will be 
contacted immediately. (INDOT ES) 

5. Any work in a wetland area within INDOT’s right-of-way or in borrow/waste areas is prohibited unless 
specifically allowed in the US Army Corps of Engineers or IDEM permit. (INDOT ES) 

6. If any archaeological artifacts or human remains are uncovered during construction, federal law and 
regulations (16 USC 470, et seq.; 36 CFR 800.11, et al.) and State Law (IC 14-21-1) require that 
work must stop immediately and that the discovery must be reported to the Division of Historic 
Preservation and Archaeology in the Indiana Department of Natural Resources within 2 business 
days.  (IDNR-SHPO) 

7. The Indianapolis Metropolitan Airport is located 7300 feet southwest of the project.  If any permanent 
structures or equipment (including cranes) utilized for the project penetrates the 100:1 slope from the 
airport, FAA Form 7460 (Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration) must be filed.  For assistance 
contact Marcus Dial, INDOT Office of Aviation, 317-232-1494 (INDOT) 

8. If the project involves the installation or removal of an underground storage tank, or involves 
contamination from an underground storage tank, you must contact the IDEM Underground Storage 
Tank program at 317/308-3039. (IDEM) 

For Consideration 

9. Revegetate all bare and disturbed areas with a mixture of grasses (excluding all varieties of tall 
fescue), legumes, and native shrub and hardwood tree species as soon as possible upon 
completion.  (IDNR) 

10. Do not cut any trees suitable for Indiana bat roosting (greater than 3 inches dbh, living or dead, with 
loose hanging bark) from April 1 through September 30.  (IDNR) 

11. Appropriately designed measures for controlling erosion and sediment must be implemented to 
prevent sediment from entering the stream or leaving the construction site; maintain these measures 
until construction is complete and all disturbed areas are stabilized. (IDNR) 

12. Seed and protect all disturbed streambanks and slopes that are 3:1 or steeper with erosion control 
blankets (follow manufacturer’s recommendations for selection and installation); seed and apply 
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mulch on all other disturbed areas. (IDNR) 

13. The physical disturbance of the stream and riparian vegetation, especially large trees overhanging 
any affected water bodies should be limited to only that which is absolutely necessary to complete 
the project. (IDEM) 

14. Reasonable precautions must be taken to minimize fugitive dust emissions from construction and 
demolition activities. (IDEM) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

SECTION K- EARLY COORDINATION 

 
Please list the date coordination was sent and all agencies that were contacted as a part of the development of this 
Environmental Study.  Also, include the date of their response or indicate that no response was received. INDOT and FHWA 
are automatically considered early coordination participants and should only be listed if a response is received.  
 
 

Remarks:  
An Early Coordination Letter with accompanying graphics was sent out June 6, 2014.  A date in the table 
below means a response was received.  All early coordination documentation is contained in Appendix D.  No 
coordinating agencies reported any concern with the project or the preferred alternative. 
 

 
 

Agency Date Contacted Comment Received 

IDEM – Electronic Submittal August 13, 2014 August 13, 2014 

US Fish and Wildlife Service August 13, 2014 August 19, 2014 

US Dept. of Housing and Urban Develop. August 13, 2014 September 2, 2014 

National Park Service August 13, 2014 No Response 

Indianapolis MPO August 13, 2014 No Response 

INDOT – Aviation Section August 13, 2014 August 18, 2014 

INDOT – Office of Public Involvement August 13, 2014 September 11, 2014 

IDNR – SHPO (via Section 106 process) July 11, 2013 August 16, 2014 

IDNR – Fish and Wildlife August 13, 2014 September 12, 2014 

IDEM - Groundwater August 13, 2014 August 22, 2014 

Indiana Geological Survey August 13, 2014 October 20, 2014 

Natural Resources Conservation Service August 13, 2014 August 19, 2014 
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GAS : MARATHON PIPELINE

539 SOUTH MAIN ST. RM 7642 A

FINDLAY, OH 45840

ATTN: DAVE WISNER

(419)421-2211

COMMUNICATIONS : AT&T INDIANA

5858 N COLLEGE AVE.

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46220

ATTN: BRIAN CRAVENS

(317)445-5699

SANITARY SEWER : TOWN OF FISHERS

1 MUNICIPAL DRIVE

FISHERS, IN 46038

ATTN: RICK FARNHAM

(317)595-3281

COMMUNICATIONS : LEVEL 3

4625 W 86TH STREET

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46268

ATTN: GLEN HUDSON

(317)713-8942

CABLE : COMCAST

5330 E. 65TH STREET

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46220

ATTN: TOM SPENCER

(317)752-9426

ELECTRIC : DUKE ENERGY (LOW VOLTAGE)

340 N. MAIN STREET

MARTINSVILLE, IN  46151

ATTN: CINDY ROWLAND

(317)776-5341

ELECTRIC : DUKE ENERGY  (HIGH VOLTAGE)

1000 E. MAIN STREET

PLAINFIELD, IN  46168

ATTN: SEAN FILEY 

(317)838-1243

FIBER : FIBER TECHNOLOGIES NETWORKS, LLC

800 OLIVER AVE. STE. #1

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46225

ATTN: DAVID MACDONALD

(317)636-7375

WATER : CITIZENS ENERGY GROUP

1220 WATERWAY BOULEVARD

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46202

ATTN: CHRIS BRUMFIELD

(317)263-6382

COMMUNICATIONS : AT&T TRANSMISSION

5650 ROCKWAY DRIVE

PLAINFIELD, IN  46163

ATTN: PAT TAYLOR

(317)997-6419

SANITARY SEWER HAMILTON SOUTHEASTERN UTILITIES

11901 LAKESIDE DRIVE

FISHERS, IN 46039

ATTN: JAMES HART

(317)577-1150

COMMUNICATIONS : ROCHE DIAGNOSTICS

9115 HAGUE ROAD

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46250

ATTN: BOB PAQUIN

(317)521-2000

COMMUNICATIONS : ZAYO BANDWIDTH

701 W. HENRY STREET, STE. 201

NEW PALESTINE, IN 46163
ATTN: JIM KELLAM

(317)524-5712

ITS : ITS TECHNOLOGY DEPLOYMENT DIVISION

8620 E. 21ST STREET, INDY TMC

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46219

ATTN: KONSTANTINE VEYGMAN

(317)899-8606
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*See Geometric Details For Additional Information
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*See Geometric Details For Additional Information
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Section 12, T17N, R4E

Delaware Township

Hamilton County, IN

E-L CROSSPOINT I, L.L.P.
E-L CROSSPOINT I, L.L.P.

KINCAID DEVELOPERS, INC.
KINCAID DEVELOPERS, INC.

CMG Worldwide, Inc.
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Appendix C2 
South Bridge Draft Plan Excerpts          

(Roundabout Interchange)
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86 01'08"WLATITUDE:

O

39 56'30"N
LONGITUDE:

O

Replacement of 106th Street Bridge over Interstate 69. The eastbound bridge is

Located 1.2 Miles North of East 96th Street on I-69, in Sections 1 & 12, of Township

17 North, Range 4 East, Delaware Township, in Hamilton County Indiana.

TOTAL LENGTH :

ROADWAY LENGTH :

BRIDGE LENGTH : 0.030 MI.

INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS DATED 2016 TO

BE USED WITH THESE PLANS

1.390 MI.

1.420 MI.

XX

NOTE TO REVIEWER:

WE WILL WORK WITH INDOT PROJECT

MANAGER ON STRUCTURE NUMBER.

KIN DESIGNATION NUMBERS

 EASTBOUND 106TH STREET OVER I-69

DESIGNATION DESCRIPTION

1298035

ROADWAY

1500520

1500521 WESTBOUND 106TH STREET OVER I-69

INTERCHANGE AT I-69 & 106th STREET

BRIDGE

Sta. 506+47.91
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4-5 GENERAL PLAN
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SHEET NO. DESCRIPTION
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INDEXGENERAL NOTES

GAS : MARATHON PIPELINE

539 SOUTH MAIN ST. RM 7642

FINDLAY, OH 45840

ATTN: MARK RITTER

(317)696-0319

COMMUNICATIONS : AT&T INDIANA

5858 N COLLEGE AVE.

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46220

ATTN: BRIAN CRAVENS

PRIMARY: (317)445-5699

ALTERNATE: (317)371-1155

COMMUNICATIONS & TOWN OF FISHERS

SANITARY SEWER: 1 MUNICIPAL DRIVE

FISHERS, IN 46038

ATTN: TAMI OTTO

(317)595-3412

COMMUNICATIONS : MCI COMMUNICATION SERVICES, INC.

730 WEST HENRY STREET

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46225

ATTN: CHRIS FOWLER

(317)435-6225

CABLE : COMCAST

5330 E. 65TH STREET

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46220

ATTN: TOM SPENCER

(317)752-9426

ELECTRIC : DUKE ENERGY 

100 S. MILL CREEK ROAD

NOBLESVILLE, IN 46062

ATTN: CINDY ROWLAND

(317)431-4762

ELECTRIC : VECTREN ENERGY 

16000 ALLISONVILLE RD.

NOBLESVILLE, IN 46061

ATTN: TIM BATESON 

(812)550-4781

COMMUNICATIONS : TGC INDIANAPOLIS INC.

300 NORTH POINT PKWY ROOM 122A06

ALPHARETTA, GA 30005

ATTN: JOEL MCKINNEY

(770)335-9816

COMMUNICATIONS : TW TELECOM OF INDIANA L.P.

4625 W. 86TH STREET, SUITE 500

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46268

ATTN: LARRY BENSON

(317)713-8922

SANITARY : CITIZENS ENERGY GROUP

2150 DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. ST.

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46202

ATTN: ROBERT MASBAUM JR.

(317)429-3961

ELECTRIC : INDIANAPOLIS POWER AND LIGHT (IPL)

1230 W. MORRIS STREET

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46221   

ATTN: JIM DUVALL

(317)261-8694

FIBER : FIBER TECHNOLOGIES NETWORKS, LLC

800 OLIVER AVE. STE. #1

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46225   

ATTN: DAVID MACDONALD

(585)208-8109

WATER : CITIZENS ENERGY GROUP

1220 WATERWAY BOULEVARD

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46202

ATTN: CHRIS BRUMFIELD

(317)263-6382

FIBER : INDIANA FIBER NETWORK, LCC 

5520 W. 76TH STREET

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46268

ATTN: JIM ROYER

(317)504-5181

GAS : CITIZENS ENERGY GROUP

2150 DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. ST.

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46202

ATTN: RICHARD MILLER JR.

(317)696-4041
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LEVEL
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LEVEL
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P.I. 222+77.70 "A"

Section 1, T17N, R4E

Delaware Township

Hamilton County, IN
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CONTINUOUS COMPOSITE CURVED STEEL

 PLATE GIRDER BRIDGE

 TWO SPANS: 84'-6", 84'-6"

 SKEW: RADIAL

 CLEAR ROADWAY: 32'-0"

 EASTBOUND 106TH STREET OVER I-69

 EXISTING STRUCTURE 

No Scale

Existing continuous composite steel beam bridge. The

bridge was rehabilitated in 1986. The bridge is a four

span 36'-5", 99'-2", 99'-2", 36'-5" and has a skew of

31Á right. The structure has a clear roadway width of

42'-0". Structure is to be removed.

271'-2"
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Scale: 3/32" = 1'-0"

 PLAN 

Scale: 3/32" = 1'-0"

 ELEVATION 

 BENT No. 1  BENT No. 3 

 PIER No. 2 

CONTINUOUS COMPOSITE CURVED

STEEL PLATE GIRDER BRIDGE

 TWO SPANS: 79'-9", 89'-3"

 SKEW: RADIAL

 CLEAR ROADWAY: 45'-8"

 106TH STREET OVER I-69

MSE Wall (Typ.)

Semi-Integral Semi-Integral

Fixed

I-69 Northbound
I-69 Southbound

Span "A"
Span "B"

HP12 x 53 Steel "H" Piles

Driven to xx kips Nominal

Driving Resistance (Typ.)

1-Bar Metal Bridge

Railing (Typ.)

CONTINUOUS COMPOSITE CURVED

STEEL PLATE GIRDER BRIDGE

 TWO SPANS: 84'-6", 84'-6"

 SKEW: RADIAL

 CLEAR ROADWAY: 32'-0"

 EASTBOUND 106TH STREET OVER I-69
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Sta. 506+47.91 "Roundabout"

Elev. 837.45

℄ Brg. Bent No. 3

Sta. 507+34.49 "Roundabout"

Elev. 837.08

HP12 x 53 Steel "H" Piles

Driven to xx kips Nominal

Driving Resistance (Typ.)
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CONTINUOUS COMPOSITE CURVED

STEEL PLATE GIRDER BRIDGE

 TWO SPANS: 84'-4", 84'-8"

 SKEW: RADIAL

 CLEAR ROADWAY: 30'-0"

EASTBOUND 106TH STREET OVER I-69

 ALLOWABLE DESIGN STRESSES 

 DESIGN DATA 

    Reinforcing Steel (Grade 60)      fy = 60,000 p.s.i.

    Class "C" Concrete                   f'c = 4,000 p.s.i.

    Class "B" Concrete                   f'c = 3,000 p.s.i.

    Class "A" Concrete                   f'c = 3,500 p.s.i.

Live Load:

Superstructure and Substructure Designed for HL-93 Loading, in

accordance with the AASHTO LFRD Bridge Design Specifications, seventh

Edition, 2014, and interims.

Dead Load:

Actual loads plus 35 psf allowance for future wearing surfaces and

additional 15 psf for permanent metal forms.

Floor slab designed with a 7.5 inch structural depth and a 0.5 in integral

wearing surface.

 SEISMIC DESIGN DATA 

Seismic Performance Zone X

Acceleration Coefficient = X.XX

Seismic Soil Profile Type Site X

The exterior girder has been checked for strength, deflection, and

overturning using the construction loads shown below. Cantilever

overhang brackets were assumed for support of the deck overhang

past the edge of the exterior girder. The finishing machine was

assumed to be supported 6 in. past the outside of the vertical coping

form. The top overhang brackets were assumed to be located 6 in.

past the edge of the vertical coping form. The bottom overhang

brackets were assumed to be braced against the intersection of the

girder bottom flange and web.

Deck Falsework Loads:   Designed for 15 lb/ft  for permanent

                                   metal stay-in-place deck forms,

                                   removable deck forms, and 2-ft

                                   exterior walkway

2

Construction Live Load:  Designed for 20 lb/ft  extending

                                   2-ft past the edge of coping and

                                   75 lb/ft vertical force applied at a

                                   distance of 6 in. outside the face of

                                   coping over a 30-ft length of the

                                   deck centered with the finishing

                                   machine

2

Finishing-Machine Load:   4500 lb distributed over 10 ft along

                                     the coping

Wind Load:   Designed for 70 mph horizontal wind

                   loading of 50 lb/ft  in accordacne with

                   AASHTO Guide Design Specifications for

                   Bridge Temporary Works (1995), Figure 2.1.

2

 ANTICIPATED FOUNDATION LOADS 

    Substructure

   Unit

    Substructure

    Load (Tons)

    Superstructure

    Load (Tons)

    Total Load

   (Tons)

    Bent No. 1 125 525 650

    Pier No. 2 575 1500 2075

    Bent No. 3 125 525 650

 NOTE TO REVIEWER:

BECAUSE OF SCHEDULE WE HAVE ALREADY PROVIDED

ANTICIPATED FOUNDATION LOADS TO GEOTECHNICAL

CONSULTANT
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PROJECT LOCATION

WESTBOUND 106th STREET

PROJECT LOCATION SHOWN BY

86 01'07"WLATITUDE:

O

39 56'32"N LONGITUDE:

O

PROJECT DESIGNATION

CONTRACT

INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION DATE

DATE

PHONE NUMBER

FOR LETTING:

APPROVED

CERTIFIED BY:

PREPARED BY:

PLANS

Replacement of 106th Street Bridge over Interstate 69.  The westbound bridge is

located 1.2 Miles North of East 96th Street on I-69, in Sections 1 & 12, of Township

17 North, Range 4 East, Delaware Township, in Hamilton County Indiana.

TOTAL LENGTH :

ROADWAY LENGTH :

BRIDGE LENGTH : 0.030 MI.

STATION
SPAN AND SKEW OVER

INDEX

TYPESTRUCTURE

84'-6", 84'-6"

SKEW: RADIAL

TWO SPAN:

PROJECT

DESIGNATION

CONTRACT

of

SHEETSSURVEY BOOK

BRIDGE FILE

BRIDGE FILE

INTERSTATE

69

INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
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1.390 MI.

1.420 MI.

CONTINUOUS

COMPOSITE STEEL

PLATE GIRDER

P.E.

FOR SPANS OVER 20 FEET

INDIANA DEPARTMENT

OF TRANSPORTATION

PROJECT NO. 1298035

WESTBOUND 106th STREET

OVER

INTERSTATE 69

BRIDGE PLANS

Scale 1" = 800'
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Note: See Next Sheet For Traffic Data.
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KIN DESIGNATION NUMBERS

 EASTBOUND 106TH STREET OVER I-69

DESIGNATION DESCRIPTION

1298035

ROADWAY

1500520

1500521 WESTBOUND 106TH STREET OVER I-69

XX

NOTE TO REVIEWER:

WE WILL WORK WITH INDOT PROJECT

MANAGER ON STRUCTURE NUMBER.

INTERCHANGE AT I-69 & 106th STREET

BRIDGE

Sta. 502+41.68
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2 INDEX

3 LAYOUT

4-5 GENERAL PLAN

6 BRIDGE SUMMARY

SHEET NO. DATE REVISION

SHEET NO. DESCRIPTION

UTILITIES

REVISIONS

INDEXGENERAL NOTES

GAS : MARATHON PIPELINE

539 SOUTH MAIN ST. RM 7642

FINDLAY, OH 45840

ATTN: MARK RITTER

(317)696-0319

COMMUNICATIONS : AT&T INDIANA

5858 N COLLEGE AVE.

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46220

ATTN: BRIAN CRAVENS

PRIMARY: (317)445-5699

ALTERNATE: (317)371-1155

COMMUNICATIONS & TOWN OF FISHERS

SANITARY SEWER: 1 MUNICIPAL DRIVE

FISHERS, IN 46038

ATTN: TAMI OTTO

(317)595-3412

COMMUNICATIONS : MCI COMMUNICATION SERVICES, INC.

730 WEST HENRY STREET

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46225

ATTN: CHRIS FOWLER

(317)435-6225

CABLE : COMCAST

5330 E. 65TH STREET

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46220

ATTN: TOM SPENCER

(317)752-9426

ELECTRIC : DUKE ENERGY 

100 S. MILL CREEK ROAD

NOBLESVILLE, IN 46062

ATTN: CINDY ROWLAND

(317)431-4762

ELECTRIC : VECTREN ENERGY 

16000 ALLISONVILLE RD.

NOBLESVILLE, IN 46061

ATTN: TIM BATESON 

(812)550-4781

COMMUNICATIONS : TGC INDIANAPOLIS INC.

300 NORTH POINT PKWY ROOM 122A06

ALPHARETTA, GA 30005

ATTN: JOEL MCKINNEY

(770)335-9816

COMMUNICATIONS : TW TELECOM OF INDIANA L.P.

4625 W. 86TH STREET, SUITE 500

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46268

ATTN: LARRY BENSON

(317)713-8922

SANITARY : CITIZENS ENERGY GROUP

2150 DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. ST.

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46202

ATTN: ROBERT MASBAUM JR.

(317)429-3961

ELECTRIC : INDIANAPOLIS POWER AND LIGHT (IPL)

1230 W. MORRIS STREET

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46221   

ATTN: JIM DUVALL

(317)261-8694

FIBER : FIBER TECHNOLOGIES NETWORKS, LLC

800 OLIVER AVE. STE. #1

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46225   

ATTN: DAVID MACDONALD

(585)208-8109

WATER : CITIZENS ENERGY GROUP

1220 WATERWAY BOULEVARD

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46202

ATTN: CHRIS BRUMFIELD

(317)263-6382

FIBER : INDIANA FIBER NETWORK, LCC 

5520 W. 76TH STREET

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46268

ATTN: JIM ROYER

(317)504-5181

GAS : CITIZENS ENERGY GROUP

2150 DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. ST.

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46202

ATTN: RICHARD MILLER JR.

(317)696-4041
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LEVEL
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V.P.D.
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NE RAMP

INTERCHANGE RAMP
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LEVEL

FULL

65 M.P.H.
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LEVEL

FULL

45 M.P.H.
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NW RAMP
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LEVEL

FULL

45 M.P.H.

100%

% D.H.V.

% A.A.D.T.
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V.P.D.

SW RAMP

INTERCHANGE RAMP

FREEWAY
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LEVEL

FULL

45 M.P.H.

100%
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V.P.H.
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FULL

SE RAMP
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 GENERAL NOTES 

 ALLOWABLE DESIGN STRESSES 

 DESIGN DATA 

    Reinforcing Steel (Grade 60)      fy = 60,000 p.s.i.

    Class "C" Concrete f'c = 4,000 p.s.i.

    Class "B" Concrete f'c = 3,000 p.s.i.

    Class "A" Concrete f'c = 3,500 p.s.i.

Reinforcing steel covering shall be 2 1/2" in top and 1" min. in bottom

of floor slabs, and 2" in all other parts, unless noted.

Live Load:

Superstructure and Substructure Designed for HL-93 Loading, in

accordance with the AASHTO LFRD Bridge Design Specifications, seventh

Edition, 2014, and interims.

Dead Load:

Actual loads plus 35 psf allowance for future wearing surfaces and

additional 15 psf for permanent metal forms.

Floor slab designed with a 7.5 inch structural depth and a 0.5 in integral

wearing surface.

Surface seal top of bridge deck, all surfaces of concrete railing, face of

deck coping and underside of deck from outside edge to flange of exterior

beams. (Estimated Qnty. = xx,xxx Sft.)

 SEISMIC DESIGN DATA 

Seismic Performance Zone X

Acceleration Coefficient = X.XX

Seismic Soil Profile Type Site X

The exterior girder has been checked for strength, deflection, and

overturning using the construction loads shown below. Cantilever

overhang brackets were assumed for support of the deck overhang

past the edge of the exterior girder. The finishing machine was

assumed to be supported 6 in. past the outside of the vertical coping

form. The top overhang brackets were assumed to be located 6 in.

past the edge of the vertical coping form. The bottom overhang

brackets were assumed to be braced against the intersection of the

girder bottom flange and web.

 CONSTRUCTION LOADING 

Deck Falsework Loads:   Designed for 15 lb/ft  for permanent

metal stay-in-place deck forms,

removable deck forms, and 2-ft

exterior walkway

2

Construction Live Load:  Designed for 20 lb/ft  extending

2-ft past the edge of coping and

75 lb/ft vertical force applied at a

distance of 6 in. outside the face of

coping over a 30-ft length of the

deck centered with the finishing

machine

2

Finishing-Machine Load:   4500 lb distributed over 10 ft along

the coping

Wind Load:   Designed for 70 mph horizontal wind

loading of 50 lb/ft  in accordacne with

AASHTO Guide Design Specifications for

Bridge Temporary Works (1995), Figure 2.1.

2

CONTINUOUS COMPOSITE CURVED

STEEL PLATE GIRDER BRIDGE

 TWO SPANS: 84'-4", 84'-8"

 SKEW: RADIAL

 CLEAR ROADWAY: 30'-0"

 WESTBOUND 106TH STREET OVER I-69

 ANTICIPATED FOUNDATION LOADS 

    Substructure

   Unit

    Substructure

    Load (Tons)

    Superstructure

    Load (Tons)

    Total Load

   (Tons)

    Bent No. 1 200 650 850

    Pier No. 2 750 1850 2600

    Bent No. 3 175 650 825

 NOTE TO REVIEWER:

BECAUSE OF SCHEDULE WE HAVE ALREADY PROVIDED

ANTICIPATED FOUNDATION LOADS TO GEOTECHNICAL

CONSULTANT
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August 12, 2014 
 
 
«Title» 
«CompanyName» 
«CompanyName2» 
«CompanyName3» 
«Address1» 
«Address2» 
«City», «State»  «ZipCode» 
 
 
Re: Des. No.:  1298035 New Interchange at 106th Street and I-69, Hamilton County 
 Environmental Early Coordination 
 
 
Dear «Title1» «Last_Name»: 
 
The Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) intends to proceed with the aforementioned new 
interchange in Fishers, IN. This letter is part of the early coordination phase of the environmental 
review process. We are requesting comments from your area of expertise regarding any possible 
environmental effects associated with this project. Please use the above designation numbers and 
description in your reply. We will incorporate your comments into a study of the project’s 
environmental impacts. 
 
This project is being developed by the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT), with active 
support and sponsorship from 1) the Town of Fishers and 2) Hamilton County.   Currently, there is 
no access to or from I-69 at 106th Street. Access at this location is needed to support the existing 
traffic volumes as well as the anticipated future growth.  The area near the proposed 106th Street 
interchange, and in particular the existing platted commercial office parks along the east side of I-69 
between 96th Street and 116th Street, are currently experiencing development activity. The INDOT 
Average Daily Traffic Interactive Map estimates 110,000 vehicles per day (year 2011) for the 
segment of I-69 from 96th Street to 116th Street. Motorists currently use the I-69 interchanges at 96th 
Street or 116th Street to gain access to the 106th Street area; however, these existing interchanges 
currently experience congestion and delay during peak periods, and capacity is anticipated to 
deteriorate more over time.  The I-69 interchanges at 96th Street and 116th Street are not easily 
expandable since, for critical movements, they currently have dual right and left turn lanes on the 
ramps at the signalized ramp junctions, as well as dual lane left turn lanes on the bridges.  Further 
expansion would result in significant impacts and cost. 
 
New right-of-way will be required for this project. All existing right-of-way will be verified 
during the land acquisition process, which may reveal the need for additional parcels. Several 
interchange alternatives were considered: a tight diamond interchange, single point urban 
interchange (SPUI), roundabout, and diverging diamond interchange (DDI). The roundabout 
alternative is preferred. See Attachment A for project location and schematic layouts. 
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Construction of the Operation Indy Commute project to add capacity along mainline I-69 northeast of 
Indianapolis will be wrapping up in the future, ahead of this interchange project. At that time, I-69 
under 106th Street will consist of four 12 foot through lanes, a 12 foot auxiliary lane connecting the 
entrance and exit ramps of 96th Street and 116th Street, ten foot outside shoulders and a five foot 
median shoulder in both directions.  106th Street currently has an overpass at I-69 with no direct 
access to the interstate. The existing cross section of 106th Street consists of two 11 foot lanes with 
four foot aggregate shoulders.  I-69 is classified as an interstate with a posted speed of 65 mph.  106th 
Street is classified as a Minor Arterial with a posted speed of 40 mph.  No pedestrian facilities 
currently exist along 106th Street between the intersections USA Parkway/Lantern Road and 
Crosspoint Blvd.  A full two lane roundabout exists at USA Parkway/Lantern Road at the east end of 
the project, while a two lane roundabout is currently under construction at Crosspoint Boulevard at 
the west end of the project.  Kincaid Drive currently intersects 106th Street from the south with stop 
control midway between I-69 and USA Parkway/Lantern Road.  The north leg of the Kincaid Drive 
intersection is a private driveway. All land use around the intersection is commercial office park or 
planned urban development. See attached zoning map in Attachment B.  
 
Drainage along I-69 is collected in road side ditches, while the median is collected through storm 
inlet structures, which ultimately discharge into the same road side ditches.  Ultimately storm runoff 
from within the project limits is picked up by Cheeney Creek (part of the RJ Craig Regulated Drain) 
which flows from the east side of I-69 to the west.  The RJ Craig Regulated Drain starts 
approximately 2,800 feet south of 106th Street on the east side of Lantern Road.  The enclosed portion 
of the drain continues to a point approximately 2,150 feet north of 106th Street along USA Parkway at 
which point the drain turns and heads west through a 12 foot by 6 foot box culvert under I-69.  After 
crossing under I-69 the drain switches from an enclosed system to an open channel which meanders 
westerly for a short distance before heading southwest.  Cheeney Creek begins at the point the drain 
turns west to head under I-69.  Drainage along 106th Street sheet flows off of the roadway and is 
collected in road side ditches at the base of the embankment.  Approximately half of this drainage is 
drained back to the I-69 road side ditches while the remainder flows toward the adjacent 
intersections. 
 
The approximate proposed right-of-way width for the 106th Street corridor is approximately 50 feet at 
the start of the on and off ramps at 106th Street, and expands upwards of 100 feet, with additional 
right-of-way required turning radii.  Approximately 9.5 acres of additional right-of-way is required 
by the project with approximately 1.2 acres being temporary right-of-way. Attachment C contains 
preliminary plans right-of-way plans, prepared by United Consulting for the project.The project 
design should consider the two ponds in the immediate area and the three delineated emergent 
wetlands. Mitigation of impacted wetlands will be determined during the design process.  
 
Tentative project milestones include Interchange Justification (IJ) Study Approval in fall 2014; 
Environmental Approval in spring 2015, and INDOT Letting in spring 2016. 
 
The Red Flag Survey, approved by the INDOT Division of Environmental Services on October 10, 
2013, is included as Attachment D. 
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Should we not receive your response within thirty (30) calendar days from the date of this letter, it 
will be assumed that your agency feels that there will be no adverse effects incurred as a result of the 
proposed project. However, should you find that an extension to the response time is necessary; a 
reasonable amount may be granted upon request. If you have any questions regarding this matter, 
please feel free to contact Evan Land of Corradino LLC, at 488-2363 or eland@corradino.com.  
Thank you in advance for your input. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Evan Land 
Corradino LLC 
200 South Meridian Street, Suite 330 
Indianapolis, IN 46225 
 
 
Attachments: 
A. Project Location/Schematic Layouts 
B. Zoning Map 
C. Right-of-Way Impacts 
D. Approved Red Flag Survey 
E. Site Photos 
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Date

To Engineers and Consultants Proposing Roadway Construction Projects:

This letter from the Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) serves as a 
standardized response to enquiries inviting IDEM comments on roadway construction, reconstruction, or 
other improvement projects within existing roadway corridors when the proposed scope of the project is 
beneath the threshold requiring a formal National Environmental Policy Act-mandated Environmental 
Assessment or Environmental Impact Statement. As the letter attempts to address all roadway-related 
environmental topics of potential concern, it is possible that not every topic addressed in the letter will 
be applicable to your particular roadway project.

For additional information on specific roadway-related topics of interest, please visit the appropriate 
Web pages cited below, many of which provide contact information for persons within the various 
program areas who can answer questions not fully addressed in this letter. Also please be mindful that 
some environmental requirements may be subject to change and so each person intending to include a 
copy of this letter in their project documentation packet is advised to download the most recently revised 
version of the letter; found at: http://www.in.gov/idem/5283.htm.

To ensure that all environmentally-related issues are adequately addressed, IDEM recommends that you 
read this letter in its entirety, and consider each of the following issues as you move forward with the 
planning of your proposed roadway construction, reconstruction, or improvement project:

Indiana Department of Environmental 
Management 

We make Indiana a cleaner, healthier place to live.

Mike Pence 100 North Senate Avenue

Governor Indianapolis , Indiana 46206

Thomas W. Easterly (317) 232-8603

Commissioner 800) 451-6027

www.IN.gov/idem

Corradino Group
Evan Land
200 S. Meridian Street Suite #330
Indianapolis , IN 46225 , IN

RE: A new interchange is proposed at 106th Street and I-69 in Fishers, IN, to provide access to the 
Town of Fishers. On and off ramps will be located on each side of I-69 as well. 

Page 1 of 7Proposed Roadway Letter -
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WATER AND BIOTIC QUALITY

1. Section 404 of the Clean Water Act requires that you obtain a permit from the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (USACE) before discharging dredged or fill materials into any wetlands or other 
waters, such as rivers, lakes, streams, and ditches. Other activities regulated include the relocation, 
channelization, widening, or other such alteration of a stream, and the mechanical clearing (use of 
heavy construction equipment) of wetlands. Thus, as a project owner or sponsor, it is your 
responsibility to ensure that no wetlands are disturbed without the proper permit. Although you 
may initially refer to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetland Inventory maps as a 
means of identifying potential areas of concern, please be mindful that those maps do not depict 
jurisdictional wetlands regulated by the USACE or the Department of Environmental 
Management. A valid jurisdictional wetlands determination can only be made by the USACE, 
using the 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual.

USACE recommends that you have a consultant check to determine whether your project will 
abut, or lie within, a wetland area. To view a list of consultants that have requested to be included 
on a list posted by the USACE on their Web site, see USACE Permits and Public Notices
(http://www.lrl.usace.army.mil/orf /default.asp) and then click on "Information" from the menu on 
the right-hand side of that page. Their "Consultant List" is the fourth entry down on the 
"Information" page. Please note that the USACE posts all consultants that request to appear on the 
list, and that inclusion of any particular consultant on the list does not represent an endorsement of 
that consultant by the USACE, or by IDEM.

Much of northern Indiana (Newton, Lake, Porter, LaPorte, St. Joseph, Elkhart, LaGrange, 
Steuben, and Dekalb counties; large portions of Jasper, Starke, Marshall, Noble, Allen, and 
Adams counties; and lesser portions of Benton, White, Pulaski, Kosciusko, and Wells counties) is 
served by the USACE District Office in Detroit (313-226-6812). The central and southern 
portions of the state (large portions of Benton, White, Pulaski, Kosciosko, and Wells counties; 
smaller portions of Jasper, Starke, Marshall , Noble, Allen, and Adams counties; and all other 
Indiana counties located in north-central, central, and southern Indiana ) are served by the USACE 
Louisville District Office (502-315-6733).

Additional information on contacting these U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) District 
Offices, government agencies with jurisdiction over wetlands, and other water quality issues, can 
be found at http://www.in.gov/idem/4396.htm. IDEM recommends that impacts to wetlands and 
other water resources be avoided to the fullest extent.

2. In the event a Section 404 wetlands permit is required from the USACE, you also must obtain a 
Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the IDEM Office of Water Quality Wetlands 
Program. To learn more about the Wetlands Program, visit: http://www.in.gov/idem/4384.htm.

3. If the USACE determines that a wetland or other water body is isolated and not subject to Clean 
Water Act regulation, it is still regulated by the state of Indiana . A State Isolated Wetland permit 
from IDEM's Office of Water Quality (OWQ) is required for any activity that results in the 
discharge of dredged or fill materials into isolated wetlands. To learn more about isolated 
wetlands, contact the OWQ Wetlands Program at 317-233-8488.

4. If your project will involve over a 0.5 acre of wetland impact, stream relocation, or other large-
scale alterations to water bodies such as the creation of a dam or a water diversion, you should 
seek additional input from the OWQ Wetlands Program staff. Consult the Web at: 
http://www.in.gov/idem/4384.htm for the appropriate staff contact to further discuss your project.

Page 2 of 7Proposed Roadway Letter -
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5. Work within the one-hundred year floodway of a given water body is regulated by the Department 
of Natural Resources, Division of Water. The Division issues permits for activities regulated 
under the follow statutes:

� IC 14-26-2 Lakes Preservation Act 312 IAC 11
� IC 14-26-5 Lowering of Ten Acre Lakes Act No related code
� IC 14-28-1 Flood Control Act 310 IAC 6-1
� IC 14-29-1 Navigable Waterways Act 312 IAC 6
� IC 14-29-3 Sand and Gravel Permits Act 312 IAC 6
� IC 14-29-4 Construction of Channels Act No related code

For information on these Indiana (statutory) Code and Indiana Administrative Code citations, see 
the DNR Web site at: http://www.in.gov/dnr/water/9451.htm . Contact the DNR Division of 
Water at 317-232-4160 for further information.

The physical disturbance of the stream and riparian vegetation, especially large trees overhanging 
any affected water bodies should be limited to only that which is absolutely necessary to complete 
the project. The shade provided by the large overhanging trees helps maintain proper stream 
temperatures and dissolved oxygen for aquatic life.

6. For projects involving construction activity (which includes clearing, grading, excavation and 
other land disturbing activities) that result in the disturbance of one (1), or more, acres of total 
land area, contact the Office of Water Quality – Watershed Planning Branch (317/233-1864) 
regarding the need for of a Rule 5 Storm Water Runoff Permit. Visit the following Web page

� http://www.in.gov/idem/4902.htm

To obtain, and operate under, a Rule 5 permit you will first need to develop a Construction Plan 
(http://www.in.gov/idem/4917.htm#constreq), and as described in 327 IAC 15-5-6.5 
(http://www.in.gov/legislative/iac/T03270/A00150 [PDF], pages 16 through 19). Before you may 
apply for a Rule 5 Permit, or begin construction, you must submit your Construction Plan to your 
county Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD) 
(http://www.in.gov/isda/soil/contacts/map.html).

Upon receipt of the construction plan, personnel of the SWCD or the Indiana Department of 
Environmental Management will review the plan to determine if it meets the requirements of 327 
IAC 15-5. Plans that are deemed deficient will require re-submittal. If the plan is sufficient you 
will be notified and instructed to submit the verification to IDEM as part of the Rule 5 Notice of 
Intent (NOI) submittal. Once construction begins, staff of the SWCD or Indiana Department of 
Environmental Management will perform inspections of activities at the site for compliance with 
the regulation.

Please be mindful that approximately 149 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) areas 
are now being established by various local governmental entities throughout the state as part of 
the implementation of Phase II federal storm water requirements. All of these MS4 areas will 
eventually take responsibility for Construction Plan review, inspection, and enforcement. As these 
MS4 areas obtain program approval from IDEM, they will be added to a list of MS4 areas posted 
on the IDEM Website at: http://www.in.gov/idem/4900.htm.

If your project is located in an IDEM-approved MS4 area, please contact the local MS4 program 
about meeting their storm water requirements. Once the MS4 approves the plan, the NOI can be 
submitted to IDEM.

Regardless of the size of your project, or which agency you work with to meet storm water 

Page 3 of 7Proposed Roadway Letter -
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requirements, IDEM recommends that appropriate structures and techniques be utilized both 
during the construction phase, and after completion of the project, to minimize the impacts 
associated with storm water runoff. The use of appropriate planning and site development and 
appropriate storm water quality measures are recommended to prevent soil from leaving the 
construction site during active land disturbance and for post construction water quality concerns. 
Information and assistance regarding storm water related to construction activities are available 
from the Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD) offices in each county or from IDEM.

7. For projects involving impacts to fish and botanical resources, contact the Department of Natural 
Resources - Division of Fish and Wildlife (317/232-4080) for addition project input.

8. For projects involving water main construction, water main extensions, and new public water 
supplies, contact the Office of Water Quality - Drinking Water Branch (317-308-3299) regarding 
the need for permits.

9. For projects involving effluent discharges to waters of the State of Indiana , contact the Office of 
Water Quality - Permits Branch (317-233-0468) regarding the need for a National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.

10. For projects involving the construction of wastewater facilities and sewer lines, contact the Office 
of Water Quality - Permits Branch (317-232-8675) regarding the need for permits.

AIR QUALITY

The above-noted project should be designed to minimize any impact on ambient air quality in, or near, 
the project area. The project must comply with all federal and state air pollution regulations. 
Consideration should be given to the following:

1. Regarding open burning, and disposing of organic debris generated by land clearing activities; 
some types of open burning are allowed (http://www.in.gov/idem/4148.htm) under specific 
conditions. You also can seek an open burning variance from IDEM.

However, IDEM generally recommends that you take vegetative wastes to a registered yard waste 
composting facility or that the waste be chipped or shredded with composting on site (you must 
register with IDEM if more than 2,000 pounds is to be composted; contact 317/232-0066). The 
finished compost can then be used as a mulch or soil amendment. You also may bury any 
vegetative wastes (such as leaves, twigs, branches, limbs, tree trunks and stumps) onsite, although 
burying large quantities of such material can lead to subsidence problems, later on.

Reasonable precautions must be taken to minimize fugitive dust emissions from construction and 
demolition activities. For example, wetting the area with water, constructing wind barriers, or 
treating dusty areas with chemical stabilizers (such as calcium chloride or several other 
commercial products). Dirt tracked onto paved roads from unpaved areas should be minimized.

Additionally, if construction or demolition is conducted in a wooded area where blackbirds have 
roosted or abandoned buildings or building sections in which pigeons or bats have roosted for 3-5 
years precautionary measures should be taken to avoid an outbreak of histoplasmosis. This disease 
is caused by the fungus Histoplasma capsulatum, which stems from bird or bat droppings that 
have accumulated in one area for 3-5 years. The spores from this fungus become airborne when 
the area is disturbed and can cause infections over an entire community downwind of the site. The 
area should be wetted down prior to cleanup or demolition of the project site. For more detailed 
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information on histoplasmosis prevention and control, please contact the Acute Disease Control 
Division of the Indiana State Department of Health at (317) 233-7272.

2. The U.S. EPA and the Surgeon General recommend that people not have long-term exposure to 
radon at levels above 4 pCi/L. (For a county-by-county map of predicted radon levels in Indiana, 
visit: http://www.in.gov/idem/4145.htm.)

The U.S. EPA further recommends that all homes (and apartments within three stories of ground 
level) be tested for radon. If in-home radon levels are determined to be 4 pCi/L, or higher, EPA 
recommends a follow-up test. If the second test confirms that radon levels are 4 pCi/L, or higher, 
EPA recommends the installation of radon-reduction measures. (For a list of qualified radon 
testers and radon mitigation (or reduction) specialists visit: 
http://www.in.gov/isdh/regsvcs/radhealth/pdfs/radon_testers_mitigators_list.pdf.) It also is 
recommended that radon reduction measures be built into all new homes, particularly in areas like 
Indiana that have moderate to high predicted radon levels.

To learn more about radon, radon risks, and ways to reduce exposure visit: 
http://www.in.gov/isdh/regsvcs/radhealth/radon.htm, http://www.in.gov/idem/4145.htm, or 
http://www.epa.gov/radon/index.html.

3. With respect to asbestos removal: all facilities slated for renovation or demolition (except 
residential buildings that have (4) four or fewer dwelling units and which will not be used for 
commercial purposes) must be inspected by an Indiana-licensed asbestos inspector prior to the 
commencement of any renovation or demolition activities. If regulated asbestos-containing 
material (RACM) that may become airborne is found, any subsequent demolition, renovation, or 
asbestos removal activities must be performed in accordance with the proper notification and 
emission control requirements.

If no asbestos is found where a renovation activity will occur, or if the renovation involves 
removal of less than 260 linear feet of RACM off of pipes, less than 160 square feet of RACM off 
of other facility components, or less than 35 cubic feet of RACM off of all facility components, 
the owner or operator of the project does not need to notify IDEM before beginning the renovation 
activity.

For questions on asbestos demolition and renovation activities, you can also call IDEM's 
Lead/Asbestos section at 1-888-574-8150.

However, in all cases where a demolition activity will occur (even if no asbestos is found), the 
owner or operator must still notify IDEM 10 working days prior to the demolition, using the form 
found at http://www.in.gov/icpr/webfile/formsdiv/44593.pdf.

Anyone submitting a renovation/demolition notification form will be billed a notification fee 
based upon the amount of friable asbestos containing material to be removed or demolished. 
Projects that involve the removal of more than 2,600 linear feet of friable asbestos containing 
materials on pipes, or 1,600 square feet or 400 cubic feet of friable asbestos containing material on 
other facility components, will be billed a fee of $150 per project; projects below these amounts 
will be billed a fee of $50 per project. All notification remitters will be billed on a quarterly basis.

For more information about IDEM policy regarding asbestos removal and disposal, visit: 
http://www.in.gov/idem/4983.htm.

4. With respect to lead-based paint removal: IDEM encourages all efforts to minimize human 
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exposure to lead-based paint chips and dust. IDEM is particularly concerned that young children 

exposed to lead can suffer from learning disabilities. Although lead-based paint abatement efforts 
are not mandatory, any abatement that is conducted within housing built before January 1, 1978 , 
or a child-occupied facility is required to comply with all lead-based paint work practice 
standards, licensing and notification requirements. For more information about lead-based paint 
removal visit: http://www.in.gov/isdh/19131.htm.

5. Ensure that asphalt paving plants are permitted and operate properly. The use of cutback asphalt, 
or asphalt emulsion containing more than seven percent (7%) oil distillate, is prohibited during the 
months April through October. See 326 IAC 8-5-2 , Asphalt Paving Rule 
(http://www.ai.org/legislative/iac/T03260/A00080.PDF).

6. If your project involves the construction of a new source of air emissions or the modification of an 

existing source of air emissions or air pollution control equipment, it will need to be reviewed by 
the IDEM Office of Air Quality (OAQ). A registration or permit may be required under 326 IAC 
2 (View at: www.ai.org/legislative/iac/t03260/a00020.pdf.) New sources that use or emit 
hazardous air pollutants may be subject to Section 112 of the Clean Air Act and corresponding 

state air regulations governing hazardous air pollutants.

7. For more information on air permits visit: http://www.in.gov/idem/4223.htm, or to initiate the 
IDEM air permitting process, please contact the Office of Air Quality Permit Reviewer of the Day 
at (317) 233-0178 or OAMPROD atdem.state.in.us.

LAND QUALITY

In order to maintain compliance with all applicable laws regarding contamination and/or proper waste 
disposal, IDEM recommends that:

1. If the site is found to contain any areas used to dispose of solid or hazardous waste, you need to 

contact the Office of Land Quality (OLQ)at 317-308-3103.

2. All solid wastes generated by the project, or removed from the project site, need to be taken to a 
properly permitted solid waste processing or disposal facility. For more information, visit 
http://www.in.gov/idem/4998.htm.

3. If any contaminated soils are discovered during this project, they may be subject to disposal as 
hazardous waste. Please contact the OLQ at 317-308-3103 to obtain information on proper 
disposal procedures.

4. If PCBs are found at this site, please contact the Industrial Waste Section of OLQ at 317-308-
3103 for information regarding management of any PCB wastes from this site.

5. If there are any asbestos disposal issues related to this site, please contact the Industrial Waste 

Section of OLQ at 317-308-3103 for information regarding the management of asbestos wastes 
(Asbestos removal is addressed above, under Air Quality).

6. If the project involves the installation or removal of an underground storage tank, or involves 
contamination from an underground storage tank, you must contact the IDEM Underground 

Storage Tank program at 317/308-3039. See: http://www.in.gov/idem/4999.htm.

FINAL REMARKS

Page 6 of 7Proposed Roadway Letter -

6/23/2015file:///L:/4184%20106th%20at%20I69%20Interchange/NEPA/Early%20Coordination%20...

D-10





D-12



D-13



Questionnaire for the Indiana Department of Transportation, 
Office of Aviation 

 
 
  Des/Bridge No: 1298035 

 
Project Description: 
New Interchange at 106th Street and I-69,  

Hamilton County, Indiana 

 
Requested By: 
CORRADINO 
 
Are there any existing or proposed airports within or near the project limits? YES 

 
If yes, describe any potential conflicts with air traffic during or after the construction of 
the project. 

The Indianapolis Metropolitan Airport is located 7,300’ 
southwest of the 
  project. If any permanent structures or equipment utilized 
for  
the project penetrates the 100:1 slope from the airport FAA 

Form 7460 (Notice of Proposed contstruction or alteration) must   

be filed.  For assistance contact Marcus Dial, INDOT Office of 

Aviation, 317-232-1494.   

 

 
This information was furnished by: 
 
Name: James W. Kinder  
Title: Chief Airport Inspector – INDOT Office of Aviation 
Date: August 18, 2014 
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Indiana Geological Survey | Indiana University 
611 N. Walnut Grove Ave., Bloomington, IN 47405-2208 | 812.855.7636 | IGSinfo@indiana.edu | igs.indiana.edu 

 

 

 

 

Project No.                          DES No.    1298035 

 

Project Description   new interchange at 106th Street and I-69 

 
  Hamilton County  

 

Name of Organization requesting early coordination: 

 
         Corradino for INDOT 

 

  

  QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE INDIANA GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

 

 

1) Do unusual and/or problem (  ) geographic, (  ) geological, (  ) geophysical, or  

(  ) topographic features exist within the project limits? Describe: 

 
                    NO 

 

 

2) Have existing or potential mineral resources been identified in this area? 

Describe: 
            NO   

 

3) Are there any active or abandoned mineral resources extraction sites 

located nearby? 

Describe:      NO    

 

 

 
This information was furnished by: 

 
Marni D. Karaffa , Research Geologist    

611 N Walnut Grove, Bloomington, IN  47405    

(812) 855-7428 / (812) 855-2862 

karaffam@indiana.edu 

 

Monday, October 20, 2014       
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United States Department of the Interior

National Park Service

Land & Water Conservation Fund

---

Detailed Listing of Grants Grouped by County

---

INDIANA - 18

Grant ID & 

Element

Type Grant Sponsor Amount Date 

Approved

Exp. DateStatusGrant Element Title Cong. 

District

Today's Date: 6/23/2015 Page: 11

HAMILTON

12/17/1969 12/31/1969D NOBLESVILLE PARK BOARD $8,383.88 C  6 FOREST PARK DEVELOPMENT17 - XXX

5/8/1969 12/31/1970A NOBLESVILLE PARK BOARD $45,744.50 C  6 FOREST PARK ADDITION58 - XXX

12/6/1972 6/30/1975C HAMILTON COUNTY PARK BOARD $142,332.00 C  6 MORSE PARK128 - XXX

5/6/1975 12/31/1977D CICERO PARK BOARD $34,242.81 C  6 TRI-TOWN COMMUNITY PARK198 - XXX

2/3/1976 6/30/1978D HAMILTON COUNTY PARK BOARD $125,000.00 C  6 FOREST PARK POOL236 - XXX

4/23/1993 6/30/1998C CARMEL/CLAY TWP PARK BOARD $75,000.00 C  6 FLOWING WELL PARK493 - XXX

5/20/1994 6/30/1999D HAMILTON COUNTY PARK BOARD $75,000.00 C  6 COOL CREEK PARK NATURE CENTER502 - XXX

9/6/2000 12/31/2005C HAMILTON COUNTY PARK BOARD $200,000.00 C  5 KOTEEWI PARK ACQUISITION & 

DEVELOPMENT

519 - XXX

3/9/2005 12/31/2007C WASHINGTON TOWNSHIP PARK BOARD $200,000.00 C  0 D/MACGREGOR PARK551 - XXX

County Count:Hamilton County Total: $905,703.19  9

HANCOCK

1/30/1979 12/31/1983D GREENFIELD PARK BOARD $220,000.00 C  6 RILEY PARK AND POOL RENOVATION350 - XXX

4/19/2005 12/31/2009C GREENFIELD PARK BOARD $200,000.00 C  5 BECKENHOLDT PARK552 - XXX

9/7/2006 12/31/2009C SUGAR CREEK PARK BOARD $200,000.00 C  5 SUGAR CREEK TOWNSHIP PARK561 - XXX

4/15/2011 12/31/2015D GREENFIELD PARK &amp; RECREATION 

BOARD

$156,466.00 C  0 BECKENHOLDT PARK PHASE II575 - XXX

County Count:Hancock County Total: $776,466.00  4
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www.in.gov/dot/ 
An Equal Opportunity Employer 

INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Driving Indiana’s Economic Growth 

100 North Senate Avenue 
Room N642 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-2216  (317) 232-5348  FAX: (317) 233-4929

Date:   September 19, 2013 

To: Hazardous Materials Unit 

Environmental Services 

Indiana Department of Transportation 

100 N Senate Avenue, Room N642 

Indianapolis, IN 46204 

From: Kirk Roth 

Corradino, LLC 

200 S. Meridian Street 

Indianapolis, IN 46225 

kroth@corradino.com 

Re: RED FLAG INVESTIGATION 

DES #1298035 

New Interchange Project I-69 and 106
th

 Street 

Fishers, Hamilton County, Indiana 

NARRATIVE 

This project is being developed by the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT), Central Office, in coordination 

with the Town of Fishers Department of Engineering and Public Works and the Hamilton County Highway Department. 

The project is federally funded.  New right-of-way is required. All existing right-of-way will be verified during the land 

acquisition process, which may reveal the need for additional parcels. Several interchange alternatives are under 

consideration:  a tight diamond, a single-point, and teardrop roundabouts linking ramp ends.  A traffic analysis will 

determine the preferred alternative.  The teardrop alternative is used herein for illustrative purposes.  Other alternatives 

would have similar footprints and impacts.  
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www.in.gov/dot/ 
An Equal Opportunity Employer 

SUMMARY 

Infrastructure  

Indicate the number of items of concern found within ½ mile, including an explanation why each item 

within the ½ mile radius will/will not impact the project.  If there are no items, please indicate N/A: 

Religious Facilities 1 Recreational Facilities 1 

Airports N/A Pipelines 1 

Cemeteries N/A Railroads 1 

Hospitals N/A Trails 6 

Schools 1 Managed Lands 1 

Explanation:  

Note that all distances below are referenced to the intersecting centerlines of I-69 and 106
th

 Street. 

Cheeney Creek Natural Area is located approximately 1500 feet northwest of the reference point and extends northeast 

from there.  The address is 11030 Fishers Pointe Boulevard. Due to the limited nature of construction and the project 

right-of-way, no impacts are anticipated to the Natural Area.  A portion of the stormwater from the interchange area 

flows to Cheeney Creek today and would continue to, but two detention ponds are planned as part of the project to 

reduce peak flows. 

Four existing trails and two planned trails are within a half-mile. None will be impacted by the project.  The Cheeney 

Creek Natural Area Trail is a natural trail approximately 2,000 feet northwest of the reference point.  . An asphalt trail 

connects Cheeney Creek Natural Area to 106
th

 Street approximately 1,000 feet to the west of the reference point. 

Another asphalt trail extends 1,500 feet east of the reference point along the south side of 106
th

 Street connecting 

Lantern Road and Muir Lane. There is an asphalt trail 1,500 feet to the east of the reference point running from 106
th

 

Street to the south. A planned asphalt trail along the south side of 106
th

 Street will connect Hague Road and Lantern 

Road west of the project. Finally, a second planned asphalt trail will connect Cheeney Creek and Lantern Road along the 

north side of 106
th

 street. Coordination with the Town of Fishers will be required and adjustments to the trail layout may 

be necessary. Although it is not listed as a named recreational facility, there is a baseball diamond in the northeast 

quadrant, approximately 1580 feet northwest of the reference point.  This is a privately owned property and is not open 

for public use. The minimal strip of right-of-way that will likely be acquired from this parcel along I-69 will not impact the 

ball diamond. 

The Eastern Star Church building is approximately 2300 feet east of the reference point, at 8850 E. 106
th

 Street.  The 

project may improve access to the church. The limited nature of the road construction is not expected to impact this 

infrastructure. 

A refined products pipeline is approximately 3,200 feet north of the reference point.  It is owned by the Buckeye Pipeline 

Company.  The limited nature of the road construction is not expected to impact this infrastructure. 

The Hoosier Heritage Port Authority Railroad, an active railroad, crosses 106
th

 Street approximately 2200 feet west of 

the reference point. The limited nature of the road construction is not expected to impact this infrastructure. 

Lantern Road Elementary School is in the southeast quadrant of the USA Parkway roundabout. The limited nature of the 

road construction is not expected to impact the school since it is located one mile from the project location; however, 

coordination with the School will be necessary during construction.  
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Water Resources 

Indicate the number of items of concern found within ½ mile, including an explanation why each item 

within the ½ mile radius will/will not impact the project.  If there are no items, please indicate N/A: 

NWI - Points N/A NWI - Wetlands 0 (3 new)* 

Karst Springs N/A IDEM 303d Listed Lakes N/A 

Canal Structures – Historic N/A Lakes 8 

NWI - Lines 1 Floodplain - DFIRM 1 

IDEM 303d Listed Rivers and 

Streams (Impaired) 
N/A Cave Entrance Density N/A 

Rivers and Streams 1 Sinkhole Areas N/A 

Canal Routes - Historic N/A Sinking-Stream Basins N/A 

Explanation:  

Cheeney Creek is located approximately 1,650 feet to the northwest of the project.  Cheeney Creek is also a wetland 

line, but no impact is expected.  Cheeney Creek runs to the southwest for a short while and then eventually to the west. 

There is a floodplain associated with Cheeney Creek.  No impact to Cheeney Creek or the associated floodplain is 

expected.  

No National Wetland Inventory wetlands are present, but there are two ponds in the immediate area of the interchange, 

just outside the right-of-way.  The larger pond is in the southeast quadrant and the smaller pond is in the southwest 

quadrant.  Both are Palustrine, Unconsolidated Bottom with mud substrate (PUB3).  A mix of vegetation characteristic of 

both wetland and upland areas are present at the shoreline areas.  *Three other emergent wetlands have been 

delineated through field review.  Mitigation of impacted wetlands will be determined during the design process. 

There are six more ponds within a half-mile of the project area:  two 2,500 feet to the southeast, two 2,600 feet to the 

south, one 2,800 feet to the east, and one 1,980 feet to the northeast.  All are PUB3 waterways.  Sixteen other small 

standing bodies of water exist at distances between a half-mile and a mile. 

Mining/Mineral Exploration 

Indicate the number of items of concern found within ½ mile, including an explanation why each item 

within the ½ mile radius will/will not impact the project.  If there are no items, please indicate N/A: 

Petroleum Wells N/A Petroleum Fields 1 

Mines – Surface N/A Mines – Underground N/A 

Explanation:  

Petroleum Field:  One (1) petroleum field is located within the 0.5 mile search radius.  The no longer active Trenton Oil 

Field covers the entire 0.5 mile search radius from sections C through E.  When this field was active, abandoned wells 

were not usually plugged.  Within plugged wells, occasionally oil and brine would migrate upward and surface past the 

often ineffective plugs. It is possible these contaminates could make their way to the streams and rivers.  Minimal right 

of way is required for this project from previously disturbed/developed ground along I-69 and 106
th

 Street.  No impact is 

expected; however, workers should be made aware of the presence of the inactive oil field. 
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Hazmat Concerns 

Indicate the number of items of concern found within ½ mile, including an explanation why each item 

within the ½ mile radius will/will not impact the project.  If there are no items, please indicate N/A: 

Brownfield Sites N/A Restricted Waste Sites N/A 

Corrective Action Sites (RCRA) N/A Septage Waste Sites N/A 

Confined Feeding Operations N/A Solid Waste Landfills N/A 

Construction Demolition Waste N/A State Cleanup Sites N/A 

Industrial Waste Sites (RCRA 

Generators) 
N/A Tire Waste Sites N/A 

Infectious/Medical Waste Sites N/A Waste Transfer Stations N/A 

Lagoon/Surface Impoundments N/A 
RCRA Waste Treatment, Storage, 

and Disposal Sites (TSDs) 
N/A 

Leaking Underground Storage 

Tanks (LUSTs) 
N/A Underground Storage Tanks N/A 

Manufactured Gas Plant Sites N/A Voluntary Remediation Program N/A 

NPDES Facilities N/A Superfund N/A 

NPDES Pipe Locations N/A Institutional Control Sites N/A 

Open Dump Sites N/A   

 

Explanation:  

According to Indiana GIS data, there are no HAZMAT issues within a half mile radius of the project site.  There are some 

sites within or just over a mile’s distance. 

 

Ecological Information  

 

The Indiana Natural Heritage Data Center has been checked and there are no ETR species and significant areas 

documented within 0.5 mile of the project area. 

 

Cultural Resources 

 

There are currently no properties listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) within the Area of Potential 

Effects (APE) of this project.  Two properties formerly listed in the Hamilton County Interim Report are near the project 

area; however, one is no longer extant.  The other property, the Flanagan House (Site No. 057-206-50019), is   

recommended as eligible for listing in the NRHP in the Historic Properties Report (HPR), dated August 1, 2013 and 

submitted to INDOT on August 15, 2013.  The Flanagan House, and in particular its potential eligibility under Criterion C, 

was discussed in a July 25, 2013 conference call attended by INDOT Cultural Resources, Indiana Department of Natural 

Resources – Division of Historic Preservation and Archeology (IDNR-DHPA), and the consultant team.  It is not yet known 

if a strip of right-of-way will be required from the Flanagan House parcel.  It is anticipated that the project will not affect 

the actual Flanagan House structure.   

 

Archeological records check states that there is no potential for eligible below ground resources. 

 

 

 

 

 

E-5





����������	�
���
�
��������
�	���������
�����

���	
��

0 250 500 750 1,000
Feet

F:\4184 106th at I69 Interchange\GIS\Red Flag Survey\Aerial Site Map.mxd

�

E-7



��

�

�����

�

��

��

��

���������	���
 �

0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000500
Feet

�

��
���������

���������������

�������������

������

�� Airports Public INDOT IN

� Cemeteries USGS BLA IN

�� Hospitals HSIP IDHS IN

�� Recreational Facilities IDNR IN

� Religious Centers USGS BLA IN

� Schools HAZUS IN

Roads_2005_INDOT_IN

Pipelines IGS IN

Rail System INDOT IN

Trails IDNR IN

E-8



���������	
���� �

0 2,000 4,000 6,0001,000
Feet

�

��
���

Wetland Points

Canal Structures - Historic

Karst Springs

Roads_2005_INDOT_IN

Canal Routes - Historic

Wetland Line

Streams

Streams Impaired

Corp_Limit_Cropping

Lakes

Floodplains_DFIRM

Wetlands

Rivers

Lakes - Impaired

Sinkhole Areas & Sinking Stream Basins

��	���������

�������������
�

�����������
�

E-9



� �

�

�������������	
��
	��������

0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000500
Feet

������

� Petroleum Wells

Roads_2005_INDOT_IN

Mines - Surface

Mines - Underground

Petroleum Fields

�

���
��	�
������

�
��	�
������

�������
����

E-10



��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

�� ��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

�� ��
��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

������ �

0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000500
Feet

�

����	


�� UST IDEM IN

�� Cleanup Sites IDEM IN

�� LUST IDEM IN

�� Waste Industrial IDEM IN

Roads_2005_INDOT_IN

���
�����

��

�����
�����

��

������������

E-11



Appendix F 
Section 106 Documentation 

F-1



Appendix F1 
SHPO Comment Letter for 800.11 (d) 

Documentation 
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Appendix F2 
Indianapolis Star Affadavit 
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Appendix F3 
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FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION’S 
DOCUMENTATION OF SECTION 106 FINDINGS OF 

NO HISTORIC PROPERTIES AFFECTED 
SUBMITTED TO THE STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

PURSUANT TO 36 CFR 800.4(d)(1) 
I-69 AND EAST 106TH STREET INTERCHANGE PROJECT 

FISHERS, DELAWARE TOWNSHIP, HAMILTON COUNTY, INDIANA 
DES NO. 1298035 

FEDERAL DES NO. PENDING 

1. DESCRIPTION OF THE UNDERTAKING
The town of Fishers, the Hamilton County Highway Department and the Indiana Department of 
Transportation propose to construct a new interchange along I-69 at East 106th Street in the town of 
Fishers, Delaware Township, Hamilton County, Indiana. The project area can be found on the Fishers, 
Indiana USGS Topographic Quadrangle map in T17N, R5E, Sections 6 and 7, and in T17N, R4E, 
Sections 1 and 12.	
   The project’s main objectives include the following: 

• Construction of two teardrop shaped roundabouts with two lane entrances and exits on each
approach on East 106th Street St;

• Construction of two-lane entrance ramps and one-lane exit ramps that will transition to two lanes
from I-69;

• Modification of East 106th Street St with a new curb and gutter system and a continuous median;

• Construction of a new two-span bridge carrying East 106th Street St over I-69 to accommodate a
ten-lane configuration for I-69 at the completion of the Operation Indy Commute project;

• Installation of a multi-use path along the north and south sides of East 106th Street St with a
crosswalk at Crosspoint Boulevard and USA Parkway/Lantern Road; a six feet grass buffer will
be added between the curb and gutter and the multi-use path; and

• Creation of two retention ponds at the project’s northern end to collect runoff.

The project limits are Crosspoint Boulevard/Lantern Road and 106th Street intersection east 
approximately 2,400 feet (0.45 mile) to the USA Parkway/Lantern Road and 106th Street roundabout, 
with a minimum coverage width of 200 feet included on both sides of 106th Street; both northbound and 
southbound lanes of I-69 extending approximately 2,700 feet north and south of 106th Street, a total length 
of 5,400 feet (1.02 miles), with a coverage width of the existing right of way fence to a minimum of 125 
feet beyond this right of way; Kincaid Drive extending approximately 300 feet north and south of 106th 
Street (0.06 mile), with a minimum coverage width of 75 feet left and right of the centerline of Kincaid 
Drive.	
  The project is designed to relieve congestion and to provide pedestrian connectivity in this heavily 
developed suburban area of southeastern Hamilton County. (See Appendix A: Project Design Plans.) 

This is a federally funded project that requires coordination with the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) as required by the Section 106 process. An Area of Potential Effect (APE) was established for 
the proposed project. Per 36 CFR 800.16(d), the APE is defined as the “geographic area or areas within 
which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause alterations in the character or use of historic 
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properties, if any such properties exist. The area of potential effects is influenced by the scale and nature 
of an undertaking and may be different for different kinds of effects caused by the undertaking.” The APE 
for above ground resources has been drawn to encompass adjacent properties on all sides of the 
undertaking and/or with a viewshed of it. The APE limits are approximately 2930 feet north and 3120 feet 
south of the center point of 106th Street over I-69, and approximately 1950 feet west and 2720 feet east of 
the center point of 106th Street over I-69.The archaeological APE has been defined as the project 
footprint. (See Appendix B: Maps and APE.) 

2. EFFORTS TO IDENTIFY HISTORIC PROPERTIES
Historic Properties Report 

Pursuant to 36 CFR 800.4(b), project historians from H&H Associates, LLC (H&H) initiated 
identification efforts in May 2013 by reviewing the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the 
Indiana Register of Historic Sites and Structures (SR), the State Historic Architectural and Archaeological 
Research Database (SHAARD), the Indiana Historic Bridge Inventory, the Indiana Historical Bureau’s 
Historical Markers Database, and the 1992 Hamilton County Interim Historic Sites and Structures 
Inventory (IHSSI) for previously-identified properties. Primary and secondary documentary research 
included numerous published county and local histories, newspaper articles, governmental reports, 
documented oral histories, historical and current atlases and maps, and online resources. Additionally on 
June 7, 2013 the historian conducted a field survey by walking all the streets within the APE in an effort 
to identify and evaluate any historic resources present. 

As a result of identification and evaluation efforts for this project, one property historically known as the 
Flanagan House, but also called the Kincaid House, was recommended eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places under Criterion C. The historian recommended no portion of the APE eligible 
for NRHP listing as a historic district. On August 13, 2013, the INDOT CRO stated in an email that their 
office concurred with the evaluations and recommendations made in this report. The Abstract and 
Conclusion sections of the HPR are presented in Appendix D: Report Summaries.	
  	
   

Archaeological Survey 

Archaeologists from Weintraut and Associates conducted an archaeological reconnaissance survey on 
June 26, 2013 and examined an approximate thirty-nine acres in the project area. A pedestrian walkover 
survey and shovel testing were utilized to examine the project right-of-way. The archaeologist also 
conducted a literature review at the Department of Historic Preservation and Archaeology (DHPA). On 
July 17, 2013 archaeologists for Weintraut and Associates completed an archaeological field 
reconnaissance and literature review report. The report concluded that the project area does not have the 
potential to contain archaeological resources and that no further work is recommended before the project 
is allowed to proceed. On July 11, 2013, the INDOT CRO stated in an email that their office concurred 
with the evaluations and recommendations made in this report. The archaeology report’s Summary and 
Recommendations are presented in Appendix D: Report Summaries.  

Consultation 

On September 6, 2013 the following parties were sent the Historic Properties Report and were invited to 
be Section 106 consulting parties and to aid in the identification of historic properties. Those 
organizations that accepted the invitation are identified in bold print. 

• Indiana Landmarks
• Hamilton County Historian
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• Hamilton County Historical Society
• Fishers Historic Preservation Committee
• Hamilton County Highway Director
• Hamilton County Commissioners
• Hamilton County Council of Governments
• Fishers Town Council
• Dan Kincaid, Kincaid Developers, Inc.

The FHWA, INDOT, and Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer are automatically considered 
consulting parties. Comments were requested within 30 days of receipt of these materials. Additionally, 
on August 13, 2014 the Indianapolis Metropolitan Planning Organization was sent an Early Coordination 
Letter in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act, which contained a red flag survey 
commenting on the possible NRHP eligibility of the Flanagan House.  

On September 16, 2013 a consulting parties site meeting was held at the Flanagan House to discuss 
concerns regarding potential impacts to historic resources resulting from the project. Attendees included 
the following: 

• Mr. Larry Heil, FHWA
• Ms. Mary Kennedy, INDOT CRO
• Mr. John Carr, Mr. Wade Tharp and Mr. Chad Slider, SHPO
• Ms. Dorothy Young, Hamilton County Historical Society
• Mr. Dan Kincaid, Kincaid Developers (owner of the Flanagan House)
• Mr. Roger Kessler, Logan Limited
• Mr. Jeromy Richardson, United Consulting
• Mr. David Cleveland, Corradino Group
• Ms. Candy Hudziak, H&H Associates

Ms. Kennedy conducted the meeting. Mr. Richardson spoke of the engineering components of the project, 
and of the design considerations being taken to minimize impacts to the Flanagan House. He described 
the three preferred interchange alternatives for Kincaid Drive and East 106th Street, which are a tight 
diamond interchange, a single point urban interchange, and a roundabout interchange. All three proposed 
alternatives widen East 106th Street to the north, away from the Flanagan House, to accommodate the 
needed additional lanes. The proposed NRHP boundary line for the Flanagan House was discussed at 
length and the consensus was a smaller footprint would be sufficient to convey the property’s historic 
context. Mr. Heil advised the design team to make every effort to avoid encroachment into the historic 
boundary, which they agreed to do.  

The attendees then discussed the three preferred interchange designs in detail as they pertained to the 
potential impacts to the Flanagan House. All three options required the profile grade of East 106th Street 
to be raised a few feet to accommodate larger beams for the new bridge over I-69, and grassed slopes will 
extend down from the new profile grade to the existing ground. Additionally, all three options included 
the installation of curb and gutter systems and an eight feet pedestrian/non-motorized path paralleling 
East 106th Street. After each alternative was evaluated, Mr. Heil stated that the roundabout interchange 
configuration appeared to register the least amount of impact to the Flanagan House, as no right-of-way 
from the historic property lines would be required. Additionally, this type of interchange would require 
lower speed limits in the area that would lessen the audible impact of increased traffic. 
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The attendees then discussed the appropriate Effect Finding, and Mr. Heil stated that if the preferred 
method of the roundabout interchange is utilized and no right-of-way is taken from the history boundary 
of the Flanagan House, then he believed “No Adverse Effect” to be the appropriate finding. No consensus 
on this matter was met, however, as some attendees requested more definite project information before 
deciding on the appropriate effect (the meeting minutes are provided in Appendix E: Correspondence). 
The SHPO in a letter dated October 4, 2013 stated their concurrence with the HPR’s opinion that the 
Flanagan House is NRHP eligible under Criterion C.  

In late 2013 Dan Kincaid, owner of the Flanagan House, sold the property to real estate developers 
Thompson Thrift. Thompson Thrift acquired the property to develop retail and office space at that 
location, and the Flanagan House was slated for demolition in June 2014. Area preservation groups 
successfully raised funds to move the Flanagan House. In October 2014 the Flanagan House was 
relocated to a two-acre parcel located approximately 0.5 mile north on the west side of the “T” 
intersection at USA Parkway and USA Drive. An aerial map identifying the house’s new location is 
provided in Appendix E: Correspondence.  

Though the Flanagan House was moved it continued to be located within the project’s APE, which 
necessitated a review of the house’s continued eligibility by the consulting parties. On October 9, 2014 
the INDOT CRO requested the SHPO to issue a formal opinion stating whether they believed the 
Flanagan House remained NRHP eligible. On October 22, 2014 the SHPO responded that the house’s 
relocation adversely impacted the property’s integrity and their office no longer recommend this house as 
eligible for NRHP inclusion under any criteria.  

Copies of consulting party comments are presented in Appendix E: Correspondence. 

3. BASIS FOR FINDING
Subsequent to the Flanagan House’s relocation the SHPO on October 4, 2013 had concurred with H&H 
Associates’ recommendation that it was NRHP eligible under Criterion C. Additionally, the 
archaeological records check and field reconnaissance identified no sites eligible for inclusion on the 
NRHP present in the project’s vicinity. On July 11, 2013 the INDOT CRO accepted the report and 
authorized its transmittal to the SHPO for their review and comment. The SHPO concurred with the 
archaeological report in a letter dated August 16, 2013, stating that “based upon the submitted 
information and the documentation available to the staff of the Indiana SHPO, we have not identified any 
currently known archaeological resources listed in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places (“NRHP”) within the proposed project area.”  No other invited consulting party formally 
commented on either report (see Appendix D: Report Summaries and Appendix E: Correspondence).  

However, in late 2013 transfer of ownership of the Flanagan House led to the threat of its demolition in June 
2014. To avoid its demolition local preservation activists successfully arranged to move the house to a location 
0.5 mile north of its original location, where it was still located within the project’s APE. Upon review of the 
house’s continued eligibility post-relocation, the SHPO formally issued its opinion that the house no longer 
retained sufficient integrity for NRHP inclusion. Therefore, as the Flanagan House is no longer considered 
NRHP eligible, the project’s APE currently does not contain any historic properties. As a result, it is 
recommended that this project receive a finding determination of “No Historic Properties Affected.” Consulting 
parties will be provided a copy of the INDOT findings and determinations in accordance with Section 106 
procedures. In addition, a public notice will be placed in a newspaper of general circulation. Comments will be 
accepted for thirty days from the date of publication. Appropriate revisions to this document will be made 
based upon comments received. If no party expresses objections to the “No Historic Properties Affected” 
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finding within the thirty-day comment period then the Section 106 review for this project will be considered 
complete. 

APPENDICES: 
Appendix A: Project Design Plans 
Appendix B: Maps and APE 
Appendix C: Photo Key Maps and Project Site Photographs 
Appendix D: Report Summaries 
Appendix E: Correspondence 
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Appendix A: Project Design Plans 
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Appendix B: Maps and APE 

Delaware Township 
highlighted 

Hamilton County, Indiana, identified 
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Close up of 1:24,000 USGS Topographical Map (Fishers, IN Quadrangle; 1967) with 
project location identified 
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Close up of 1:24,000 USGS Topographical Map (Fishers, IN Quadrangle; 2013) 
with project location identified 
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Flanagan&House&

Aerial map outlining the legal parcel boundary owned by Kincaid Developers (Dan 
Kincaid) that originally included the Flanagan House; the house and land were sold to 

Thompson Thrift in late 2013 
Image provided by Hamilton County Flex Viewer GIS 
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1. View	
  south	
  from	
  north	
  end	
  of	
  APE	
  on
Lantern	
  Rd,	
  I-­‐69	
  is	
  on	
  left	
  

2. Lantern	
  Woods	
  apartments,	
  10950	
  Lantern
Woods	
  Blvd

3. Medical	
  center	
  building	
  across	
  from
Lantern	
  Woods	
  apts,	
  10765	
  Lantern	
  Rd	
  

4. Prairie	
  View	
  Business	
  Complex,	
  south	
  side
of	
  Lantern	
  Rd	
  

5. Prairie	
  View	
  business	
  complex	
  looking	
  SE
from	
  Lantern	
  Rd

6. View	
  SE	
  to	
  East	
  106th	
  Street	
  St	
  bridge	
  over
I-­‐69	
  from	
  Prairie	
  View	
  entrance	
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7. Prairie	
  View	
  two-­‐story	
  commercial
building,	
  10711	
  Lantern	
  Rd	
  

8. View	
  SE	
  to	
  East	
  106th	
  Street	
  St	
  bridge	
  over
I-­‐69	
  from	
  10711	
  Lantern	
  Rd	
  

9. Lantern	
  Rd	
  and	
  East	
  106th	
  Street	
  St
intersection	
  looking	
  SW	
  

10. View	
  to	
  East	
  106th	
  Street	
  St	
  bridge	
  from
west	
  end	
  of	
  APE

11. Vacant	
  commercial	
  building,	
  10500
Crosspoint	
  Blvd	
  

12. Raymond	
  James	
  Building,	
  9998	
  Crosspoint
Blvd
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13. Wiley	
  Building,	
  10475	
  Crosspoint	
  Blvd 14. Tyco	
  Building,	
  10405	
  Crosspoint	
  Blvd

15. View	
  to	
  East	
  106th	
  Street	
  St	
  bridge	
  from
10500	
  Crosspoint	
  Blvd	
  

16. View	
  to	
  East	
  106th	
  Street	
  St	
  bridge	
  over	
  I-­‐
69	
  looking	
  NE	
  from	
  10500	
  Crosspoint	
  Blvd	
  

17. East	
  106th	
  Street	
  St	
  bridge	
  looking	
  east
toward	
  Kincaid	
  Dr	
  

18. I-­‐69	
  looking	
  N	
  from	
  East	
  106th	
  Street	
  St
bridge	
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19. East	
  106th	
  Street	
  St	
  bridge	
  looking	
  W
toward	
  Lantern	
  Rd	
  

20. Sallie	
  Mae	
  Building,	
  11100	
  USA	
  Pkwy	
  

21. Eastern	
  Star	
  Church,	
  8850	
  E	
  106th	
  Street
St	
  

22. E	
  106th	
  Street	
  St	
  looking	
  W	
  toward	
  USA
Pkwy	
  intersection	
  at	
  east	
  end	
  of	
  APE

23. Architectural	
  Brick	
  and	
  Tile,	
  8610	
  E
106th	
  Street	
  St

24. Flanagan	
  House,	
  SW	
  corner	
  of	
  E	
  106th
Street	
  St	
  and	
  Kinkaid	
  Dr	
  (former	
  location)	
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25. Freedom	
  Mortgage	
  Building,	
  10500
Kincaid	
  Dr	
  

26. Roche	
  Building,	
  10300	
  Kincaid	
  Dr	
  

27. Commercial	
  building,	
  10206-­‐10212
Lantern	
  Rd	
  

28. Lantern	
  Rd	
  and	
  Park	
  Central	
  Dr
intersection	
  looking	
  N	
  from	
  south	
  end	
  of	
  APE	
  

29. Wellington	
  Place	
  Apartments	
  looking	
  S
from	
  Lantern	
  Road	
  Elementary

30. Wellington	
  Place	
  apartments	
  looking	
  S
from	
  Lantern	
  Road	
  Elementary	
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31. Lantern	
  Road	
  Elementary,	
  10595
Lantern	
  Rd	
  

32. Lantern	
  Road	
  Elementary	
  looking	
  NE	
  from
E	
  106th	
  Street	
  St	
  

33. E	
  106th	
  Street	
  St	
  and	
  Lantern	
  Rd
roundabout	
  intersection	
  looking	
  N	
  from	
  

Lantern	
  Rd	
  

34. View	
  toward	
  project	
  area	
  NW	
  from
Lantern	
  Road	
  Elementary	
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Appendix D: Report Summaries (HPR and Archaeology) 
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Abstract	
  
I-­‐69	
  and	
  106th	
  Street	
  Interchange	
  Project	
  
Fishers,	
  Delaware	
  Township,	
  Hamilton	
  County,	
  Indiana	
  
In	
  May	
  2013	
  United	
  Consulting	
  contracted	
  H&H	
  Associates,	
  LLC,	
  to	
  conduct	
  an	
  architectural	
  and	
  
historical	
  investigation	
  in	
  support	
  of	
  the	
  I-­‐69	
  and	
  106th	
  Street	
  Interchange	
  Project,	
  located	
  in	
  
Fishers,	
  Delaware	
  Township,	
  Hamilton	
  County,	
  Indiana.	
  	
  

The	
  project	
  historian	
  who	
  meets	
  or	
  exceeds	
  the	
  Secretary	
  of	
  the	
  Interior’s	
  standards	
  for	
  Section	
  
106	
  work	
  identified	
  and	
  evaluated	
  historic	
  properties	
  within	
  the	
  proposed	
  Area	
  of	
  Potential	
  
Effects	
  (APE)	
  for	
  this	
  project.	
  Historic	
  properties	
  were	
  identified	
  and	
  evaluated	
  in	
  accordance	
  
with	
  Section	
  106,	
  National	
  Historic	
  Preservation	
  Act	
  (NHPA)	
  of	
  1966,	
  as	
  amended,	
  and	
  CFR	
  Part	
  
800	
  (Revised	
  January	
  2001),	
  Final	
  Rule	
  on	
  Revision	
  of	
  Current	
  Regulations,	
  December	
  12,	
  2000,	
  
and	
  incorporating	
  amendments	
  effective	
  August	
  5,	
  2004.	
  

This	
  Historic	
  Properties	
  Report	
  documents	
  the	
  methodology	
  and	
  findings	
  of	
  eligibility	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  
the	
  Section	
  106	
  process.	
  Survey	
  and	
  documentation	
  were	
  completed	
  for	
  the	
  entire	
  APE,	
  
including	
  above	
  ground	
  resources	
  previously	
  recorded	
  in	
  the	
  1992	
  Hamilton	
  County	
  Interim	
  
Historic	
  Sites	
  and	
  Structures	
  Inventory	
  report.	
  There	
  are	
  no	
  individual	
  properties	
  currently	
  listed	
  
in	
  the	
  National	
  Register	
  of	
  Historic	
  Places	
  (NRHP)	
  or	
  in	
  the	
  Indiana	
  Register	
  of	
  Historic	
  Places	
  
(SR)	
  within	
  the	
  proposed	
  APE.	
  As	
  a	
  result	
  of	
  identification	
  and	
  evaluation	
  efforts	
  for	
  this	
  project,	
  
one	
  individual	
  property	
  within	
  the	
  APE	
  of	
  this	
  project	
  known	
  as	
  the	
  Flanagan	
  House	
  has	
  been	
  
determined	
  as	
  eligible	
  for	
  inclusion	
  in	
  the	
  NRHP.	
  

Conclusion

In	
  summary,	
  a	
  literature	
  review	
  and	
  field	
  reconnaissance	
  was	
  conducted	
  for	
  the	
  I-­‐69	
  and	
  106th	
  
Street	
  Interchange	
  Project’s	
  APE	
  in	
  Delaware	
  Township,	
  Hamilton	
  County,	
  Indiana.	
  The	
  APE	
  for	
  
this	
  project	
  encompasses	
  all	
  areas	
  adjacent	
  to	
  the	
  proposed	
  project	
  and	
  was	
  expanded	
  in	
  areas	
  
where	
  there	
  is	
  a	
  greater	
  viewshed,	
  capturing	
  a	
  total	
  of	
  fifteen	
  sites.	
  There	
  are	
  currently	
  no	
  
properties	
  listed	
  in	
  the	
  National	
  Register	
  of	
  Historic	
  Places	
  within	
  the	
  Area	
  of	
  Potential	
  Effects	
  
(APE)	
  of	
  this	
  project.	
  The	
  historian	
  identified	
  and	
  evaluated	
  one	
  resource	
  within	
  the	
  APE	
  that	
  is	
  
at	
  least	
  fifty	
  years	
  old,	
  known	
  as	
  the	
  Flanagan	
  House,	
  and	
  recommends	
  it	
  eligible	
  for	
  NRHP	
  
listing	
  under	
  Criterion	
  C.	
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September 6, 2013 

Mr. Larry Heil 

Federal Highway Administration 

Room 254, Federal Office Building 

575 North Pennsylvania Street 
Indianapolis, IN  46204 

Re: Des. No.:  1298035, New Interchange Project at I-69 and 106
th
 Street, Hamilton County 

Consulting Parties Meeting, September 19, 2013 at 9:00A.M. (on site) 

Dear Mr. Heil: 

The Indiana Department of Transportation intends to proceed with a project involving a new interchange 
on I-69 at 106

th
 Street in the Town of Fishers, Hamilton County (Appendix 1). The project involves the 

historic Flanagan House, situated in the southeast quadrant of the proposed interchange.  An Historic 

Properties Report (HPR – Attachment 1) and Indiana Archeological Short Report have been prepared for 
the project.  The HPR discusses the Flanagan House and other historic resources in the project area. 

This letter invites you to a Consulting Parties Meeting September 19, 2013 at 9:00 A.M., to discuss the 
project and its potential effects on cultural resources, notably the Flanagan House.  The meeting will be 

held on site at the southwest corner of 106
th
 Street and Kincaid Drive.  (Parking is available along Kincaid 

Drive.)  This meeting is consistent with regulatory requirements of the National Historic Preservation Act 

(36 CFR 800). 

We are inviting comments from you in your capacity as an interested party.  Please use the above 

designation number and description in any future interactions. We will review your comments as the 
Section 106 process continues. 

This project is being developed by the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT), Central Office, in 

coordination with the Town of Fishers Department of Engineering and Public Works and the Hamilton 
County Highway Department. The project is federally funded.  New right-of-way is required.  

Existing Conditions.  106
th
 Street passes over I-69 with no access to I-69.  106

th
 Street is a two-lane road 

with a posted speed limit of 40 mph.  I-69 is four lanes in each direction, plus auxiliary lanes for 

entrance/exit to 96
th
 and 116

th
 streets, and inside and outside shoulders.  The posted speed is 65 mph.   

There are no pedestrian facilities along 106
th
 Street.  Crosspoint Boulevard/Lantern Road is signalized at 

the west project limit, and there is a full two-lane roundabout at USA Parkway/Lantern Road, the east 

project limit. The Town of Fishers has plans to construct a full two-lane roundabout at Crosspoint 

Boulevard. 

Project Description.  Several interchange alternatives are under consideration:  a tight diamond 

interchange, a  single-point urban interchange (SPUI) interchange, and roundabout interchange.  

Operational and cost analysis, along with impacts, will determine the  preferred alternative.  Preliminary 
schematics of these three interchange alternatives are  used herein for illustrative purposes (Appendix 2). 

According to the draft, Indiana Archeological Short Report,  the “project is in an area of heavy 

disturbance with no potential for deeply buried cultural deposits.” The draft Historic Property Report 

identified and evaluated one resource within the Area of Potential Effect that is at least fifty years old, 
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known as the Flanagan House (Appendix 3).  Its eligibility for National Register of Historic Places 

(NRHP) listing is now under review.   

Should we not receive your response within thirty (30) calendar days from the date of this letter, it will 

be assumed that you feel that there will be no adverse effects incurred as a result of the proposed project. 

However, should you find that an extension to the response time is necessary; a reasonable amount may 
be granted upon request. If you have any questions regarding this matter, please feel free to contact David 

Cleveland of The Corradino Group, a subconsultant to Untied Consulting, and the consultant responsible 

for this coordination activity. Thank you in advance for your input. 

Sincerely, 

David Cleveland, PE, PTOE 

TS/KH 
Appendices and Attachments 

i:\projects\4184\wp\section 106 consulting parties meeting invitation letter.docx
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I-­‐69/106th	
  St	
  Interchange	
  Project	
  (Des	
  #	
  1298035)	
  
Consulting	
  Parties	
  Meeting	
  Agenda	
  

September	
  19,	
  2013	
  
9	
  a.m.	
  

Location: Flanagan House Property, located at Kincaid Dr and 106th Street 

Invitees: Larry Heil, FHWA; Mary Kennedy, INDOT CRO; Chad Slider, SHPO; Bradley Davis, 
Hamilton Co Hwy Dir; John Weingardt, Fishers Council President; Jeff Hill, Fishers Engineer; 
John Dillinger, Hamilton Co Commissioners; David Heighway, Hamilton Co Historian; Mark 
Dollase, Indiana Landmarks; Randy Kincaid of Kincaid Developers and Flanagan House 
property owner; Jeromy Richardson, United Consulting; David Cleveland, Corradino Group; 
Candace Hudziak, H&H Associates 

I. Introductions Ms. Kennedy, INDOT CRO 

II. Brief overview of the Section 106 process and meeting purpose ---- Mr. Heil, FHWA

III. Historic Properties Report overview and recommendations ---- Ms. Hudziak, H&H Associates

IV. Tour of the Flanagan House interior ---- Mr. Kincaid, Property owner

V. Brief description of the project as it relates to the NRHP-eligible Flanagan House property ---- 
Mr. Cleveland, Corradino Group 

VI. Discussion of potential impacts to this property, and the appropriate effect finding for the
project based upon those impacts ---- Meeting participants

VII. If necessary, a discussion of possible mitigation items if it is believed the project will result in
an Adverse Effect finding ---- Meeting participants

VIII. Adjournment
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Meeting Summary 
PROJECT: Des. No. 1298035 

New Interchange at 106th Street and I-69 in Fishers, Indiana 

DATE/TIME:   September 19, 2013  
9:00am – 11:00am  

SUBJECT:  Section 106 Consulting Parties Meeting 

LOCATION:   Flanagan House (southwest quadrant of 106th Street and Kincaid Drive) 

ATTENDEES: Larry Heil (FHWA) 
John Carr (IDNR-DHPA) 
Chad Slider (IDNR-DHPA) 
Wade Tharp (IDNR-DHPA) 
Dorothy Young (Hamilton County Historian) 
Mary Kennedy (INDOT) 
Dan Kincaid (Kincaid Developers) – owner of the Flanagan House 
Roger Kessler (Logan Limited) – owner of adjacent parcel to the Flanagan 

House 
Jeromy Richardson (United Consulting) 
Candy Hudziak (H&H) 
David Cleveland (Corradino) 

The following items are of note: 

1. Introduction:  Mary Kennedy, Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) Cultural
Resources, thanked everyone for participating and led the introductions of the meeting
participants.  Ms. Kennedy briefly highlighted the previously distributed consulting
parties meeting packet, containing the meeting invitation; a description of the proposed
new interchange project including project mapping and interchange alternatives
schematic diagrams; and the Historic Property Report.  The Historic Property Report,
prepared by H&H Associates, Inc., contains the area of potential effect (APE) and
eligibility recommendations.  Ms. Kennedy noted that the Historic Property Report
documents only one eligible historic resource within the APE, the Flanagan House, which
is eligible under criterion C due to the scarcity of the I-house architectural type within
Hamilton County.

2. Overview of the Section 106 process:  Larry Heil, Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA), provided a brief overview of the Historic Preservation Act and the Section 106
procedures.  Mr. Heil noted that the use of federal funds for this project triggers the
Section 106 requirements and that the team’s responsibility is to 1) identify historic
resources within the APE, 2) avoid adverse effects to historic properties as possible, and
3) minimize adverse effects to historic properties when not possible to avoid.
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3. Overview of the Flanagan House:  Candy Hudziak, H&H Associates, Inc., discussed
the characteristics of the Flanagan House that make it eligible under criterion C.  The
Flanagan House was listed as “notable” in the 1992 Interim Report.  It is eligible for
inclusion in the National Register for its I-house floor plan and architectural features, and
not for its setting.  The Flanagan House was once part of a working farm, but over the
years the area has changed to a suburban commercial, office, residential setting.

4. Historic Boundary:  The historic boundary, defined in the Historic Property Report,
contains the house and the barn, but not the entire parcel.  Mr. Heil noted that the
northern line of the historic boundary, as illustrated in the Historic Property Report,
appears to extend beyond and into the existing right-of-way along 106th Street.  This was
confirmed by Jeromy Richardson, United Consulting, based on detailed survey collected
as part of the project’s design effort.  Mr. Heil directed the team to revise the northern
line of the historic boundary to match the existing right-of-way line along the south side
of 106th Street.  This change eliminates a utility corridor from the historic boundary,
which is not a contributing feature to the property. Ms. Kennedy responded that this
revision can be included in the next Section 106 submittal.

5. Overview of the Project as it Relates to the Flanagan House:  Mr. Richardson
described the interchange project and the three interchange alternatives being considered:
tight diamond interchange (TDI), single point urban interchange (SPUI), and roundabout
interchange.  Team members from Indiana Department of Natural Resources – Division
of Historic Preservation and Archeology (IDNR-DHPA) asked numerous design related
questions regarding horizontal alignment, vertical alignment, number of lanes, drainage,
access, screening, and proposed pedestrian facilities.  All three interchange alternatives
widen 106th Street to the north, away from the Flanagan House, to accommodate the
proposed additional lanes.  While none of the interchange alternatives encroach upon the
Flanagan House structure, the SPUI option requires right-of-way to be acquired from the
historic boundary in front of the Flanagan House, as well as drainage improvements south
of the Flanagan House outside of the historic boundary.  The TDI and roundabout
interchange options do not require this additional right-of-way.  All three interchange
options will require the profile grade of 106th Street to be raised a couple of feet to
accommodate deeper beams for the bridge over I-69, and will have grassed slopes
extending down from the new profile grade to the existing ground.  All three interchange
options include curb to collect drainage within a closed system and an 8’ wide
pedestrian/non-motorized path paralleling the roadway.  Dorothy Young, Hamilton
County Historian, requested the team to consider planting a handful of ornamental trees
in the vicinity of the Flanagan House, along the right-of-way but outside of the historic
boundary, as part of the project, to soften the view from the Flanagan House to the
widened 106th Street.  Mr. Heil concurred that adding a few strategically placed trees
would be desirable, and the goal is not to block the view of 106th Street from the
Flanagan House, but to soften it.  Some small trees and bushes are currently located along
106th St. between the Flanagan House and the 106th St. overpass and currently soften the
view of the overpass from the house.  They will be cleared as a result of the project.
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6. Avoidance of Encroachment into Historic Boundary:  Mr. Heil reiterated that the team
should make every effort to avoid encroachment into the historic boundary so as not to
create an adverse effect on the Flanagan House.

7. Tour of the Flanagan House:  Dan Kincaid, owner of the Flanagan House, and Roger
Kessler, owner of the property adjacent to the Flanagan House, led a tour of the house.
Windows have been replaced but the original window openings and architectural
elements surrounding the windows were not modified.  The masonry exterior is in good
condition. The team visited the first floor and second floor, but not the cellar/basement.
Many of the original interior architectural features such as wood trim, transom windows,
etc. are intact.  Some modifications to the floor plan have been made over the years,
including addition of a doorway entrance between two rooms on the first floor and the
incorporation of two small rooms, within the area of the back room on the first floor.  A
closet was also added to one of the second floor rooms.  David Cleveland questioned if
these interior modifications are significant enough to change the National Register
eligibility  recommendation for the Flanagan House.  The group concurred that the
recommendation of eligible is still appropriate.

8. Roundabout Interchange Alternative:  Mr. Heil commented that all things equal (i.e.
traffic capacity, cost, etc.) among the interchange alternatives, the roundabout
interchange configuration might foster lower average speeds near the historic boundary,
which is desirable.

9. Effect Discussion:  Ms. Kennedy asked the group’s opinion concerning potential for
adverse effect.  Mr. Heil commented that assuming no right-of-way is acquired from the
historic boundary and trees are strategically placed along 106th St., he does not see the
project creating an adverse effect on the Flanagan House.  IDNR-DHPA commented that
they are reserving opinion until review the Effects Finding documentation.  In particular,
IDNR-DHPA would like to see more information regarding the raising of the profile
grade along 106th Street to accommodate the new interchange bridge structure.  Mr.
Richardson and Mr. Cleveland commented that proposed cross sections are being
developed as part of the design process, and cross sections exhibits can be created
showing the profile grade and side slopes in relation to the Flanagan House.  Ms.
Hudziak responded that she can include that information within the Effect Finding
recommendations and 800.11 documentation.

10. Next Steps:  Ms. Kennedy reminded the group that we are halfway through the 30-day
comment period for APE and eligibility, and requested that any comments be submitted
in the next couple of weeks.  Ms. Kennedy mentioned the next step is for the consultant
team is to prepare the Effect Finding recommendations and distribute for
review/comment.  This will occur shortly after a preferred interchange configuration is
selected.  Ms. Kennedy adjourned the meeting.
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David Cleveland

To: dcleveland@corradino.com
Subject: FW: I-69 at 106th St Determination of Engineering and Operational Acceptability
Attachments: RE: I-69 and 106th Street Interchange, Roundabout Geometry and Signing

Importance: Low

From: eryn.fletcher@dot.gov [mailto:eryn.fletcher@dot.gov]  
Sent: Friday, March 06, 2015 3:11 PM 
To: rshi@indot.IN.gov 
Cc: Richardson, Jeromy; Jay.DuMontelle@dot.gov 
Subject: [SPAM] I-69 at 106th St Determination of Engineering and Operational Acceptability 
Importance: Low 

Dear Runfa, 

As a follow-up to our conversation regarding the 1/16/15 Conditional Approval /Determination of Engineering 
and Operational Acceptability for the proposed interchange at 106th St., INDOT is meeting the conditions of the 
approval thru ongoing coordination with our office. Since 1/16/15, we have received, reviewed and commented 
on the revised geometrics and signing plan. Our review confirmed that the design is improved. The conditions 
in the letter will be fully satisfied upon review of the Stage 1 plans and completion of NEPA. At that time, we 
should be positioned to issue final approval of the new interstate access point (also known as IJ approval). 

It was my intent to confirm our satisfaction with the progress to date in my email of 2/19/15 (attached). FHWA 
does not require additional submittals until Stage 1 design is complete.  The next approval for the access point 
will be the final access approval. 

Since this is a Project of Division Interest, we are requesting ongoing design coordination beyond the approval 
of the IJ. As we discussed last Friday, the division would like to have concurrent reviews of the Field Check 
plans and Stage 3 plans. If issues arise, please keep us advised and see us as a resource in the design of this 
unique interchange concept. 

Please let me know if additional clarification is needed. 

Regards, 
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Eryn MH Fletcher, PE 

FHWA - Indiana Division Office 

575 N Pennsylvania St w Indianapolis, IN 

(317)-226-7489 
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E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y  

New interstate access is requested on I-69 for the construction of a new interchange at 106th Street and I-69 in 
Hamilton County, Indiana. The intent of this improvement is to provide direct access to the 106th Street area.  
Additional benefits include increased operational efficiency by relieving congestion at the existing adjacent 
interchanges.  This report analyzes four interchange configurations in detail; Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI), 
Tight Diamond Interchange (TDI), Roundabout Interchange, and Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI). A 
comparison of the three interchange alternatives is illustrated in Table ES-1. The preferred interchange alternative is 
the Roundabout Interchange.  

Table ES-1 | Interchange Comparison 

Criteria Tight Diamond SPUI Roundabout DDI 
Total Cost $31.3 million $36.0 million $33.9 million $35.0 Million 

Right of Way 
Impacts 9.0 acres 10.7 acres 9.5 acres 10.1 acres 

2035 Peak Hour 
Capacity Results 
(average delay) 

AM: 42.4 seconds 
PM: 45.5 seconds 

AM: 33.3 seconds 
PM: 33.0 seconds 

AM: 5.8 seconds 
PM: 28.7 seconds 

AM East: 29.7 sec. 
AM West: 19.2 sec. 
PM East: 44.3 sec. 
PM West: 24.8 sec. 

24 Hour 
Operations 

Signal timings can be optimized 
during off-peak hours, but delay 
is unavoidable. 

Signal timings can be 
optimized during off-peak 
hours, but delay is 
unavoidable. 

Will operate with little to no 
delay off peak. 

Signal timings can be 
optimized during off-peak 
hours, but delay is 
unavoidable. 

Future 
Expansion 

Bridge can be widened 
relatively easily in the future. 
Signal timings can be 
adjusted with changing traffic 
patterns. 

Difficult and costly to 
expand the bridge.  

Bridge can be widened 
relatively easily to provide third 
lane thru roundabout in the 
future.    

Similar to SPUI, difficult 
and costly to expand the 
bridge. 

Driver  
Expectancy 

Common interchange 
configuration – high driver 
expectancy. 

Not as common as 
traditional diamond; 
however, familiarity with 
nearby I-465/Allisonville 
Road interchange – medium 
driver expectancy. 

Not a common interchange 
configuration; however, strong 
local familiarity with roundabouts 
and Keystone Parkway.  106th 
Street is a roundabout corridor -  
medium driver expectancy. 

No DDI interchanges 
exist in this area; 
however, DDI will be 
constructed along I-65 
south of Greenwood, IN. 

The proposed interchange will support the continued growth of Fishers and Hamilton County. As of 2010, the total 
Fishers population was 76,794, which has grown 102.97% since 2000. The existing interstate and local roadway 
network cannot satisfactorily address the traffic growth and economic development needs of the study area. All 
reasonable alternatives were considered including: no-build, roadway system improvements, interchange 
configuration alternatives, and transportation system management strategies. The preferred Roundabout Interchange 
alternative has no significant adverse impact on safety or operations of I-69 or the local roadway system. To the 
contrary, the result of the operational analysis shows construction of the proposed interchange enhances safety and 
operations of these highway facilities.  

The proposed interchange at 106th Street satisfies each of FHWA's eight policy points for new access onto the 
interstate system. The preferred alternative was developed in conjunction with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) process and an Environmental Assessment is concurrently being prepared for the project. 
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1 . 0  I N T R O D U C T I O N  

This Interchange Justification (IJ) Report documents the analysis and selection process for the request of a new 
access point onto Interstate 69 (I-69) at 106th Street in Fishers, Indiana. The IJ report 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. 

The analysis conducted and described in this IJ report follows the procedures outlined in the Project Framework 
Document previously submitted and approved through FHWA.  

1 . 1  P u r p o s e  a n d  N e e d  
This project is being developed by the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT), with active support and 
sponsorship from 1) the Town of Fishers and 2) Hamilton County.   Currently, there is no access to or from I-69 at 
106th Street. Access at this location is needed to support the existing traffic volumes as well as the anticipated future 
growth.  Motorists currently use the I-69 interchanges at 96th Street or 116th Street to gain access to the 106th Street 
area; however these existing interchanges currently experience congestion and delay during peak periods, and 
capacity is anticipated to deteriorate more over time.  The I-69 interchanges at 96th Street and 116th Street are not 
easily expandable since, for critical movements, they currently have dual right and left turn lanes on the ramps at the 
signalized ramp junctions, as well as dual lane left turn lanes on the bridges.  Further expansion would result in 
significant impacts and cost. 

The Town of Fishers has seen tremendous growth over the past three decades and is currently the 8th most 
populated community in Indiana.  U.S. Census data reports that Fishers had an approximate population of 2,000 in 
1980, 7,200 in 1990, and 77,000 in 2010.  Growth has been both residential and commercial in nature.  The area 
near the proposed 106th Street interchange, and in particular the existing platted commercial office parks along the 
east side of I-69 between 96th Street and 116th Street, are currently experiencing development activity.       
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1 . 2  P r o j e c t  L o c a t i o n  
Figure 1-1 illustrates the project location at 106th Street along I-69 within Fishers, northeast of Indianapolis, Indiana. 

    

   Figure 1-1 | Location Map 

                   

  

Hamilton County, IN 

Project Location 

Project Location 
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Figure 1-2 provides an aerial view of the immediate project at 106th Street and I-69.  

 
1 . 3  O p e r a t i o n  I n d y  C o m m u t e  
The Operation Indy Commute (OIC) project is currently under construction through the subject project area and is on 
schedule to be completed in 2014.  All base year travel demand modeling and traffic capacity analysis will include the 
completed OIC project in the base year existing conditions.  The OIC project adds a thru lane in the median for 
southbound I-69 and adds an auxiliary lane between the 82nd Street and 116th Street interchanges for both 
northbound and southbound I-69.  OIC also constructs braid ramp bridge structures at the I-69/SR 37 interchange, 
north of 116th Street, which is anticipated to provide significant benefit for motorists within the study area. INDOT is 
constructing OIC to reduce recurring commuting “bottlenecks” along I-69 between the I-465/I-69 interchange and the 
I-69/SR 37 interchange.  Figure 1-3 is a schematic of the proposed OIC improvements within the immediate project 
area.   

  

  Figure 1-2 | Aerial View of Project Area 

 

G-11



i n t e r c h a n g e 
justification report 1 0 6 t h  S t r e e t  a t  I - 6 9  

UNITED/CORRADINO page | 4

   Figure 1-3 | Operation Indy Commute Schematic Improvements 
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1 . 4  A r e a  o f  I n f l u e n c e  
The study area for the project was agreed upon during a November 7, 2013 coordination meeting between INDOT 
and FHWA (Figure 1-4). The study area in the immediate vicinity of the proposed 106th Street interchange is 
bounded by 96th Street to the south, Allisonville Road to the west, 126th Street to the north, and Cumberland Road to 
the east.  This provides adequate coverage to perform detailed capacity analysis for 1) the 106th Street interchange, 
2) one interchange to each side of 106th Street (96th Street and 116th Street), and 3) one adjacent signalized 
intersection or roundabout to each side of the three previously mentioned interchange locations. 

Due to the close spacing of the interchanges along I-69 from I-465/I-69 interchange to the I-69/SR 37 interchange, 
the study area extends south to include the I-465/I-69 interchange.  The portion of the study area along I-69 between 
I-465 and 96th Street more closely “hugs” the I-69 corridor so that any potential effects that the proposed interchange 
at 106th Street may have on the I-69 corridor, and interchanges between I-465 and 96th Street, could be analyzed.  
The proposed interchange at 106th Street is not anticipated to have any significant impacts on the local network 
between I-465 and 96th Street; therefore, the local network was not analyzed for this area.   

1 . 4 . 1  I n t e r s t a t e  6 9   
The existing I-69 typical cross section (post Operation Indy Commute) in each direction consists of: four 12-foot 
through lanes; a 12-foot auxiliary lane for entrance/exit to 96th and 116th streets, and to/from SR 37; a 10-foot paved 
outside shoulder; and, a 5-foot paved median shoulder. The posted speed of I-69 in the project area is 65 mph. 

1 . 4 . 2  1 0 6 t h  S t r e e t   
Currently 106th Street bridges over I-69 with no access to I-69.  It is a two-lane road with 11-foot wide lanes and four-
foot wide (2’ paved) shoulders, and it is classified as a Minor Arterial with a posted speed limit of 40 mph.  No 
pedestrian facilities exist along 106th Street within the project area.  There is a signalized intersection with left-turn 
lanes at Crosspoint Boulevard/Lantern Road (west project limit) and a full two-lane roundabout at USA 
Parkway/Lantern Road (east project limit). Lantern Road used to be a continuous north-south route, but continuous 
access was cut by I-69 and so now Lantern Road exists on both sides of the interstate. In this report, the west 
intersection is referred to as Crosspoint Boulevard and the east roundabout is referred to as USA Parkway. The 
Town of Fishers has developed plans to construct a full two-lane roundabout at Crosspoint Boulevard as well. 
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   Figure 1-4 | Project Study Area 
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1 . 4 . 3  1 1 6 t h  S t r e e t
116th Street is the closest interchange to the north of the proposed Interchange at 106th Street. Where 116th Street 
crosses I-69, it is a 4 lane road (2 lanes in each direction) with 11-foot wide lanes, separated by a variable width 
raised concrete median.  The west leg of the west ramp junction is separated by a grass median while the east leg of 
the east ramp junction is separated by a 4’ wide raised concrete median.  A pedestrian sidewalk exists on the north 
side of the road within the interchange, and extends to Lantern Road to the west and USA Parkway to the east.  A 
narrow 2’ wide paved shoulder exists along the south side of 116th Street.  The roadway has a posted speed limit of 
40 mph. 

1 . 4 . 4  9 6 t h  S t r e e t
96th Street is the closest interchange to the south of the proposed Interchange at 106th Street. Where 96th Street 
crosses I-69, it is a 4 lane road (2 lanes in each direction) with 11-foot wide lanes, separated by a raised concrete 
median.  A pedestrian sidewalk exists on both sides of the road within the interchange, and extends to Hague Road 
west junction to the west and Hague Road east junction to the east.  The roadway has a posted speed limit of 40 
mph. 

1 . 4 . 5  8 2 n d  S t r e e t
The 82nd Street interchange is located approximately 2.5 miles south of 106th Street.  I-69 bridges over 82nd Street at 
this interchange.  The typical cross section of 82nd Street consists of three 11-foot wide lanes in each direction 
separated by a raised concrete median.  A 2’ wide curb with closed drainage exists along both sides of 82nd Street 
with a pedestrian sidewalk that exists on the south side separated by a grass strip. 

1 . 4 . 6  I n t e r s t a t e  4 6 5
The existing typical cross section along I-465 in this area consists of three 12-foot wide lanes in each direction along 
with 10’ inside and 16’ outside paved shoulders. A set of twin bridge structures carry I-465 over I-69. 

1 . 4 . 7  I n t e r s e c t i o n s
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 1-1 represents the existing conditions at the signalized intersections at 
each interchange in the primary study area, and adjacent signalized intersections to each interchange.   
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Table 1-1 | Intersections 

96th Street Interchange 

 

 Located south of the proposed 106th Street 
interchange 

 Standard diamond interchange 
 Fully developed 
 High traffic volumes particularly in PM 

peak 
 

96th Street & Corporation Drive 

 

 Located West of the I-69 – 96th St. 
Interchange.  

 3 Thru lanes East and West, with 1 left 
and one right turn each. 

 2 Thru lanes north and south, 1 left turn 
and 1 right turn each.  
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Table 1-1 | Intersections (continued) 

96th Street & I-69 SB Ramp 

 Located on the West side of the
interchange.

 SB off ramp has 2 left and 2 right turn
lanes

 SB on ramp has 2 lanes that merge into 1
 EB has 3 thru lanes & 1 left turn lane
 West bound has 2 thru and 2 left lanes

96th Street & I-69 NB Ramp 

 Located on the East side of the
interchange

 NB off ramp has 2 left and 2 right turn
lanes

 NB on ramp has 2 lanes that merge into 1
 EB has 3 thru lanes, 1 left turn lane
 West bound has 2 thru and 2 left lanes
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Table 1-1 | Intersections (continued) 

96th St & Hague Rd 

 

 Located on the East side of the 
interchange 

 EB has 1 left, 3 thru and 1 right turn lane 
 WB has 1 left, 3 thru and 1 thru/right turn 

lane 
 NB has 3 left, 1 thru and 1 right turn lane 
 SB has 1 right, 1 thru and 1 left turn lane 

 

106th Street Interchange 

 

 Proposed to be constructed 
 One lane each direction along 106th 
 Planned to be widened with proposed 

interchange 
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Table 1-1 | Intersections (continued) 

106th Street & Crosspoint Blvd 

 Located west of I-69
 Currently being reconstructed as a two

lane roundabout.
 Two lanes entering and exiting.
 Transitions to one-lane each direction

beyond roundabout

106th Street & USA Pkwy 

 Located east of I-69
 Recently constructed two-lane roundabout
 Two-lanes entering and exiting
 Transitions to one-lane each direction

beyond roundabout
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Table 1-1 | Intersections (continued) 

116th Street Interchange 

 

 Located north of the proposed 106th Street 
interchange 

 Jug handle interchange 
 Originally built in a rural area now 

suburban 
 Built up to the west 
 High traffic volumes particularly in PM 

peak 
 

116th Street & Commercial Drive 

 

 Located on the West side of the 
interchange 

 EB has 1 left and 2 thru lanes 
 WB has 1 left, 2 thru and 1 right turn lane 
 NB has 1 left and 1 shared thru / right turn 

lane 
 SB has 2 left and 1 shared thru / right turn 

lane 
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Table 1-1 | Intersections (continued) 

116th Street & SB Ramp 

 Located on the West side of the
interchange

 SB off ramp has 1 left,1 left/thru, and 1
right turn lane

 SB on ramp has 2 lanes that merge into 1
 EB has 2 thru lanes and 1 right turn lane
 WB has 2 thru and 2 left lanes
 Sidewalk along north side

116th Street & NB Ramp 

 Located on the East side of the
interchange

 NB has 2 left and 1 right turn lane
 EB has 2 thru and 1 right turn lane
 WB has 2 thru and 1 left turn lane
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Table 1-1 | Intersections (continued) 

116th Street & USA Pkwy 

 

 Located on the West side of the 
interchange 

 NB has 1 shared left/thru/right turn lane 
 EB has 1 left, 2 thru and 1 right turn lane 
 WB has 2 thru and 1 left turn lane 
 The north leg of the intersection is an 

entrance/exit to a business commercial 
area. 
 

 

1 . 5  P r o j e c t  S c h e d u l e  a n d  F u n d i n g  
Key milestone dates for the project include the following.  

 FHWA Engineering and Operational Acceptability:  July 2014 
 NEPA Approval:  April 2015 
 INDOT Letting:  March 2016 

The project is federally funded.  Hamilton County is committed to providing $2,000,000 and the Town of Fishers will 
provide $8,000,000 of the project cost. 

1 . 6  A l t e r n a t i v e s  C o n s i d e r e d  
The No-Build alternative was considered.  An alternative that looks at the possibility of a collector-distributor (CD) 
through the interchange area was also analyzed and is discussed later in Section 4.3.4 of this report.  The 
following four interchange configurations were analyzed; however, the DDI was eliminated prior to detailed 
analysis. See Appendix A for schematic diagrams of: 

1. Tight Diamond (TD) 
2. Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) 
3. Roundabout Interchange 
4. Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI) 
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2 . 0  M E T H O D O L O G Y  

2 . 1  T r a v e l  D e m a n d  M o d e l i n g   
Brief summaries of the methodologies for traffic data collection, travel demand modeling, and traffic capacity analysis 
are provided in the following sections.  For a more in-depth discussion of these methodologies, refer to Appendix G: 
Technical Memorandum – Traffic Modeling Methodology Report. 

Because no interchange currently exists at 106t h Street, it is not possible to count existing traffic and turning 
movements at the interchange and simply apply an assumed growth factor to estimate design year traffic.  For this 
situation, where no interchange currently exists, the best tool for estimating the traffic that will be attracted to the 
interchange and the overall traffic patterns for the study area is a travel demand model.  The team used the 
most current version of the Indianapolis Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) TransCAD travel demand 
model and further refined the study area prev ious ly  descr ibed.   

The Indianapolis MPO travel demand model has growth built into it based on overall socio-economic data for 
Hamilton County; however, the model does not specifically look at vacant parcels and likely future development.  This 
is why the land use analysis, described below, was performed.  The team took the land use analysis data and refined 
the housing and employment inputs in the model for the area surrounding the proposed I-69/106th Street interchange.  
This did not “double-count” growth, but rather replaced the less detailed, less site-specific growth in the Indianapolis 
MPO travel demand model, with factors that determine growth that are more realistic for this location.   

The overall travel demand modeling methodology is comprised of three major components: 

 Travel Demand Model 
 Traffic Simulation Model 
 Capacity Analysis 

The first two components work together for travel demand and traffic volume forecasting purposes and then feed 
resulting traffic volume numbers to the third component for capacity analysis.  Each of the three major model 
components, along with the study area coverage, model calibration and forecasting methods, are discussed in more 
detail in Appendix G. 

2 . 2  L a n d  U s e   
Land Use analysis has been performed to provide inputs into the travel demand model for realistic growth projections 
for the project.   A screening process was performed to identify developable parcels.  The Town of Fishers provided 
GIS shape files including zoning, floodplains, and aerial photography for use in the screening process.  The first step 
in the screening process was to identify vacant parcels in the zoning shape file.  The next step was to identify 
planned urban development (PUD) parcels in the zoning shape file.  Aerial photography was used to verify the status 
of all parcels.  Any area within a floodplain was assumed undevelopable.  Small parcels that serve as utility 
easements, driveways, etc. were assumed undevelopable.  Protected parcel zonings, including open space, were 
assumed undevelopable.  The Town of Fishers Downtown Illustrative Master Plan includes specific plans for 
development that were incorporated in the analysis.  Vacant parcels were then assumed to develop with similar uses 
and densities as the existing development.  For example, the vacant ground in the southeast quadrant of the 
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proposed I-69/106th Street interchange was assumed to develop with 3-story office buildings, with the same 
proportion of parking, infrastructure, storm water detention, etc., similar to the existing development on that site.  
Vacant parcels in residential areas were assumed to develop with residential with similar densities.  Figure 2-1 
illustrates the type of information used for the analysis. After review, the Town of Fishers concurs with the land use 
forecasting and methodology and their letter of concurrence is attached in Appendix G.  

 

2 . 3  T r a f f i c  C o u n t s  
The travel demand model is a tool for determining the project’s traffic data and was calibrated to the real world to 
make sure that the results are realistic.  Traffic turning movement counts were taken at various intersections 
throughout the study area as shown in Figure 2-2. These counts were used to calibrate the model.  Speed data 
associated with these counts were used as a secondary measure of effectiveness in the calibration effort.  Traffic 
data and associated speed data for mainline freeway segments were provided by the INDOT Traffic Management 
Center (TMC).  Metrics for how well the model performs are included in the IJ Study (Appendix G). 

 

 

   Figure 2-1 | Vacant Lots 

 
     Source: Town of Fishers Zoning GIS Shape file, Indiana State Travel Demand Model TAZ 
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     Figure 2-2 | Traffic Count Location 
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2 . 4  C a p a c i t y  A n a l y s i s
Capacity analysis was performed using Highway Capacity Software (HCS) 2010 for operations associated 
with mainline I-69, such as freeway segment capacity and ramp merge, diverge, and weaving.  SIDRA software 
was used for roundabouts.  These software packages are accepted by INDOT and FHWA for these types of 
applications.   

I-69 analysis, including mainline, ramp merges, ramp diverges, and weaving were performed at, between, and within all 
interchanges from the I-465/I-69 interchange to the I-69/SR 37 interchange, including the proposed 106th Street 
interchange, via HCS software.  Analysis of signalized ramp junctions was performed for the I-69 interchanges at 82nd 
Street, 96th Street, and 116th Street using Synchro 7 software.  The ramp junctions for the proposed 106th Street 
interchange were analyzed via Synchro 7 for interchange alternatives incorporating signalized intersections and SIDRA for 
alternatives incorporating roundabouts for ramp junctions.  Synchro 7 and/or SIDRA software was used to analyze the 
adjacent signalized intersection or roundabout to each side of the I-69 interchanges with 96th Street and 116th Street, as 
well as the proposed I-69/106th Street interchange.  

All of the analysis locations discussed in the previous paragraph were analyzed for two scenarios, the “no-build 106th Street 
interchange” and the “build 106th Street interchange.”  Each of these no-build and build options was run for the analysis 
years and the peak periods described later in this document.   

2 . 5  S a f e t y
A safety analysis was performed to evaluate the proposed interchange’s effect on safety. This analysis included a review of 
historic crash information as well as a comparison of alternatives for safety performance of both the freeway and local 
streets. The team used 3-years’ worth of crash data collected from the Automated Reporting Information Exchange System 
(ARIES).  Crashes were geo-coded and plotted in GIS so that crash patterns, could be determined. 

2 . 6  A n a l y s i s  Y e a r s
Traffic capacity analysis was prepared for the “open to traffic” year, 5 years following open to traffic, and 20 years following 
open to traffic.  The anticipated open to traffic date is 2016, which would have resulted in analysis years of 2016, 2021, and 
2036.  However, the Indianapolis MPO model has future year information for 2035.  Because of this, the team used 
analysis years of 2015, 2020, and 2035. Capacity analysis at AM and PM peak hours was performed for the analysis 
years. There is no defined mid-day peak for the project area; therefore, no mid-day peak analysis was performed. 
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3 . 0  P R E L I M I N A R Y  A L T E R N A T I V E S  

3 . 1  N o - B u i l d
The No-Build Alternative includes all existing roads for the 2015, 2020, and 2035 scenarios, but with no interchange 
geometric improvements at 106th Street. This alternative serves as a baseline for comparison for build alternatives. 
For a build alternative to be selected, it must show an improvement over the no-build scenario and fulfill the purpose 
of the project. 

3 . 2  T S M  M e t h o d s
The purpose and need of the project is to provide improved access to the 106th Street area, with a side benefit of 
alleviating traffic congestion at the upstream 116th Street and downstream 96th Street interchanges.  In general, 
transportation system improvements will not satisfy this need. The following transportation systems management 
(TSM) methods were evaluated, and expanded upon in Section 4.2, Policy Point #2.  

 High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes (HOV);
 Ramp Metering;
 Mass Transit; and,
 Geometric Design.

3 . 3  T i g h t  D i a m o n d  I n t e r c h a n g e
When evaluating different interchange alternative types, only urban interchanges were evaluated due to right-of-way 
constraints. This variant of the standard diamond interchange brings the ramp terminals together to reduce the 
right-of-way impact.   This causes the two signals to operate essentially as one signal.   This compression does 
not allow for nested left-turn bays; therefore additional lanes are required on the bridge. 

Advantages: 

 Leaves a small footprint;
 Utilizes simple bridge structure;
 All exits from the interstate  made before reaching the 106th Street bridge;
 Allows for closer outer road spacing; and,
 Lowers cost, due to reduced right- of-way and limited outer road reconstruction.

Disadvantages: 

 Cannot re-use existing bridge;
 Creates a wide bridge;
 Requires bridge widening to accommodate higher traffic volumes; and,
 Does not provide the unique gateway entrance desired by Town.
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3 . 4  S i n g l e  P o i n t  U r b a n  I n t e r c h a n g e  ( S P U I )  
The Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) improves traffic operations over the standard diamond interchange 
by combining the ramp terminal signals into a single signal. All left-turning movements are completed at this 
signal.  It is recommended that SPUIs be built with dual left-turn lanes on the cross road even if this is not 
warranted by current traffic.  This is due to the difficulty in expanding on the complex bridge required for a 
crossroad-over SPUI.  In general, the SPUI requires less right-of-way than a standard diamond interchange. 

Advantages: 

 Creates an efficient single signal; 
 Utilizes Right turns with free-flow movements; 
 Allows all exits from the interstate to be made before reaching the 106th Street bridge; 
 Increases capacity, decreases delay over standard diamond interchange; and, 
 Allows for tighter outer road spacing. 

Disadvantages: 

 Cannot re-use existing bridge; 
 Creates a large, complex bridge structure; 
 Widens intersection and reduces free-flow movements;  
 Produces high cost; and, 
 Does not provide the unique gateway entrance desired by Town. 

 
3 . 5  R o u n d a b o u t  I n t e r c h a n g e  
Roundabouts improve the travel time over all interchange alternatives by creating continuous flow of traffic. 
Roundabouts work well in urban areas due to decreased delay and queuing.  

Advantages: 

 Provides the unique gateway entrance desired by Town; 
 Creates an efficient interchange without traffic signal; 
 Improves safety; 
 Less severe collisions; 
 Fewer conflict points due to central splitter island; 
 Pedestrians cross only one direction of travel at a time;  
 Eliminates right angle and head on collisions; and, 
 Low construction costs 

 
Disadvantages: 

 Cannot re-use existing bridge; 
 Increases pedestrian delay; and, 
 May require wider eastbound bridge in future.  
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3 . 6  D i v e r g i n g  D i a m o n d  I n t e r c h a n g e
The Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI), also known as a Double Crossover Diamond Interchange, is a new 
interchange form in Indiana. A DDI is currently being designed for the interchange of I-65 & Worthsville Road near 
Greenwood, Indiana, and a DDI has been conceptually designed for the SR 265 and SR 62 interchange as part of 
the Ohio River Bridges Project.  As of the writing of this report, no DDIs are operating in Indiana. 

Drivers approach the interchange as normal, but then cross to the left-hand side of the bridge at a two-phase 
signal at either end of the bridge.  By having drivers cross-over to drive on the left-hand side, this allows left-
turn movements to be made without the need for a left-turn bay or signal. One typical advantage of a DDI is a re-
use of the existing bridge for one direction of traffic. However, because the new interchange will span a wider 
footprint than the existing condition, the existing bridge must be removed, eliminating this advantage. 

Advantages: 

 Establishes efficient two phase signals;
 All exits from the interstate are made before reaching the 106th Street bridge;
 Increases capacity, decreases delay over standard diamond interchange;
 Can accommodate larger number of left turns;
 Creates 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.

Disadvantages: 

 Cannot re-use existing bridge;
 Does not provide the unique gateway entrance desired by Town;
 Counterintuitive for drivers;
 Lower speed for through movements on 106th Street; and,
 Large footprint due to the ramp geometry at 106th Street and the need to push ramps away from I-69; and,
 High construction costs.

This alternative was considered, but eventually eliminated after preliminary analysis confirmed that the DDI had 
similar cost and right-of-way impacts as the SPUI, but did not provide as much traffic capacity. The Town of Fishers, 
a major project stakeholder, recommended elimination of the DDI from further consideration due to driver expectancy 
issues and the desire to provide a gateway entrance to the Town.   

3 . 7  S a f e t y
A safety analysis was performed to evaluate the proposed interchanges’ effect on safety. Historic crash data for I-
465, I-69, and SR 37 within the study area was collected and reviewed in accordance with the Indiana Strategic 
Highway Safety Plan.  Between 2010 and 2012, 268 crashes occurred along I-465 mainline, 1,211 crashes occurred 
along I-69 mainline, and 109 crashes occurred along SR 37 mainline within the study area. Table 3-1 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.  
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Table 3-1 shows that 54 percent of the crashes occurred along the I-69 mainline, compared to the next highest 
amount on a mainline which occurred along I-465 at 12 percent, and the highest number of crashes at an 
interchange was at 96th Street with 13 percent. Over half of the accidents that occurred in the study area were rear 
end crashes with 58 percent. The next highest accident type was side swipe crashes at 17 percent. The higher 
frequency of rear end crashes along I-69 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 106th street 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 3-2. 

Table 3-1 | Crash Summary 2010-2012 (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-465 Mainline 19 11 0 108 17 0 65 8 0 9 2 0 5 3 0 15 6 0 268 12% 

I-69 Mainline 38 29 0 662 116 0 178 25 0 30 12 0 27 16 0 62 16 0 1211 54% 

82nd St 
Interchange 1 1 0 86 18 0 23 3 0 1 2 0 12 4 0 32 7 0 190 8% 

96th St 
Interchange 1 0 0 114 20 0 50 2 0 6 0 0 40 14 0 37 11 0 295 13% 

106th St 3 2 0 7 2 0 7 0 0 1 0 0 7 1 0 8 2 0 40 2% 

116th St 
Interchange 1 0 0 73 6 0 12 0 0 2 0 0 6 1 0 35 1 0 137 6% 

US 37 Mainline 2 0 0 67 15 0 9 0 0 2 1 0 4 2 0 4 3 0 109 5% 

Total 65 43 0 1117 194 0 344 38 0 51 17 0 101 41 0 193 46 0 2250 100% 

Percentage 5% 58% 17% 3% 6% 11% 100% 

PD = Property Damage  
PI = Personal Injury 
F = Fatality 

Table 3-2 | Crash Summary 2010-2012 (Pavement and Daylight Conditions) 

Off-Road Rear End Side Swipe Head On Right 
Angle/Turn Other/Unknown Total 

Dry Pavement 64 59% 1086 83% 316 83% 47 69% 100 70% 175 73% 1788 79% 

Wet/Ice/Snow/Water 44 41% 225 17% 66 17% 21 31% 42 30% 64 27% 462 21% 

Total 108 100% 1311 100% 382 100% 68 100% 142 100% 239 100% 2250 100% 

Daylight 60 56% 1053 80% 288 75% 34 50% 112 79% 161 67% 1708 76% 

Dark/Dawn/Dusk 48 44% 258 20% 94 25% 34 50% 30 21% 78 33% 542 24% 

Total 108 100% 1311 100% 382 100% 68 100% 142 100% 239 100% 2250 100% 
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Over 75 percent of all crashes took place during dry, daylight 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 58 percent, much higher than the second most frequent crash 
type, sideswipe, at 17 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. 

Tables 4-7, 4-8, and 4-9, found in a later chapter of this report, contain summaries of density information for the 
“Build” 106th Street interchange and the “No Build” 106th Street interchange conditions.  As density increases, number 
of crashes are anticipated to increase, and as density decreases, number of crashes are anticipated to decrease.  
The proposed 106th Street interchange creates ramp merges and diverges that currently do not exist, and crashes 
associated with these new merges and diverges, are anticipated to occur; however, the proposed 106th Street 
interchange provides safety benefits to the adjacent 96th Street and 116th Street interchanges.  In general, the 
densities associated with the merges and diverges at the 96th Street and 116th Street interchanges are anticipated to 
decrease, resulting in a reduction in crashes and an increase in safety.   

All of the interchange configurations, associated with the build alternative, are anticipated to improve overall safety 
within the study area.  Providing a new interchange at 106th Street will mitigate some of the existing and future 
operational challenges at the 96th Street and 116th Street interchanges, and help to reduce the number of crashes at 
the existing signalized ramp junctions and the I-69 mainline diverge points that result from lack of capacity and 
queuing.  As documented later in this report, all of the three new interchange alternatives can be designed and 
constructed in a manner that allows adequate mainline merge, diverge, and weaving operations.   All three new 
interchange alternatives can be designed and constructed to meet all Indiana Design Manual and AASHTO 
Greenbook standards and guidance, with proper signage. 

Even though all interchange configurations can be designed to meet INDOT geometrics and signage standards, the 
Roundabout interchange alternative is anticipated to provide the most safety benefit of all of the alternatives.  As 
noted in the publication Roundabouts: An Informational Guide, Second Edition, developed by the National 
Cooperative Highway research Program (NCHRP) in conjunction with FHWA, roundabouts provide numerous safety 
benefits over traditional intersection treatments by: 

• Providing more time for entering drivers to judge, adjust speed for, and enter a gap in circulating traffic, 
allowing for safer merges; 

• Reducing the size of sight triangles needed for users to see one another; 
• Increasing the likelihood of drivers yielding to pedestrians (compared to an uncontrolled crossing); 
• Providing more time for all users to detect and correct for their mistakes or mistakes of others; 
• Making crashes less frequent and less severe, including crashes involving pedestrians and bicyclists; and 
• Making the intersection safer for novice users. 

 
The safety benefits are particularly notable for fatal and injury type crashes because the speeds associated with 
roundabout operations are typically slower than for signalized intersection, and the angle of impact is typically not 90 
degree or head-on.   
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3 . 8  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  C o n c e r n s
There are no apparent environmental “fatal flaws” for this project. Minor environmental concerns include a flood zone, 
two ponds, and low quality wetlands within the project area. 

Figure 3-3 shows the Town of Fishers Flood Zone map.  Land to the west of the project area is classified as Zone A.  
There would be no occupation of Zone A land as the subject project ties into the east project limits of the Town of 
Fisher’s separate roundabout construction project at Crosspoint Boulevard.  

Drainage along I-69 flows to roadside ditches and storm inlet structures in the median, which discharge to the same 
ditches.  Approximately two thirds of project storm runoff will flow north to Cheeney Creek (part of the RJ Craig 
Regulated Drain).  Two detention ponds are proposed to reduce peak flow by intercepting this runoff.   

The preliminary Red Flag survey identified two ponds in the immediate area of the interchange, just outside of the 
right-of-way.  The larger pond is in the southeast quadrant and the smaller pond is in the southwest quadrant.  Both 
are Palustrine, Unconsolidated Bottom with mud substrate (PUB3).  A mix of vegetation characteristic of both wetland 
and upland areas are present at the shoreline areas.  Three other emergent wetlands have been delineated through 
field review.  Mitigation of impacted wetlands will be determined during the design process. 
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The Flanagan House, eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), is located along the south 
side of 106th Street, in the southeast quadrant of the 106th Street intersection with Kincaid Drive, east of I-69.  It 
appears that all of the interchange alternatives being analyzed can be constructed without requiring property from the 
historic boundary of the Flanagan House. 

 

  

    Figure 3-3 | Town of Fisher Flood Zone Map 

 
Source:  http://23.23.127.197/apps/LOMC/ 

G-33

http://23.23.127.197/apps/LOMC/


i n t e r c h a n g e 
justification report 1 0 6 t h  S t r e e t  a t  I - 6 9  

UNITED/CORRADINO page | 26

4 . 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  

4 . 1  P o l i c y  P o i n t  # 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: 

 Analyze traffic operations for the 96th and 116th Street interchanges and adjacent road network for the future
year (2035) no-build scenario;

 Identify the required improvements to the 96th and 116th Street interchanges and adjacent road network to
bring them up to adequate level of operation;

 Identify the project footprint associated with item #2 above; and,
 Estimate infrastructure and right-of-way costs associated with item #2, above.

4 . 1 . 1  N o - b u i l d  2 0 3 5  O p e r a t i o n s  A n a l y s i s
The 96th Street and 116th Street interchanges and adjacent corridors experience operational challenges in the current 
year.  Conditions are only anticipated to deteriorate as traffic is forecast to grow between the current year and the 
2035.  Table 4-1 illustrates the anticipated 2035 operations of 96th Street and 116th Street for the no-build scenario.  

Table 4-1 | Existing Conditions Capacity Analysis 

2035 No-build 
Existing Conditions 

AM PM 

Location LOS Delay LOS Delay 

116th Street 

Lantern Rd B 15.5 E 57.1 

Commercial Dr. D 36.4 F 157.0 

I-69 SB F 174.8 F 165.6 

I-69 NB F 92.0 F 251.5 

USA Pkwy F 107.6 F 313.9 

96th Street 

Corporation Dr. D 41.0 E 56.3 

I-69 SB C 28.4 C 30.2 

I-69 NB C 24.8 F 138.6 

Hague Rd C 30.7 F 83.5 
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Per the Synchro analysis, the majority of the intersections along 116th Street in both the AM and PM peak conditions 
are anticipated to operate at level of service (LOS) F.  96th Street is anticipated to perform at LOS D or better in the 
AM peak; however, it is anticipated to perform at LOS E and LOS F in the PM peak. Appendix E contains the no-
build scenario 2035 AM and PM peak period traffic for 96th Street and 116th Street. 

4 . 1 . 2  R e q u i r e d  I m p r o v e m e n t s  a l o n g  9 6 t h  S t r e e t  a n d  1 1 6 t h  S t r e e t  
Synchro 2035 AM and PM peak analysis was also used to identify the required improvements to bring the 96th Street 
and 116th Street interchanges and adjacent corridors up to an acceptable operational level.  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.  It is important to note that traffic modeling indicates the addition of a new 
interchange at 106th Street draws traffic away from 96th Street and 116th Street.  This “benefit” to 96th Street and 116th 
Street is realized most at the interchange locations, with the benefit decreasing as the distance from the interchange 
increases.  Synchro reports and layouts can be found in Appendix H.  

The analysis described in this section for determining required improvements to 96th Street and 116th Street is only 
for those areas that would otherwise receive a benefit from the addition of an interchange at 106th Street.  For 
example, the intersection of 116th Street and Cumberland Road is at the northeastern edge of the study area.  The 
traffic forecasts for that intersection are similar for the no-build and build scenarios.  Even though the intersection is 
anticipated to operate at a LOS F in 2035, improvement of this intersection was not included in the Policy Point 1 
analysis.  Likewise, Policy Point 1 analysis did not include the improvement of north-south corridors, as they have 
operational challenges for both the no-build and build scenarios.  This approach is conservative, intended to ensure 
that identification of required improvements is not “over-stated” and really focuses on areas that would otherwise 
receive benefit from the construction of an interchange at 106th Street. 

Tables 4-2 and 4-3 summarize the required improvements to bring 96th Street and 116th Street up to an acceptable 
level of operation for the 2035 AM and PM peak periods.  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, which increased the 
overall intersection LOS to C in some cases.   
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Table 4-2 | AM Peak Required Improvements 

Location Required Improvements 

116th Street 

Lantern Rd Optimized signal timing. 

Commercial Dr. Optimized signal timing. 

I-69 SB 
Optimized signal timing. 
Added a second SB right turn lane to the I-69 SB off ramp to prevent queuing. 

I-69 NB 
Optimized signal timing. 
Added a second NB right turn lane on the I-69 off ramp to prevent queuing. 

USA Pkwy Optimized signal timing. 

96th Street 

Corporation Dr. Optimized signal timing. 

I-69 SB Optimized signal timing. 

I-69 NB Optimized signal timing. 

Hague Rd Optimized signal timing. 

The identification of required improvements was performed in a logical manner starting with minor improvements and 
increasing to major improvements.  The first option was to improve the signal timing to see if that would provide 
adequate capacity. If this did not bring the facility up to an adequate level, turn lanes were added first to increase 
capacity because turn lanes typically only require a small increase in the size of the project footprint.  Addition of thru 
lanes was the last option because of the potential for significant cost and footprint impacts.  SimTraffic, the 
microsimulation package contained with Synchro, was then used to check the analysis to make sure that queues 
from one intersection were not backing into adjacent upstream intersections, which would result in a poorer level of 
operation than what the Synchro analysis indicated. 

The PM peak required more improvements than the AM peak.  Table 4-3 summarizes the PM peak improvements 
required to bring 96th Street and 116th Street up to an acceptable level of operation.   
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Table 4-3 | PM Peak Required Improvements 

Location Required Improvements 

116th Street 

Lantern Rd WB - Added right turn only lane and converted thru/right thru only. 

Commercial Dr. 
EB - Added second thru turn lane and second left turn lane. 
WB - Added third thru lane. 

I-69 SB 
SB - Added second SB right turn lane to the I-69 SB off ramp. 
EB - Added two thru lanes (4 thru lanes total) and a thru/right turn lane. 
WB - Added third thru lane. 

I-69 NB 
NB - Added second NB right turn lane on the I-69 off ramp. 
EB - Added third thru lane. 
WB - Added third thru lane. 

USA Pkwy 
NB - Added second NB left turn lane.   
EB - Added third thru lane and converted right only lane to thru/right turn lane. 
WB - Added one thru/right turn lane. 

96th Street 

Corporation Dr. 
Optimized signal timing. Adjustments to adjacent intersection timing helped 
improved this intersection. 

I-69 SB WB - Added third thru lane. 

I-69 NB 
NB - Added third right turn lane. 
EB - Added second left turn lane. 
WB - Added fifth thru lane. 

Hague Rd EB - added fourth thru lane (either had to add 4th NB left, or 4th EB thru). 

Walmart/Meijer 
entrances 

EB - turned thru/right turn lane into a third thru only lane and added one right 
turn only lane. Used to terminate receiving lane. 
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Table 4-4 represents the anticipated LOS and delay following the implementation of improvements listed in Tables 4-
2 and 4-3.  All performed at a LOS of D or better.  

Table 4-4 | Required Improvements Capacity Analysis 

2035 No-Build 
Required Improvements 

AM PM 

Location LOS Delay LOS Delay 

116th Street 

Lantern Rd C 27.1 D 38.2 

Commercial Dr. C 29.8 D 41.0 

I-69 SB  D 49.2 C 27.7 

I-69 NB C 29.3 C 22.1 

USA Pkwy C 24.7 C 31.3 

96th Street 

Corporation Dr. D 35.4 D 37.2 

I-69 SB C 20.3 D 38.8 

I-69 NB C 25.6 D 37.7 

Hague Rd B 12.3 C 27.7 
 

The SimTraffic microsimulation indicates that after implementing the required improvements, 96th Street will perform 
well without any queuing into adjacent intersections; however, 116th Street is anticipated to experience westbound 
queuing from Commercial Drive to USA Parkway due to heavy left turning movements turning onto southbound 
Commercial Drive, the I-69 northbound entrance ramp, and the I-69 southbound entrance ramp. The microsimulation 
report in Table 4-5 gives the average queue length at the intersections along 116th Street.  This analysis indicates 
that while adding thru lanes along westbound 116th Street was required, the lanes will operate with reduced efficiency 
because motorists will favor the inside westbound lanes as they position themselves for downstream left turning 
movements. 

Table 4-5 | 116th Street Westbound 2035 PM Queue Lengths 

2035 PM Queue Length 

116th Street Westbound 

Commercial Dr. 414 ft 

I-69 SB 548 ft 

I-69 NB 508 ft 

USA Pkwy 1697 ft 
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4 . 1 . 3  F o o t p r i n t  a n d  C o s t  I m p a c t s
Appendix H contains cost estimates for the required improvements.  These estimates include roadway and bridge 
costs, with contingencies for items such as utility relocations and engineering.  Right-of-way costs are also included. 
Right-of-way costs are based on impacts of the footprint of the required improvements on adjacent parcels.  The total 
estimated cost for the required improvements is $31.6 million, with $18.1 million for 116th Street and $13.5 million for 
96th Street. A commercial relocation would be required with the improvement to 96th Street and 116th Street identified 
in Policy Point #1. No relocations are necessary with the build alternative for a new interchange at 106th Street.   

It is important to note that user costs are not included in this cost estimate.  Reconstruction of the 96th Street and 
116th Street interchanges and corridors 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.   

4 . 2  P o l i c y  P o i n t  # 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 purpose and need of the project is to provide access to the 106th Street area.  In general, transportation system 
improvements will not satisfy this need.  In 2003, a Record of Decision (ROD) was issued for the ConNECTions 
(Northeast Corridor Transportation) Study Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which addressed the entire 
northeast quadrant of the Indianapolis Metropolitan Area. The ConNECTions Study analyzed highway, transit, 
transportation systems management (TSM), and special use lanes.  Highway alternative H5 was selected as 
preferred, and it was determined that transit alternatives should be investigated on a more regional level.  Since that 
time there has been continuous study of transit options for the northeast corridor.   

 High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes (HOV) – HOV lanes improve interstate capacity, and not necessarily
interstate accessibility.  The recent mainline I-69 improvements associated with the Operation Indy
Commute (OIC) project provide sufficient mainline capacity through year 2035.  There are no dedicated
HOV lanes along the I-69 corridor, northeast of Indianapolis.

 Ramp Metering – Ramp metering is most effective for limiting the flow of local network vehicles accessing
the mainline interstate.  As previously mentioned, mainline I-69 capacity is sufficient through year 2035.
There is no need to meter traffic.

 Mass Transit – Various studies over the years have investigated the viability of mass transit along this
northeast corridor.  The Town of Fishers currently has a mass transit option in place, the Fishers Express
bus system, which runs from 106th Street to downtown Indianapolis. 2013 ridership averaged 96 one-way
trips per day according to Indy Express Bus: http://www.fishers.in.us/DocumentCenter/View/1665.
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 Geometric Design – Design improvements were considered in Policy Point #1.  Improvements to the 
96th Street and 116th Street interchanges and corridors is not a viable alternative for meeting the purpose 
and need of the project.  

4 . 3  P o l i c y  P o i n t  # 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 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)).” 

4 . 3 . 1  S c o p e  o f  A n a l y s i s  
The IJ Study is required to analyze base year (2015) and future years (2020 & 2035), pre- and post-construction 
traffic operations for all of the interchange alternatives being considered. The IJ Study requires analysis of the entire 
study area (Figure 4-1), with a primary focus on one existing interchange upstream and downstream (96th Street 
and 116th Street), as well as analysis of one signalized intersection and/or roundabout to the east and west of each 
of the three interchange locations at 96th Street, 106th  Street, and 116th Street.  The pre- and post-construction 
operations of the adjacent interchanges and adjacent signalized intersections and/or roundabouts to the east and 
west perform in similar fashion, regardless of the interchange type selected for the 106th Street interchange.   

4 . 3 . 2  1 0 6 t h  S t r e e t  I n t e r c h a n g e  A l t e r n a t i v e s   
Due to right-of-way constraints and the urban nature of the area, all three interchange alternatives below are urban 
interchanges.   

 Tight Diamond (TD) 
 Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) 
 Roundabout 

A fourth alternative, diverging diamond interchange (DDI), was also considered.  Since the preliminary analysis 
confirmed that the DDI had similar cost and right-of-way impacts as the SPUI, but did not provide as much traffic 
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capacity, the DDI was eliminated from further consideration.  Also, the Town of Fishers, a major project stakeholder, 
recommended elimination of the DDI from further consideration due to driver expectancy issues. 

This IJ Study provides a summary of each of the three alternative’s forecasted traffic capacity performance, 
preliminary cost, potential impacts to adjacent properties, and other pertinent information.   

The project team developed lane configurations for each of these interchange alternatives that will provide 
adequate traffic capacity for the AM and PM peak periods in year 2035. Schematic diagrams of each of the 
interchange alternatives are located in Appendix A. Additionally, preliminary right-of-way requirements for each of 
the interchange alternatives are located in Appendix B. Limited access right-of-way is planned along 106th Street 
between Crosspoint Boulevard and USA Parkway. The only exceptions will be the private drive approach to 
Architectural Brick and Tile, Parcel 7 in the Figures in Appendix B, and the street approach for Kincaid Drive. 

4 . 3 . 3  S t u d y  A r e a - W i d e  M e t r i c s
Prior to comparing the capacity analysis results of the three interchange alternatives, study area-wide analysis 
was performed to determine if the addition of a new interchange at 106th Street provides overall system benefits. 
The base year in all of the traffic modeling assumes completion and operation of the Operation Indy Commute 
(OIC) project currently under construction. Table 4-6 summarizes the anticipated average daily vehicle hours travelled 
(VHT) and the average daily delay in hours for the entire study area for the existing (No Build) and the new interchange 
at 106th Street (Build) scenarios. 

The information summarized in Table 4-6 was generated from the microsimulation for the entire study area bordered 
by I-465, Allisonville Road, 126th Street, and Cumberland Road (Figure 4-1).  Methodology for this analysis is 
contained in the previously provided Frame Work Document. The analysis illustrates that the construction of a new 
interchange at 106th Street will reduce the overall vehicle hours travelled and overall delay experienced within the 
study area for years 2015, 2020, and 2035. 
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   Figure 4-1 | Project Study Area 
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Table 4-6  Average Daily Vehicle Hours Travelled and Delay|  

No Build Build 
VHT (by vehicle hours) 
AM Peak Hour 

2015 3,603 3,562 
2020 4,305 4,208 
2035 6,559 6,285 

PM Peak Hour 
2015 6,337 6,304 
2020 7,459 6,876 
2035 10,732 9,961 

Delay (by hours) 
AM Peak Hour 

2015 1,377 1,335 
2020 1,986 1,868 
2035 3,938 3,676 

PM Peak Hour 
2015 3,620 3,559 
2020 4,697 4,053 
2035 7,783 6,982 

4 . 3 . 4  S t u d y  A r e a - W i d e  M a i n l i n e ,  M e r g e ,  D i v e r g e ,  a n d  W e a v e  A n a l y s i s
Capacity analysis was performed using Highway Capacity Software (HCS 2010) for operations associated with 
mainline I-69, such as the freeway mainline segment capacity, as well as ramp merge, diverge, and weaving.  The 
HCS capacity analysis findings for mainline I-69 and the ramp merge/diverge areas are the same regardless of 
the selected interchange configuration at 106th  Street.   The HCS analysis, found in Appendix E, confirms that 
an interchange can be added at 106th Street without jeopardizing the operations along I-69.  Table 4-7 and 
Table 4-8 summarize the HCS analysis for the No Build and Build alternatives. Level of Service (LOS) is reported as 
“A” through “F” with LOS A representing uninhibited, free-flow conditions and LOS F representing gridlock.   The 
point between LOS D and LOS E typically represents when a facility has reached its capacity, and congestion 
and queuing tend to occur on a more frequent basis as this threshold is exceeded.  LOS for the freeway and 
ramp maneuvers is based on density, represented by passenger vehicles per mile per lane.  
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Table 4-7 | No Build Condition – Mainline, Merge, Diverge, Weave Analysis Summary 

No Build 
Year 2015 Year 2020 Year 2035 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 
LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density 

11
6t

h 
St

re
et

 N
B 

Ramp Diverge A 3.3 B 14.2 A 4.6 B 13.0 A 8.0 B 17.6 
Interchange Freeway A 8.1 B 16.4 A 8.8 B 13.9 B 11.0 C 18.4 
Ramp Merge A 6.0 B 18.0 A 7.3 B 15.9 B 10.7 C 22.2 

SB
 

Ramp Diverge B 12.1 B 10.4 B 13.2 B 11.1 B 16.4 B 12.6 
Interchange Freeway B 16.8 B 11.5 B 17.6 B 11.9 C 20.1 B 13.0 
Ramp Merge C 21.1 B 14.2 C 22.0 B 15.8 C 27.0 B 19.1 
Freeway-116th to 96th C 18.2 B 12.9 C 18.9 B 13.7 C 22.2 B 15.7 

10
6t

h 
St

re
et

 N
B 

Ramp Diverge NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Interchange Freeway NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Ramp Merge NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Weave- 106th to 116th NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Freeway- 106th to 116th NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

SB
 

Ramp Diverge NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Interchange Freeway NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Ramp Merge NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Weave- 106th to 96th NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Freeway-106th to 96th NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

96
th

 S
tr

ee
t N

B 

Ramp Diverge B 10.1 C 21.0 B 10.1 C 20.1 B 13.7 C 23.4 
Interchange Freeway A 10.1 C 20.6 B 11.1 C 21.0 B 13.0 C 24.3 
Ramp Merge A 6.8 B 19.1 A 7.9 B 19.7 A 9.8 C 25.3 
Freeway-96th to 116th A 9.1 C 19.1 A 10.0 C 19.6 B 11.8 C 23.4 

SB
 

Ramp Diverge B 13.2 A 7.6 B 14.0 A 8.7 B 16.9 B 11.0 
Interchange Freeway C 20.0 B 14.1 C 20.8 B 14.9 C 24.3 B 17.2 
Ramp Merge C 22.2 B 17.7 C 23.8 B 19.2 C 26.9 C 22.8 
Freeway - 96th to 82nd C 20.2 B 15.5 C 21.2 B 16.5 C 24.2 C 19.1 

82
nd

 S
tr

ee
t 

N
B 

Ramp Diverge C 23.5 D 30.4 C 24.2 D 31.1 C 25.7 D 33.1 
Interchange Freeway B 13.0 C 22.9 B 14.1 C 23.2 B 16.5 D 26.0 
Ramp Merge A 9.2 D 28.0 B 10.4 D 28.6 B 13.1 C 26.9 
Freeway-82nd to 96th B 11.5 C 21.5 B 12.4 C 21.9 B 14.7 C 25.0 

SB
 

Ramp Diverge B 13.9 A 9.8 B 15.1 B 11.2 B 17.5 B 13.0 
Interchange Freeway C 20.0 B 17.8 C 24.9 C 18.9 D 28.4 C 21.9 
Ramp Merge C 25.4 C 26.6 C 26.3 C 27.0 D 28.4 D 28.1 
Weave- 82nd to 465 F - F - F - F - F - F - 
Freeway- 82nd to 465 C 23.1 C 20.6 C 24.1 C 21.2 D 26.7 C 23.6 

I-4
65

 N
B 

Ramp Merge - 465 EB B 17.5 D 29.9 B 18.4 D 30.2 C 20.5 D 33.1 
Interchange Freeway A 10.7 B 17.2 B 11.3 C 19.2 B 12.7 C 20.3 
Interchange Weave B 19.6 C 24.5 B 13.2 C 24.8 B 15.4 C 27.4 
Ramp Diverge B 16.8 D 30.8 B 17.8 D 31.1 C 20.2 D 32.9 
Weave- 465 to 82nd F - F - F - F - F - F - 
Freeway-465 to 82nd  C 18.5 D 28.0 C 19.5 D 28.6 C 21.5 D 32.1 

SB
 Interchange Freeway B 14.3 A 10.4 B 15.2 A 10.6 B 15.8 B 11.8 

Ramp Merge EB B 14.3 B 10.6 B 14.9 B 10.6 B 16.0 B 11.9 

Density (passenger cars/mile/lane) 
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Table 4-8 | Build Condition – Mainline, Merge, Diverge, Weave Analysis Summary 

Build 
Year 2015 Year 2020 Year 2035 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 
LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density 

11
6t

h 
St

re
et

 N
B 

Ramp Diverge A 2.5 B 13.2 A 3.4 B 13.9 A 6.0 B 17.8 
Interchange Freeway A 8.9 B 13.9 A 9.5 B 15.2 B 11.7 C 18.1 
Ramp Merge A 6.7 B 15.2 A 7.8 B 16.8 B 10.4 C 20.9 

SB
 

Ramp Diverge B 11.6 A 9.2 B 12.4 A 9.8 B 15.1 B 11.6 
Interchange Freeway B 17.1 B 12.4 C 18.1 B 12.6 C 21.0 B 13.8 
Ramp Merge C 21.6 B 13.7 C 22.9 B 14.7 D 28.1 B 17.8 
Weave- 116th to 106th C 21.3 B 14.6 C 22.9 B 15.3 D 28.2 B 17.6 
Freeway-116th to 106th C 18.6 B 13.1 C 19.6 B 14.9 C 23.1 B 15.4 

10
6t

h 
St

re
et

 N
B 

Ramp Diverge A 5.7 B 17.0 A 7.1 B 16.4 A 9.9 C 20.7 
Interchange Freeway A 8.8 C 18.5 A 9.4 C 19.0 A 10.6 C 21.5 
Ramp Merge A 5.7 B 17.0 A 6.6 B 18.0 A 8.4 B 18.3 
Weave- 106th to 116th A 9.5 B 19.3 B 10.3 C 20.5 B 13.0 C 25.4 
Freeway- 106th to 116th A 9.1 C 19.4 A 9.8 C 20.1 A 9.4 C 19.4 

SB
 

Ramp Diverge B 12.3 A 7.0 B 13.7 A 7.8 B 16.9 B 10.2 
Interchange Freeway B 17.1 B 11.9 B 17.8 B 12.3 C 20.8 B 13.9 
Ramp Merge B 11.9 A 9.2 B 13.0 B 10.1 B 16.3 B 13.5 
Weave- 106th to 96th C 21.3 B 15.9 C 22.8 C 21.5 D 28.9 C 21.3 
Freeway-106th to 96th C 18.2 B 13.4 C 19.2 B 14.1 C 22.8 B 16.6 

96
th

 S
tr

ee
t 

N
B 

Ramp Diverge A 9.0 B 17.3 A 8.8 B 17.3 B 11.0 C 20.2 
Interchange Freeway B 11.3 C 22.9 B 12.5 C 23.7 B 14.8 D 28.1 
Ramp Merge A 8.3 C 21.6 A 9.2 C 22.2 B 11.8 C 25.9 
Weave- 96th to 106th B 11.8 C 27.3 B 13.3 D 28.5 B 16.9 D 31.1 

 Freeway-96th to 106th A 10.3 C 21.2 B 11.3 C 21.8 B 13.4 C 25.3 

SB
 

Ramp Diverge B 11.9 A 7.3 B 13.3 A 8.3 B 16.4 B 11.5 
Interchange Freeway C 21.0 B 15.4 C 21.9 B 16.0 D 26.3 C 18.8 
Ramp Merge C 21.7 B 17.6 C 22.4 B 18.2 C 25.8 C 20.9 
Freeway - 96th to 82nd C 20.4 B 16.1 C 21.1 B 16.6 C 24.5 C 19.0 

82
nd

 S
tr

ee
t 

N
B 

Ramp Diverge C 23.5 D 31.3 C 23.8 D 31.1 C 25.8 D 32.9 
Interchange Freeway B 13.1 C 22.9 B 14.2 C 23.1 B 16.3 D 26.1 
Ramp Merge A 9.5 C 22.8 B 10.7 C 23.3 B 13.0 C 27.5 
Freeway-82nd to 96th B 11.6 C 27.1 B 12.6 C 22.1 B 14.6 C 25.3 

SB
 

Ramp Diverge B 14.1 B 10.6 B 15.1 B 11.1 B 17.6 B 13.2 
Interchange Freeway C 23.8 C 18.4 C 24.5 C 19.1 D 29.0 C 21.6 
Ramp Merge C 25.6 C 27.2 C 26.0 C 27.3 C 28.0 C 27.9 
Weave- 82nd to 465 F - F - F - F - F - F - 
Freeway- 82nd to 465 C 23.4 C 21.1 C 23.9 C 21.5 D 26.8 C 23.4 

I-4
65

 N
B 

Ramp Merge - 465 EB B 18.0 D 30.1 B 18.6 D 30.0 C 20.5 D 32.3 
Interchange Freeway B 11.0 C 19.2 B 11.5 C 19.1 B 12.7 C 20.6 
Interchange Weave B 12.8 C 24.8 B 13.4 C 24.4 B 15.5 C 26.9 
Ramp Diverge B 17.3 D 31.1 B 18.1 D 28.3 C 20.2 D 33.4 
Weave- 465 to 82nd F - F - F - F - F - F - 
Freeway-465 to 82nd  C 18.7 D 28.6 C 19.4 D 28.6 C 21.4 D 32.0 

SB
 Interchange Freeway B 13.8 A 10.3 B 13.9 A 10.6 B 15.8 B 11.5 

Ramp Merge EB B 13.5 B 10.4 B 13.7 B 11.1 B 15.9 A 11.6 

Density (passenger cars/mile/lane) 
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Table 4-9 | Difference Between Build and No Build Conditions 

No Build 

Year 2015 Year 2020 Year 2035 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

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

11
6t

h 
St

re
et

 N
B 

Ramp Diverge 0.8 1.0 1.2 (0.9) 2.0 (0.2) 
Interchange Freeway (0.8) 2.5 (0.7) (1.3) (0.7) 0.3 
Ramp Merge (0.7) 2.8 (0.5) (0.9) 0.3 1.3 

SB
 

Ramp Diverge 0.5 Up 1.2 0.8 Up 1.3 1.3 1.0 
Interchange Freeway (0.3) (0.9) Down (0.5) (0.7) (0.9) (0.8) 
Ramp Merge (0.5) 0.5 (0.9) 1.1 Down (1.1) 1.3 
Weave NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Freeway-116th to 96th (0.4) (0.2) (0.7) (1.2) (0.9) 0.3 

10
6t

h 
St

re
et

 N
B 

Ramp Diverge NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Interchange Freeway NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Ramp Merge NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Weave- 106th to 116th NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Freeway- 106th to 116th NA NA NA NA NA NA 

SB
 

Ramp Diverge NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Interchange Freeway NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Ramp Merge NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Weave- 106th to 96th NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Freeway-106th to 96th NA NA NA NA NA NA 

96
th

 S
tr

ee
t N

B 

Ramp Diverge Up 1.1 Up 3.7 Up 1.3 Up 2.8 2.7 3.2 
Interchange Freeway Down (1.2) (2.3) (1.4) (2.7) (1.8) Down (3.8) 
Ramp Merge (1.5) Down (2.5) (1.3) Down (2.5) Down (2.0) (0.6) 
Weave NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Freeway-96th to 116th (1.2) (2.1) (1.3) (2.2) (1.6) (1.9) 

SB
 

Ramp Diverge 1.3 0.3 0.7 0.4 0.5 (0.5) 
Interchange Freeway (1.0) (1.3) (1.1) (1.1) Down (2.0) Down (1.6) 
Ramp Merge 0.5 0.1 1.4 1.0 1.1 1.9 
Freeway - 96th to 82nd (0.2) (0.6) 0.1 (0.1) (0.3) 0.1 

82
nd

 S
tr

ee
t 

N
B 

Ramp Diverge 0.0 (0.9) 0.4 0.0 (0.1) 0.2 
Interchange Freeway (0.1) 0.0 (0.1) 0.1 0.2 (0.1) 
Ramp Merge (0.3) Up 5.2 (0.3) Up 5.3 0.1 (0.6) 
Freeway-82nd to 96th (0.1) (5.6) (0.2) (0.2) 0.1 (0.3) 

SB
 

Ramp Diverge (0.2) Down (0.8) 0.0 0.1 (0.1) (0.2) 
Interchange Freeway (3.8) Down (0.6) 0.4 (0.2) (0.6) 0.3 
Ramp Merge (0.2) (0.6) 0.3 (0.3) 0.4 0.2 
Weave- 82nd to 465 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Freeway- 82nd to 465 (0.3) (0.5) 0.2 (0.3) (0.1) 0.2 

I-4
65

 N
B 

Ramp Merge - 465 EB (0.5) (0.2) (0.2) 0.2 0.0 0.8 
Interchange Freeway Down (0.3) Down (2.0) (0.2) 0.1 0.0 (0.3) 
Interchange Weave 6.8 (0.3) (0.2) 0.4 (0.1) 0.5 
Ramp Diverge (0.5) (0.3) (0.3) 2.8 0.0 (0.5) 
Weave- 465 to 82nd 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Freeway-465 to 82nd  (0.2) (0.6) 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

SB
 Interchange Freeway 0.5 0.1 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.3 

Ramp Merge EB 0.8 0.2 1.2 (0.5) 0.1 0.3 

Density (passenger cars/mile/lane) 
*Up represents one LOS better and Down represents one LOS worse
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The improvements made by the Operation Indy Commute project, and in particular the braid ramps provided between 
116th Street and SR 37 that allow high-volume movements to be properly staged to avoid weaving, are the primary 
reason why an interchange can be added at 106th Street without adversely impacting mainline I-69 operations.  
Capacity analysis for the mainline, merge, diverge, and weave areas surrounding the 106th Street interchange, as 
summarized in Table 4-8,  perform at an acceptable LOS D or better in 2035 for both the AM and PM peak periods.  

Table 4-9 represents the difference between No Build and Build conditions. Red numbers in parenthesis show an 
increase in density from No Build to Build, while black numbers show a decrease in density from No Build to Build. 
The anticipated increases or decreases in density are generally minor; however, some locations with densities close 
to a cutoff between LOS classifications are anticipated to experience a one classification better or a worse LOS as a 
result of the construction of an interchange at 106th Street.  When comparing the 2035 No Build and Build capacity 
analysis results for mainline segments, approximately 60% of the locations stayed the same, or improved with the 
Build condition. For locations where the density increased for the Build condition, most of the increases were 
negligible.  The most significant density increase, the northbound I-69 mainline segment within the 96th Street 
interchange, is anticipated to see a density increase of 3.8pcpmpl.  This is because many of the motorists that 
currently access the 106th Street area exit at the 96th Street interchange.  With the addition of a new interchange at 
106th Street, these motorists can now stay on I-69 and travel north to exit directly at 106th Street; therefore, while the 
96th Street diverge ramp volumes decrease, the mainline I-69 volumes increase.  I-69 mainline has the capacity to 
handle this anticipated volume increase.  There is a similar trend for the remainder of the 96th Street interchange and 
the 116th Street interchange.  

Capacity analysis is not the only indicator of whether or not an interchange will operate adequately.  The ability to 
properly sign an interchange is critical for safe and effective operations.   Appendix F contains the project team’s 
preliminary signage plan and illustrates that the Build condition can be signed to provide a safe system meeting 
INDOT signage standards.  One weaving movement created by the Build condition, the northbound weave between 
106th Street and 116th Street, may be of concern to the agencies.  While this weave was fully analyzed and 
determined to be acceptable, as previously discussed, this weaving movement can actually be eliminated with proper 
signage.  Northbound traffic from 106th wishing to enter northbound I-69 or SR 37 traffic will be directed along the 
northbound auxiliary lanes through the 116th Street interchange and to the appropriate I-69 or SR 37 access ramps.   

A Collector-Distributor (CD) is not required as a part of this project.  All proposed mainline, merge, diverge, and 
weaving movements are anticipated to perform at an acceptable level of service for the 2035 AM and PM peak 
periods, and the project can be properly signed per INDOT signage standards to provide safe movement of vehicular 
traffic through the system.  If a CD system were warranted, it would need to be implemented on a more system-wide 
scale.  For instance, there is no logical terminus for a CD between I-465 and 106th Street.  A CD system would need 
to extend all the way south to I-465, which is cost prohibitive, and outside the scope of the project.   
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4 . 3 . 5  A d j a c e n t  I n t e r c h a n g e  S i g n a l i z e d  I n t e r s e c t i o n s  a n d  R o u n d a b o u t s
As previously mentioned, the interchange types analyzed as part of the 106th Street interchange Build alternative 
were:

 Tight Diamond (TD)
 Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI)
 Roundabout

The capacity analysis results for the 96th Street and 116th Street interchanges, as well as the adjacent 
roundabouts (106th/Crosspoint Boulevard and 106th/USA Parkway) to the 106th Street interchange are the same 
regardless of the interchange type selected for the 106th Street interchange Build alternative.  Table 4-10 
summarizes the 2015, 2020, and 2035 AM and PM peak No Build and Build capacity analysis for these locations.   

Table 4-10 | Adjacent Interchanges and Intersections – Capacity Analysis Summary 
2015 2020 2035 

AM PM AM PM AM PM 
116th Street & Alternative LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay 

Commercial Dr 
No Build B 19.7 C 26.8 B 19.6 E 61.8 C 43.4 E 78.0 

Build B 18.0 C 26.4 C 20.1 C 29.5 C 28.2 D 49.3 

I-69 SB 
No Build C 23.7 E 58.1 C 32.9 F 83.0 F 111.8 F 195.4 

Build C 25.8 C 26.5 C 26.2 D 38.1 E 77.7 F 124.0 

I-69 NB 
No Build B 13.0 F 101.7 C 22.8 F 154.2 F 141.8 F 196.5 

Build A 9.3 D 48.2 B 10.6 F 128.5 C 21.6 F 153.2 

USA Pkwy 
No Build B 14.7 E 65.5 B 14.9 F 139.6 C 20.2 F 207.4 

Build B 13.9 D 50.8 B 15.9 D 54.8 B 19.5 F 112.8 
2015 2020 2035 

106th Street & Alternative AM PM AM PM AM PM 
Crosspoint Blvd Build A 6.9 A 6.2 A 7.1 A 6.6 A 9.3 A 8.2 

I-69 SB 
(See Table 4-11) 

I-69 NB 

USA Parkway Build A 7.4 A 7.9 A 9.2 A 9.4 E 45.8 F 53.9 
2015 2020 2035 

AM PM AM PM AM PM 
96th Street & Alternative LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay 

Corporation Dr 
No Build C 21.4 C 25.0 C 22.8 C 25.1 C 29.3 D 35.8 

Build B 18.0 B 19.0 B 19.8 C 20.5 C 23.9 C 24.4 

I-69 SB 
No Build C 21.0 C 22.1 C 25.3 C 23.5 C 27.7 C 33.6 

Build C 24.8 C 21.1 C 24.3 B 20.0 C 27.4 C 27.8 

I-69 NB 
No Build B 17.4 F 93.8 B 16.6 F 135.6 C 24.5 F 176.9 

Build B 15.8 C 32.1 B 14.1 C 34.5 B 16.7 D 50.7 

Hague Rd 
No Build C 22.1 D 36.7 B 19.0 D 44.8 C 25.7 E 57.6 

Build B 18.9 C 22.4 C 21.5 C 28.8 C 21.7 C 32.7 

Figure 4-2, 3, 4, & 5 displays these results graphically. 
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Interchange Freeway A 10.6 C 21.5

Ramp Merge A 8.4 B 18.3

Weave‐ 106th to 116th B 13 C 25.4

Freeway‐ 106th to 116th A 9.4 C 19.4

Ramp Diverge B 16.9 B 10.2

Interchange Freeway C 20.8 B 13.9

Ramp Merge B 16.3 B 13.5

Weave‐ 106th to 96th D 28.9 C 21.3

Freeway‐106th to 96th C 22.8 B 16.6

Ramp Diverge B 11 C 20.2

Interchange Freeway B 14.8 D 28.1

Ramp Merge B 11.8 C 25.9

Weave‐ 96th to 106th B 16.9 D 31.1

Freeway‐96th to 106th B 13.4 C 25.3

Ramp Diverge B 16.4 B 11.5

Interchange Freeway D 26.3 C 18.8

Ramp Merge C 25.8 C 20.9

Freeway ‐ 96th to 82nd C 24.5 C 19

Ramp Diverge C 25.8 D 32.9

Interchange Freeway B 16.3 D 26.1

Ramp Merge B 13 C 27.5

Freeway‐82nd to 96th B 14.6 C 25.3

Ramp Diverge B 17.6 B 13.2

Interchange Freeway D 29 C 21.6

Ramp Merge C 28 C 27.9

Weave‐ 82nd to 465 F ‐ F ‐

Freeway‐ 82nd to 465 D 26.8 C 23.4

Ramp Merge ‐ 465 EB C 20.5 D 32.3

Interchange Freeway B 12.7 C 20.6

Interchange Weave B 15.5 C 26.9

Ramp Diverge C 20.2 D 33.4

Weave‐ 465 to 82nd F ‐ F ‐

Freeway‐465 to 82nd  C 21.4 D 32

Interchange Freeway B 15.8 B 11.5

Ramp Merge EB B 15.9 A 11.6
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The 106th Street interchange Build alternative will have a significant, positive impact on the traffic operations of the 
96th Street and 116th Street interchanges and corridors. It will result in a better LOS classification for many of the 
intersections, and a reduction in delay for all intersections, most drastically along 116th Street. The 96th Street and 
116th Street corridors currently experience operational challenges, which are only expected to get worse with time, 
due to anticipate traffic growth. The 106th Street Build alternative helps to alleviate some of these operational issues 
at the adjacent interchanges. 
 
Synchro 7 was used to perform capacity analysis for the signalized intersections, while the roundabouts were 
analyzed using SIDRA Intersection 6. Synchro 7 is based on Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) equations and allows 
for analysis of signals in a system via its microsimulation component, Simtraffic. Microsimulation was performed to 
ensure upstream/downstream queuing did not inadvertently impact the results reported by Synchro.   
 
SIDRA provides the analyst the option to select either the HCM 2010 model or the SIDRA Standard model.  The 
HCM 2010 model is based on research on US roundabouts as described in NCHRP Report 572, Chapter 4.  The 
HCM model employs an exponential regression model, with a basis in gap-acceptance theory, to reflect the capacity 
of roundabouts with up to two lanes and does not account for geometry.  The SIDRA Standard model utilizes a hybrid 
geometry and gap-acceptance modeling approach in order to take into account the effect of roundabout geometry on 
driver behavior directly.  The SIDRA Standard model was utilized for all roundabout capacity analyses.   
 
In order for the SIDRA Standard model to reflect US, rather than Australian driver characteristics, the Environment 
Factor parameter of the model is set to 1.2 as the default. However, the Environmental Factor can be adjusted as a 
means of calibration.  NCHRP Report 572 recognizes the importance of local calibration, stating “because drive 
behavior appears to be the largest variable affecting roundabout performance, calibration of the model to 
account for local driver behavior and changes in driver experience over time is highly recommended to 
produce accurate capacity estimates.”  Considering an initial higher than average familiarity with general 
roundabout operations, regardless of configuration, throughout the Town of Fishers and Hamilton County, and an 
anticipated increase in performance based on 20 years of use, an Environment Factor of 1.1 was utilized for the 
design year.  This method of calibration is consistent with that of the Georgia and Virginia DOT’s. For comparison 
purposes, each of the roundabouts were analyzed using an Environmental Factor of 1.0 and 1.2 (Appendix E). 
 
Within the interchange area of the proposed 106th Street interchange, the capacity analysis provides different results 
for the different interchange types being analyzed. Table 4-11 summarizes the 2015, 2020, and 2035 AM and PM 
peak capacity analysis for interchange types associated with the 106th Street Build alternative. 
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Table 4-11 | 106th Street Interchange Ramp Termini – Capacity Analysis Summary 

2015 2020 2035 

AM PM AM PM AM PM 

106th Street LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay 

TD 
NB Ramp Junction A 14.0 C 21.1 A 10.0 B 13.3 B 17.2 C 32.1 

SB Ramp Junction A 10.0 B 13.0 B 11.1 B 13.5 C 25.2 B 13.4 

Total - 24.0 - 34.1 - 21.1 - 27.0 - 42.4 - 45.5 

SPUI Total C 25.0 C 22.4 D 36.9 C 26.4 C 33.3 C 33.0 

Roundabout Total A 1.6 A 2.5 A 2.0 A 3.1 A 5.8 D 28.7 

LOS for signalized intersections and roundabouts are based on the average delay per vehicle in seconds; however, 
the thresholds are different between signalized intersections and roundabouts with more delay allowed for a signal 
than a roundabout, for the same LOS. This is due to roundabout delay being evaluated following the signed 
controlled methodology, rather than signal control. Table 4-11 includes average delay per vehicle, in seconds, in 
order to provide a better comparison among the interchange alternatives.  The tight diamond alternative consists of 
two separate traffic signals; therefore, the delay for each signalized intersection is combined to generate a total delay 
in order to compare it to the other interchange alternatives. The roundabout interchange operates with the least 
amount of delay for the AM and PM peak periods for 2015, 2020, and 2035.  It is important to note, capacity analyses 
are performed during the peak period. Outside of these periods, especially during low-volume hours, the roundabout 
will perform with little to none of the forced delay that is associated with traditional signal-controlled intersections. 

The schematic diagrams (Appendix A) for each of the three interchange options represent the necessary amount of 
thru lanes and turn lanes to provide a minimum acceptable overall traffic operation, as defined in the Frame Work 
Document. 

Another metric that will be used to compare interchange alternatives is average travel time through the interchange 
(Table 4-12). 

Table 4-12 | 106th Street Interchange –Travel Time 

106th Street - Alternative 
2015 2020 2035 

AM PM AM PM AM PM 

TD 42.2 50.4 47.6 56.1 82.4 88.4 

SPUI 35.3 52.6 52.6 58.7 129.9 178.6 

Roundabout 19.4 24.4 23.1 27.6 34.5 69.5 

While the roundabout interchange is anticipated to have an overall 2035 PM peak LOS “D”, the eastbound approach 
is expected to operate with a maximum v/c ratio greater than 1.0, resulting in an average delay of 62.9 seconds and 
a queue length of 810 feet. Based on this length of queue, it would back into the adjacent Crosspoint Boulevard/106th 
Street roundabout west of the interchange, creating an operational failure on the local network, outside of the 
immediate interchange area. The queue is a result of a conflict between the eastbound thru and westbound to 
southbound left turn movement at the west ramp junction of the interchange. Queuing is not anticipated to occur on 
the interchange ramps or I-69 mainline. 
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NCHRP Report 672, Roundabouts: An Informational Guide, Second Edition states, “while the HCM does not define 
a standard for volume-to-capacity ratio, international and domestic experience suggests that volume-to-
capacity ratios in the range of 0.85 to 0.90 represent an approximate threshold for satisfactory operation.”  A 
sensitivity analysis was performed to determine at what year the v/c ratio of the westbound approach of the 
interchange would reach the 0.85 and 1.0 thresholds. The 0.85 v/c threshold is reached in year 12, while the 1.0 v/c 
threshold is reached in year 16.  The maximum average delay is 17.7 and 41.3 seconds, respectively; while 
maximum queue lengths, for this leg of the interchange, vary from 275.2 to 551.5 feet, which would not impact the 
intersection at Crosspoint Boulevard.  It is proposed to construct only two lanes at this time. If queuing on the local 
network becomes problematic between years 12 and 16 or beyond, a third eastbound thru lane can be added to the 
roundabout and bridge at that time. A separate SIDRA analysis was completed, which included a third EB lane 
(Appendix E), and meets the LOS requirements at 20 years. 

The roundabout alternative introduces a weave for the eastbound to southbound right in movement at Kincaid Drive. 
Table 4-13 summarizes the HCS weaving analysis for this location. All weaving is anticipated to perform at an 
acceptable LOS.  

Table 4-13 | 106th Street Roundabout Interchange Weave at Kincaid 

106th Street/Kincaid 
Weave 

2015 2020 2035 

AM PM AM PM AM PM 

LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay 

Roundabout  B 19.6 B 17.6 C 23.5 B 19.2 C 25.9 C 24.9 

All of the interchange alternatives were investigated for potential diverge ramp queuing onto mainline I-69, which 
would be considered a fatal flaw.  Table 4-14 represents the anticipated queuing (in feet) along the I-69 diverge 
ramps at the adjacent interchanges. The longest average queue was reported in the table. The last column gives the 
distance from the ramp gore to the intersection at the local street. No ramps in the Build scenario have queuing 
issues onto I-69 mainline. In all but one location, average queuing is shortened with the addition of an interchange at 
106th Street due to less vehicles exiting at 96th and 116th Streets and rerouting to 106th Street. All average queue 
lengths were shortened in future year 2035, with the exception of 2015 AM, but more importantly, no queues affect 
the I-69 mainline.    
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Table 4-14 | Adjacent Interchanges and Intersections – Queuing Summary

2015 2020 2035 

Ramp 
Length 

AM PM AM PM AM PM 

116th 
Street 

Alt. 
Ave. 

Queue 
95% 

Queue 
Ave. 

Queue 
95% 

Queue 
Average 
Queue 

95% 
Queue 

Average 
Queue 

95% 
Queue 

Average 
Queue 

95% 
Queue 

Average 
Queue 

95% 
Queue 

I-69 SB 
No Build 753 1407 690 906 633 903 682 957 881 1474 637 1135 

1100 
Build 522 731 477 685 383 446 521 749 533 871 583 827 

I-69 NB 
No Build 81 186 831 1330 146 247 352 472 243 436 358 693 

1900 
Build 69 103 499 839 82 118 190 285 107 149 181 215 

2015 2020 2035 

Ramp 
Length 

AM PM AM PM AM PM 

106th 
Street 

Alt. 
Ave. 

Queue 
95% 

Queue 
Average 
Queue 

95% 
Queue 

Average 
Queue 

95% 
Queue 

Average 
Queue 

95% 
Queue 

Average 
Queue 

95% 
Queue 

Average 
Queue 

95% 
Queue 

I-69 SB 
(See Table 4-14) 

2000 

I-69 NB 2000 

2015 2020 2035 

Ramp 
Length 

AM PM AM PM AM PM 

96th 
Street 

Alt. 
Ave. 

Queue 
95% 

Queue 
Average 
Queue 

95% 
Queue 

Average 
Queue 

95% 
Queue 

Average 
Queue 

95% 
Queue 

Average 
Queue 

95% 
Queue 

Average 
Queue 

95% 
Queue 

I-69 SB 
No Build 122 197 126 175 92 143 118 189 96 140 186 334 

1800 
Build 55 85 58 84 65 80 73 134 85 109 70 111 

I-69 NB 
No Build 74 96 144 216 140 248 525 872 117 179 816 1389 

1800 
Build 114 164 124 141 81 175 131 179 90 134 147 180 

Since the queue lengths are taken from microsimulation analysis, there is some variation among the results 
depending on the particular microsimulation run.  All of the reported queue lengths are well within the limits of the 
ramps and are not anticipated to provide any operational challenges for mainline I-69. 

Table 4-15 | 106th Street Interchange Ramp Termini – Queuing Summary

2015 2020 2035 

AM PM AM PM AM PM 
106th 

Street & 
Alternative 

Average 
Queue 

95% 
Queue 

Average 
Queue 

95% 
Queue 

Average 
Queue 

95% 
Queue 

Average 
Queue 

95% 
Queue 

Average 
Queue 

95% 
Queue 

Average 
Queue 

95% 
Queue 

I-69 SB 

TD 136 193 76 117 74 118 101 199 104 133 117 157 

SPUI 50 79 77 118 61 88 96 119 103 160 110 144 

Roundabout NA 42 NA 33 NA 59 NA 41 NA 153 NA 104 

I-69 NB 

TD 47 77 64 93 67 84 80 119 76 125 76 129 

SPUI 30 65 56 90 35 50 65 79 56 97 106 150 

Roundabout NA 5 NA 14 NA 7 NA 14 NA 17 NA 27 

Table 4-15 represents the queuing at the 106th Street Interchange ramps with the three alternatives. The queue 
lengths do not impact the operations of I-69 mainline.  The single point alternative performed better than tight 
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diamond in all years, except for I-69 south bound in 2035. The roundabout performs better in the AM peak hour than 
the other two alternatives, but similar in the PM peak hour. 

4 . 3 . 6  C o s t  E s t i m a t e s
Full quantity take-offs were performed for each alternative including all expected pay items. Cost estimates for 
the interchange alternatives were prepared using INDOT’s OMAN cost estimating application and are included in 
Appendix D with a summary in Table 4-16.  The estimates provided represent costs in construction year 2016. 
The United Team also used real estate acquisition personnel to estimate preliminary right-of-way costs for the 
interchange alternatives. 

Table 4-16 | Estimated Construction Costs 

Summary of Estimated 
Construction Costs Tight Diamond SPUI Roundabout 

Estimated Road Cost $23.4 million $24.5 million $24.1 million 

Estimated Bridge Cost $4.7 million $6.4 million $5.5 million 
Estimated Right of Way 
Costs $3.9 million $5.1 million $4.3 million 

Estimated Total Const. Costs $31.3 million $36.0 million $33.9 million 

G-57



i n t e r c h a n g e 
justification report 1 0 6 t h  S t r e e t  a t  I - 6 9  

 

UNITED/CORRADINO  page | 50 

4 . 3 . 7  I n t e r c h a n g e  A l t e r n a t i v e s  C o m p a r i s o n  
 

Table   4-17 compares the interchange alternatives  on  criteria  commonly  considered  when choosing a 
preferred interchange configuration.  Traffic capacity and overall cost are the most critical components in the 
decision-making process; however, the other criteria listed in the table can be used to supplement the overall 
decision making. 
  
Table 4-17 | Interchange Alternatives Comparison 

Criteria Tight Diamond SPUI Roundabout DDI 
Total Cost $31.3 million $36.0 million $33.9 million $35.0 Million 

Right of Way 
Impacts 9.0 acres 10.7 acres 9.5 acres 10.1 acres 

2035 Peak Hour 
Capacity Results 
(average delay) 

AM: 42.4 seconds 
PM: 45.5 seconds 

AM: 33.3 seconds 
PM: 33.0 seconds 

AM: 5.8 seconds 
PM: 28.7 seconds 

AM East: 29.7 sec. 
AM West: 19.2 sec. 
PM East: 44.3 sec. 
PM West: 24.8 sec. 

24 Hour 
Operations 

Signal timings can be 
optimized during off-peak 
hours, but delay is 
unavoidable. 

Signal timings can be 
optimized during off-peak 
hours, but delay is 
unavoidable. 

Will operate with little to no 
delay off peak. 

Signal timings can be 
optimized during off-
peak hours, but delay 
is unavoidable. 

Future Expansion 

Bridge can be widened 
relatively easily in the 
future. Signal timings can 
be adjusted with changing 
traffic patterns. 

Difficult and costly to 
expand the bridge.   

Bridge can be widened 
relatively easily to provide 
third lane thru roundabout in 
the future.    
 

Similar to SPUI, 
difficult and costly to 
expand the bridge. 

Driver  Expectancy 
Common interchange 
configuration – high driver 
expectancy. 

Not as common as 
traditional diamond; 
however, familiarity with 
nearby I-465/Allisonville 
Road interchange – 
medium driver 
expectancy. 

Not a common interchange 
configuration; however, strong 
local familiarity with roundabouts 
and Keystone Parkway.  106th 
Street is a roundabout corridor -  
medium driver expectancy. 

No DDI interchanges 
exist in this area; 
however, DDI will be 
constructed along I-
65 south of 
Greenwood, IN. 

 
The roundabout interchange is the preferred alternative.  It minimizes average vehicular delay during the peak 
hours and provides a “low to no” delay solution during non-peak hours.  The roundabout interchange cost falls 
between the other two alternatives. It conforms to the existing pattern of roundabouts along 106th Street. 
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4 .4        P o l i c y  P o i n t  #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 interchange provides full access to and from I-69 at 106th Street. 106th Street is a county road of 
Hamilton County and is planned to be widened to 2 lanes in each direction between Crosspoint Boulevard and USA 
Parkway with the addition of a new interchange. 

The conceptual design of the proposed 106th Street and I-69 interchange is provided in Appendix A. These 
figures are schematic only and have been created to approximate interchange footprint, land needs and to ensure 
capacity needs.  The proposed design of the selected alternative will meet or exceed all design standards for an 
interchange according to the following industry standards: 

 INDOT Design Manual
 AASHTO’s A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets
 AASHTO’s A Policy on Design Standards – Interstate System
 NCHRP Report 672 – Roundabouts: An Informational Guide, 2nd Edition

Key design elements not readily determined from the enclosed figures include intersection sight distance, storage on 
ramps, vertical clearance, length of acceleration and deceleration lanes, and spacing between ramps.  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 Appendix E.  The 106th 
Street bridges will be constructed with a vertical clearance of 16.5 feet over I-69 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.  The spacing between exit and entrance ramps between 96th Street, 106th Street, and 116th 
Street is listed in AASHTO’s A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets Exhibit 10-68 as 1600 feet for a 
system to service interchange.  The final, designed ramps are expected to significantly exceed this value, estimated 
at approximately 3000 feet. 

Pedestrian access is depicted on the Appendix A figures and will consist of an eight foot sidewalk along the north 
side of 106th Street only, which has the lowest entering and exiting traffic volumes at the interchange.  Adequate sight 
distance will be provided for traffic to see pedestrians.  Lighting is planned along 106th Street to enhance pedestrian 
safety.  No pedestrian actuation will be provided. 

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. 
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4 .5        P o l i c y  P o i n t  #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 Indianapolis Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) has been included in the initial coordination with FHWA 
and INDOT for this proposed new interchange at I-69 and 106th Street. Per the Indianapolis MPO’s request, a copy 
of this IJ Report was given to the Indianapolis MPO at the same time it was submitted to FHWA on August 5th.  The 
new interchange is planned to be adopted into the Indianapolis MPO’s Long-Range Transportation Plan. A new 
interchange at 106th Street conforms to existing planning documents developed by the Town of Fishers. A meeting 
was held with the MPO on August 27, 2014 to amend the TP and have the project included in the TIP/STIP. 
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4 . 6  P o l i c y  P o i n t  # 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). 

The proposed interchange at 106th Street is the only interchange that can be added to this section of the corridor 
between I-465 and I-69/US 37 split. Interchanges currently exist at I-465, 82nd Street, 96th Street, and 116th Street.  

4 . 7  P o l i c y  P o i n t  # 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)).” 

Land Use analysis has been performed to provide inputs into the travel demand model for realistic growth projections 
for the project.   A screening process was performed to identify developable parcels.  The Town of Fishers provided 
GIS shape files including zoning, floodplains, and aerial photography for use in the screening process.  The first step 
in the screening process was to identify vacant parcels in the zoning shape file.  The next step was to identify 
planned urban development (PUD) parcels in the zoning shape file.  Aerial photography was used to verify the status 
of all parcels.  Any area within a floodplain was assumed undevelopable.  Small parcels that serve as utility 
easements, driveways, etc. were assumed undevelopable.  Protected parcel zonings, including open space, were 
assumed undevelopable.  The Town of Fishers Downtown Illustrative Master Plan includes specific plans for 
development that were incorporated in the analysis.  Vacant parcels were then assumed to develop with similar uses 
and densities as the existing development.  For example, the vacant ground in the southeast quadrant of the 
proposed I-69/106th Street interchange was assumed to develop with 3-story office buildings, with the same 
proportion of parking, infrastructure, storm water detention, etc., similar to the existing development on that site. 
Vacant parcels in residential areas were assumed to develop with residential with similar densities.  Figure 4-6 
illustrates the type of information used for the analysis. 
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4 . 8  P o l i c y  P o i n t  # 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).” 

The proposed interchange at 106th Street and I-69 has an environmental classification of an Environmental 
Assessment (EA). The EA for the interchange will be completed in accordance with the NEPA process. Work on the 
EA for the interchange has been occurring concurrently with this IJ Report and is scheduled to be completed in 
Spring 2015.  

  

   Figure 4-6 | Vacant Lots 

 
    Source: Town of Fishers Zoning GIS Shape file, Indiana State Travel Demand Model TAZ 
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5 . 0  S U M M A R Y  A N D  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  

The finding of this report is that additional access on Interstate 69 at 106th Street will have limited environmental 
impacts and positive operational and safety impacts to the roadway network. This project is supported by the local 
and state agencies and consistent with long-term transportation and land-use plans developed by Hamilton County 
and the Town of Fishers. The project will increase operational efficiency by relieving congestion at the existing 
interchanges, improve traffic safety along the I-69 corridor, enhance regional transportation network connectivity, and 
support the existing land uses. 

The proposed interchange at 106th Street satisfies each of the eight FHWA policy points for new access onto the 
interstate system. 

The preferred alternate is a Roundabout Interchange at 106th Street over Interstate 69. This alternative has superior 
traffic and safety operations and fewer environmental and right-of-way impacts than the other alternatives 
considered. 

G-63



 

 

 

Appendix H 
Water Resources 

 

 

 

H-1



 
 
 
 
Waters of the U.S. Determination Form 

Designation Number 1298035 
I-69 New Interchange at 106th Street ♦ Fishers, Indiana 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Prepared for: 

Indiana Department of Transportation 

Prepared by:  
Corradino LLC 

 Kirk Roth 

 
 
 July 31, 2015 

H-2



CORRADINO 

 

— Table of Contents — 
 

1. Introduction ............................................................................................................................. 2 

2. Project Site Background .......................................................................................................... 2 

Topographic Data ............................................................................................................................. 2 

Soil Data ........................................................................................................................................... 2 

National Wetland Inventory Map .................................................................................................... 3 

3. Site Reconnaissance ................................................................................................................ 3 

Wetland C ........................................................................................................................................ 4 

Wetland D ........................................................................................................................................ 4 

Wetland F ......................................................................................................................................... 4 

Wetland G ........................................................................................................................................ 5 

Open Water...................................................................................................................................... 5 

Non-jurisdictional Ditches ................................................................................................................ 5 

4. Summary and Conclusions ...................................................................................................... 6 

Appendix 

 Appendix A – Aerial Photo, Project Location, and Water Resources 

Appendix B – Relevant Excerpts from United Consultants Waters of the U.S. Report on 

Operation Indy Commute (OIC) 

Appendix C – Wetland Mapping and Datasheets 

Appendix D – Photo Log and Site Photos 

Appendix E – Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination Form 

 

 

i:\projects\4184\wp\waters report\waters report 106_jul_draft.docx 

 

H-3



CORRADINO 

1. Introduction 
Field Work Dates:   

Field work for this report was conducted on October 24, 2013, September 10, 2014, and July 15, 2015, 
by Corradino, LLC. 

Contributors:  Kirk Roth, Environmental Scientist 

Project Location:  

Fishers Quadrangle 
Sections 1 and 12 of Township 17 North, Range 4 East 
Hamilton County, Indiana 
 
Project Description:  

The Indiana Department of Transportation proposes to construct a new interchange at I-69 at 106th 
Street.  This project is part of a set of improvements to I-69 under Operation Indy Commute (OIC). 
During June of 2012, United Consulting produced a Waters of the U.S. Report for Operation Indy 
Commute (included in Appendix B). While the OIC Waters Report did not specifically address the 106th 
Street interchange, wetlands within the proposed project area were included as part of the report.  

2. Project Site Background 

Topographic Data 
The Fishers, Indiana USGS 7.5 Topographic Map indicates the land use surrounding the investigation 
area is primarily commercial development. No streams were indicated within the investigation area. 

Soil Data 
The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) – Hamilton County Soil Survey and Marion County 
Soil Survey identifies the project corridor as having three soil types. A copy of the Soil Survey Map is 
attached in Appendix page A-5. The following table lists each soil type and indicates if it is shown on the 
NRCS Hydric Soils List for Indiana. 
 
    Table 1: Soil Types 

Soil Name Hydric 

Brookston silty clay loam Yes 

Crosby silt loam No 

Miami silt loam No 
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A brief description of each soil series is provided below: 

• Brookston Series – The Brookston series consists of very deep, poorly drained soils formed in up 
to 51 cm (20 inches) of silty material and the underlying loamy till in depressions on till plains 
and moraines. Slope gradients range from zero to three percent. The soils formed in loamy till of 
Wisconsinan age. 

• Crosby Series – The Crosby series consists of very deep, somewhat poorly drained soils that are 
moderately deep to dense till. Crosby soils formed in as much as 56 cm (22 inches) of loess or 
other silty material and in the underlying loamy till. They are on till plains. Slope ranges from 
zero to six percent. Depth to the top of an intermittent perched high water table ranges from 15 
to 61 cm (0.5 to 2.0 feet) during the winter and spring in normal years. Potential for surface 
runoff is low or medium. 

• Miami Series – The Miami series consists of very deep, moderately well drained soils that are 
moderately deep to dense till. The Miami soils formed in as much as 46 cm (18 inches) of loess 
or silty material and in the underlying loamy till. They are on till plains. Slope ranges from zero 
to 60 percent. Potential for surface water runoff is medium on the gentle slopes and high on the 
steeper slopes. Saturated hydraulic conductivity is moderately high in the solum and moderately 
low or low in the underlying dense till. Permeability is moderate in the upper part of the solum, 
moderately slow in the lower part of the solum, and slow or very slow in the underlying dense 
till. 

National Wetland Inventory Map 
The National Wetland Inventory (NWI) map indicates no wetland areas exist within the project corridor. 
A copy of the corresponding NWI data is attached in Appendix A. 

3. Site Reconnaissance 
Site reconnaissance was conducted on October 24, 2013, September 10, 2014, and July 15, 2015, by 
Corradino, LLC. The purpose of the reconnaissance was to verify the wetlands and boundaries identified 
in the OIC report, as well as to search for wetlands which may have developed since the completion of 
the report. Within the area of the 106th Street interchange, the OIC report lists three wetlands, and 
names them Wetland C, Wetland D, and Wetland F. The OIC terminology was retained for the purposes 
of this report. Some of the original OIC wetland boundaries were expanded, based on field observations.  
A fourth wetland, not treated in the OIC report, was determined to be impacted by project right-of-way 
and named Wetland G during the field investigation. Wetland G was associated with some non-wetland 
open water, and this open water is treated here as well. Aside from these waters, no areas within the 
proposed 106th Street right-of-way were found to have potential wetland conditions. Wetland mapping 
and datasheets are displayed in Appendix C. 
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Wetland C 
Wetland C is located approximately 350 feet north of 106th Street along the east side of northbound 
I-69. This wetland is bordered by a mowed roadway embankment to the north. The wetland has outlets 
into roadside ditches to the north and south. The ditches lack an OHWM or normal water flow. This area 
is an emergent wetland. The entire 0.14 acre wetland is expected to be impacted by permanent right-of-
way. 

• Vegetation – Wetland C is a cattail (Typha latifolia) dominated marsh with scattered patches of 
hydrophytic grasses and rushes. 

• Soils – Soils in Wetland C showed a depleted matrix and are considered hydrophytic. 

• Hydrology – Several indicators support wetland hydrology. Most notable were soil saturation, a 
sparsely vegetated concave surface, and the presence of reduced iron in the soil. 

Wetland D 
Wetland D is located approximately 140 feet southwest of 106th Street along the west side of 
southbound I-69. This wetland is bordered by a mowed roadway embankment to the east and the toe of 
the slope to the 106th Street Bridge to the north.  The wetland is occasionally disturbed by mowing. The 
wetland has outlets into roadside ditches located to the south and north. The ditches lack an OHWM or 
normal water flow. This area is an emergent wetland. 0.08 acres of the 0.12 acre wetland is expected to 
be impacted by permanent right-of-way. 

• Vegetation – Wetland D is a cattail (Typha latifolia) dominated marsh with other hydrophytic 
plants, especially Phalaris arundinacea.  

• Soils – Soils in Wetland D showed a depleted matrix and are considered hydrophytic. 

• Hydrology – Several indicators support wetland hydrology. Most notable were surface water, 
soil saturation, iron deposits, and the presence of reduced iron in the soil.  

Wetland F 
Wetland F is located approximately 140 feet southeast of 106th Street along the east side of northbound 
I-69, enclosed entirely within the existing I-69 right-of-way. This wetland is bordered by a mowed 
roadway embankment to the west. This wetland is often disturbed by mowing. The wetland has outlets 
into the roadside ditches located south and north of the wetland. The ditches lack an OHWM or normal 
water flow. This area is an emergent wetland. The entire 0.12 acres of this wetland is expected to be 
impacted by permanent right-of-way. 

• Vegetation – Wetland F is dominated by Phalaris arundinacea, with other hydrophytic grasses – 
most notably Echinochloa – and other scattered hydrophytic species. 

• Soils – Soils in Wetland D showed a depleted matrix and are considered hydrophytic. 
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• Hydrology – Several indicators support wetland hydrology. Most notable were shallow surface 
water, soil saturation, iron deposits, and the presence of reduced iron in the soil. 

Wetland G 
Wetland G is the emergent fringe for a large manmade stormwater detention pond in the southeast 
quadrant of the 106th Street and I-69 intersection. For the purposes of this report, Wetland G consists 
only of the bankside wetland area plus the distance into the pond in which wetland vegetation growth is 
evident. Wetland conditions exist approximately two feet inland from the bank and between six and 12 
feet into the pond. Beyond this area, the pond is considered open water. 0.08 acre of the 0.32-acre 
wetland is expected to be impacted by right-of-way. A minimal amount (0.01 acres) of this impact is due 
to temporary right-of-way used to restore stormwater detention, and it is likely that Wetland G will 
eventually expand due to this effort. 

• Vegetation – Wetland G had a diverse assemblage of vegetation, including many hydrophytic 
shrubs, forbs, grasses, and sedges. Willows (Salix sp.) were the dominant shrub and the 
shoreline vegetation consisted of patches of several species, including dominant sections of 
Juncus, Carex, Eleocharis, Phalaris, Bidens, Typha, and others. Within the pond, Myriophyllum 
was dominant with patches of Typha and Potamogeton.  

• Soils – Soils in Wetland D showed a depleted matrix, and are considered hydrophytic. Sampling 
was inhibited in some areas due to rock and/or extensive soil saturation, and signs of soil 
disturbance (likely occurred from the creation of the pond itself) were evident. However, all 
areas appeared to have darkened, depleted soils and no soils in the delineated area seemed 
questionable as to hydric status. 

• Hydrology – Several indicators support wetland hydrology. Most notable were surface water, 
soil saturation, the presence of reduced iron in the soil, and the presence of true aquatic flora 
and fauna (such as fish and tadpoles). 

Open Water 
There is a large manmade pond in the southeast quadrant of the 106th Street and I-69 intersection. The 
pond serves as stormwater control for the surrounding area and conveys to a ditch and storm sewer to 
the south. This storm sewer may encounter the jurisdictional Margaret O’Brian Ditch. As a stormwater 
control feature, this water and its associated fringe wetland (Wetland G) may be subject to Nationwide 
Permit 43 if loss is less than a half-acre and therefore not considered Waters of the U.S. 0.16 acres of 
impact is expected (0.003 of which is temporary right-of-way), although this capacity is expected to be 
restored with reconstruction of the retention pond to the south. 

Non-jurisdictional Ditches 

Within the investigation area, I-69 is lined with non-jurisdictional roadside ditches created for the 
purposes of conveying stormwater away from the roadway. Some of these ditches convey water to 
streams outside the project limits. These ditches do not have ordinary high water marks or carry 
relatively permanent water flow. In many cases, they are populated by typical roadside upland plant life 
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(such as Schedonorus and Poa grasses, etc.) rather than wetland species, although hydrophytic species 
are dominant in scattered areas. 

4. Summary and Conclusions 
The OIC Waters of the U.S. Report listed Wetlands C, D, and F as jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. It 
should be noted that the OIC report did not specify how these wetlands were connected to navigable 
waters and even stated that the associated ditches were non-jurisdictional.  

As an artificial pond created in an upland area for the purpose of stormwater control, Wetland G and 
the associated open water will be exempt from jurisdiction, provided that the loss of waters is less than 
half an acre (in accordance with Nationwide Permit 43). As plans stand currently, the pond is to be 
expanded to the south in equal measure to any right-of-way and construction impact, so no loss would 
occur. Note also that Nationwide Permit 43 states that, “Management activities do not require pre-
construction notification [to the USACE district engineer] if they are limited to restoring the original 
design capacities of the stormwater management facility.” As a stormwater detention basin, and an 
incidental feature on commercial property, Wetland G and the associated open water also qualify as 
exempt isolated waters, in accordance with Indiana Code 13-11-2-265. 

Wetlands C, D, and F exhibit conditions characteristic of wetlands as defined by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual and Midwestern Supplement. However, these wetlands show no 
surface connection or significant nexus to jurisdictional waters. None of these have surface connection 
via OHWM to any jurisdictional streams, etc. Any connective or adjacent ditches lack OHWM or 
continuous surface flow, and all of these wetlands are both outside of the 100-year floodplain and more 
than 1,500 feet from Cheeney Creek, the nearest jurisdictional water.  In accordance with USACE and 
INDOT Office of Environmental Service guidance, these wetlands are unlikely to be Waters of the U.S. 
subject to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act due to the lack of connectivity to any jurisdictional water. 
In this area, the Louisville District of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has final discretionary authority 
over all jurisdictional determinations. Wetlands C, D, and F are associated with roadside ditches, but are 
not contained wholly within them. Therefore, they are likely Waters of the State of Indiana, in 
accordance with IC 13-11-2-265.  All waters treated in this report are summarized in the table below: 
 
Table 2: Waters Summary Table  

Water ID Photo # Coordinates Cowardin 
Type Quality Total 

Acreage 
Acreage 
Impacted 

Water 
of U.S. 

Water of the 
State 

Wetland C 1-4 39.94298 N 
-86.01762 W PEM Poor (invasives, 

size) 0.14 0.14 No Yes 

Wetland D 5-6 39.94150 N 
-86.01960 W PEM Poor (invasives, 

size) 0.12 0.08 No Yes 

Wetland F 8-9 39.94140 N 
-86.01880 W PEM Poor (invasives, 

exotics, size) 0.12 0.12 No Yes 

Wetland G 12-17 39.94138 N 
-86.01700 W PEM 

Fair (flora and 
fauna, size, 

artificial) 
0.32 0.08 No Yes* 

Open 
Water 12-17 39.94130 N 

-86.01779 W PUB 
Fair (flora and 

fauna, size, 
artificial) 

2.21 0.16 No Yes* 

*These features are exempt because the pond is a storm water detention basin and the wetland 
formed due to the presence of the pond. 
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A 2012 aerial photograph showing the project location.
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Consultants Waters of the U.S. 

Report on Operation Indy 
Commute (OIC) 

H-12



Waters of the U.S. Report 

 
Operation Indy Commute — Items 3 and 4 

INDOT Des. No.: 1173161 
 

Prepared By: 

1625 North Post Road 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46219-1995 

Phone: (317) 895-2585   or   (800) 536-2594 
Fax: (317) 895-2596  

Submitted to:  
INDOT Office of Environmental Services 

Ecology and Waterway Permits 
100 North Senate Avenue, Room N642 

Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 
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Please see the data sheets located in Appendix C of this document for further details 
regarding the characteristics of this wetland and other identified upland areas within the 
project limits. 
 
Wetland C -   
 
Wetland C is located approximately 350 feet north of 106th Street along the east side of 
northbound I-69.  This wetland is bordered by a mowed roadway embankment to the north.  
The wetland extends outside the limits of the study area to the east.  The wetland outlets 
into roadside ditches to the north and south.   Please see Appendix A for further location 
details.    This area meets the definition of an emergent wetland.  This wetland is 
approximately 0.16 acres in size.  A detailed description of Wetland C has been provided 
below: 
 
1. Vegetation 

 
Wetland C contained species consistent with a emergent wetland.  The species identified 
include Typha latifolia and Schoenoplectus tabernaemontani.  All of the identified dominate 
plant species meet the criteria to be considered hydrophytic vegetation.   
 
2. Soils  

 
An onsite reconnaissance revealed the presence of hydric soils.  The NRCS Hamilton 
County Soil Survey shows Wetland C as having Brookston silty clay loam.  The soil within 
this wetland possesses a depleted matrix.  Please see data sheet C-1 for additional details. 
 
3. Hydrology  

 
This area contained saturation visible on aerial imagery, surface cracks, FAC-Neutral Test, 
and wetland drainage patterns.    
 
Please see the data sheets located in Appendix C of this document for further details 
regarding the characteristics of this wetland and other identified upland areas within the 
project limits. 
 
Wetland D -   
 
Wetland D is located approximately 140 feet southwest of 106th Street along the west side 
of southbound I-69.  This wetland is bordered by a mowed roadway embankment to the 
east and extends outside the study area to the west.  The limits of this wetland extend 
beyond the study area.   The wetland outlets into roadside side ditches located to the south 
and north.   Please see Appendix A for further location details.    This area meets the 
definition of an emergent wetland.  This wetland is approximately 0.11 acres in size.  A 
detailed description of Wetland D has been provided below: 
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1. Vegetation 
 

Wetland D contained species consistent with a emergent wetland.  The species identified 
include: Typha latifolia, Phalaris arundinacea, Salix nigra and Vitis riparia.  All of the 
identified dominate plant species meet the criteria to be considered hydrophytic vegetation.   
 
2. Soils  

 
An onsite reconnaissance revealed the presence of hydric soils.  The NRCS Hamilton 
County Soil Survey shows Wetland D as having Brookston silty clay loam.  The soil within 
this wetland possesses a depleted matrix.  Please see data sheet  D-1 for additional details. 
 
3. Hydrology  

 
This area contained soil saturation, high water table, FAC-Neutral Test, and wetland 
drainage patterns.    
 
Please see the data sheets located in Appendix C of this document for further details 
regarding the characteristics of this wetland and other identified upland areas within the 
project limits. 
 
Wetland E -   
 
Wetland E is located approximately 5,000 feet north of 96th Street along the west side of 
southbound I-69.  This wetland is bordered by a mowed roadway embankment to the east 
and extends outside study area to the west.  Roadside ditches are located are north and 
south of the wetland.   Please see Appendix A for further location details.    This area meets 
the definition of a forested wetland.  This wetland is approximately 0.26 acres in size.    A 
detailed description of Wetland E has been provided below: 
 
1. Vegetation 

 
Wetland E contained species consistent with a forested wetland.  The species identified 
include: Fraxinus pennsylvanica, Lonicera maackii, Polygonum persicaria, Boehmeria 
cylindrica and Vitis riparia.  All of the identified dominate plant species meet the criteria to be 
considered hydrophytic vegetation.   
 
2. Soils  

 
An onsite reconnaissance revealed the presence of hydric soils.  The NRCS Hamilton 
County Soil Survey shows Wetland E as having Brookston silty clay loam.  The soil within 
this wetland possesses a depleted matrix.  Please see data sheet E-1 for additional details. 
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3. Hydrology  
 

This area contained soil saturation, high water table, drift deposits, water stained leaves, 
FAC-Neutral Test, and wetland drainage patterns.    
 
Please see the data sheets located in Appendix C of this document for further details 
regarding the characteristics of this wetland and other identified upland areas within the 
project limits. 
 
Wetland F -   
 
Wetland F is located approximately 140 feet southeast of 106th Street along the east side of 
northbound I-69.  This wetland is bordered by a mowed roadway embankment to the west 
and extends outside the limits of the study area to the east.  The limits of this wetland 
extend beyond the study area.   The wetland outlets into roadside ditch located south and 
north of the wetland.   Please see Appendix A for further location details.    This area meets 
the definition of an emergent wetland.  This wetland is approximately 0.12 acres in size.  A 
detailed description of Wetland F has been provided below: 
 
1. Vegetation 

 
Wetland F contained species consistent with an emergent wetland.  The species identified 
include Phalaris arundinacea, Schoenoplectus tabernaemontani, Vitis riparia and Agrostis 
gigantea.  All of the identified dominate plant species meet the criteria to be considered 
hydrophytic vegetation.   
 
2. Soils  

 
An onsite reconnaissance revealed the presence of hydric soils.  The NRCS Hamilton 
County Soil Survey shows Wetland F as having Brookston silty clay loam.  The soil within 
this wetland possesses a depleted matrix.  Please see data sheet F-1 for additional details. 
 
3. Hydrology  

 
This area contained surface water, soil saturation, high water table, geomorphic position, 
FAC-Neutral Test, and wetland drainage patterns.    
 
Please see the data sheets located in Appendix C of this document for further details 
regarding the characteristics of this wetland and other identified upland areas within the 
project limits. 
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stream crossings were identified during the investigation.  The following table summarizes 
the characteristics of the streams within the project limits. 

 
In addition to the above-listed information, each stream was further classified as ephemeral, 
intermittent or perennial.    A description of each stream classification has been provided 
below: 
 
1) Ephemeral Streams: 
 
Ephemeral stream means a feature that carries only stormwater in direct response to 
precipitation with water flowing only during and shortly after large precipitation events. An 
ephemeral stream may or may not have a well-defined channel, the aquatic bed is always 
above the water table, and stormwater runoff is the primary source of water. An ephemeral 
stream typically lacks the biological, hydrological, and physical characteristics commonly 
associated with the continuous or intermittent conveyance of water. 
 
2) Intermittent Streams: 
 
Intermittent stream means a well-defined channel that contains water for only part of the 
year (30% to 90% of the year), typically during winter and spring when the aquatic bed is 
below the water table. The flow may be heavily supplemented by stormwater runoff. 

 
3) Perennial Streams: 
 
Perennial stream means a well-defined channel that contains water year round during a 
year of normal rainfall with the aquatic bed located below the water table for most of the 
year. Groundwater is the primary source of water for a perennial stream, but it also carries 
stormwater runoff. A perennial stream exhibits the typical biological, hydrological, and 
physical characteristics commonly associated with the continuous conveyance of water. 
 
5) Summary and Conclusions: 
 
United Consulting inspected the project area on September 7, 2011 and September 29, 
2011 performing a jurisdictional determination and delineation of the boundaries of “waters 

Stream/Unnamed 
Trib. Reference  

Photos Stream 
Type 

OHWM 
Width 
 

OHWM 
Depth 

USGS 
Blue 
Line 

Likely 
Waters of 
the U.S. 

UNT #1  Ephemeral 18 inches 3 inches No Yes 
Howland Ditch  Perennial 4.5 feet 10 inches Yes Yes 
UNT to Heath 
Ditch 

 Perennial 7 feet 16 inches No Yes 

Margaret O’Brien 
Drain 

 intermittent 3 feet 8  inches No Yes 

Cheeney Creek  Perennial 8 feet 20 inches No Yes 
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 Waters of the U.S. Report 
 

 
Figure #9: Looking south across wetland C. 

 
Figure #10: Looking east across wetland C. 
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 Waters of the U.S. Report 
 

 
Figure #11: Looking northeast across wetland C. 

 
Figure #12: Looking southeast across wetland C. 
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 Waters of the U.S. Report 
 

 
Figure #13: Looking north across wetland D. 

 
Figure #14: Looking west across wetland D. 
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I-69 Operation Indy Commute – Items 3 & 4 
Marion and Hamilton Counties, Indiana 

 Waters of the U.S. Report 
 

 
Figure #15: Looking southwest across wetland D. 

 
Figure #16: Looking northwest across wetland D. 
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I-69 Operation Indy Commute – Items 3 & 4 
Marion and Hamilton Counties, Indiana 

 Waters of the U.S. Report 
 

 

 
Figure #25: Looking northwest across wetland F. 

 
Figure #26: Looking south across wetland F. 
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I-69 Operation Indy Commute – Items 3 & 4 
Marion and Hamilton Counties, Indiana 

 Waters of the U.S. Report 
 

 
Figure #27: Looking northeast across wetland F. 

 
Figure #28: Looking north across wetland F. 
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Wetland C 

Photo 1— July 11, 2014  Northeast View 

Photo 4— October 23, 2014  Northwest View Photo 3— October 23, 2014  Southwest View 

Photo 2— July 30, 2014  Northwest View 
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Wetland D 

Photo 5— July 11, 2014  West View  Photo 6— October 23, 2014  Northwest View 

Photo 7— July 11, 2014  West View (Outside ROW) 
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Wetland F 

Photo 9— September 10, 2014  East View 

Photo 10— September10, 2014  Southwest View  Photo 11— September 10, 2014  Northeast View 

Photo 8— September 10, 2014  East View 
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Wetland G 

Photo 13— September 10, 2014  South View 

Photo 15— 
July 30, 2014  
North View 

Photo 14— July 11, 2014  Northwest View 

Photo 12— July 11, 2014  Southwest View 
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Photo 19— July 15, 2015  
Northwest  View—
wetland outside perma‐
nent ROW 

Photo 16— July 15, 2015  Northeast View  Photo 17— July 15, 2015 South View 

Photo 18— July 15, 20145 Southeast View—temporary ROW area 
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ATTACHMENT  
 
PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION FORM 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

A.   REPORT COMPLETION DATE FOR PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL 
DETERMINATION (JD): 10 AUG 2015    

 
B.   NAME AND ADDRESS OF PERSON REQUESTING PRELIMINARY JD: 
Kirk Roth 
Corradino, LLC 
200 S. Meridian Street, Suite 330 
Indianapolis, IN 46225 
(317) 385-5388 
 

C.   DISTRICT OFFICE, FILE NAME, AND NUMBER:       
 
D.   PROJECT LOCATION(S) AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  [DES 
1298035] The study area in the immediate vicinity of the proposed 106th Street 
interchange is bounded by 96th Street to the south, Allisonville Road to the west, 126th 
Street to the north, and Cumberland Road to the east.  United Consulting performed a 
jurisdictional determination of waters and submitted Waters of the United States Report 
in June 2012 for the Operation Indy Commute area, which encompasses the 106th Street 
interchange area and others.  On October 24, 2013, September 10, 2014, and July 15, 
2015, Corradino LLC performed a jurisdictional determination of the Waters of the 
United States specific to the interchange area.  Four wetlands and one open water pond 
were identified during the investigation.  None of these are likely Waters of the U.S. 
  
(USE THE ATTACHED TABLE TO DOCUMENT MULTIPLE WATERBODIES 
AT DIFFERENT SITES) 

State: Indiana   County/parish/borough: Hamilton  City: Fishers 
Center coordinates of site (lat/long in degree decimal format):   
 Lat. 38° 04’ 23.29” N,  Long. 87° 17’ 57.44”  
Universal Transverse Mercator:       
Name of nearest waterbody: Cheeney Creek 
Identify (estimate) amount of waters in the review area:  
     Non-wetland waters:   
 Cowardin Class:  
 Wetlands:  
 Cowardin Class:   
 
Name of any water bodies on the site that have been identified as Section 10 
waters:  
 Tidal: N/A 
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 Non-Tidal: N/A 
 

E.   REVIEW PERFORMED FOR SITE EVALUATION (CHECK ALL THAT 
APPLY): 

X Office (Desk) Determination.  Date: 10/24/13    
X Field Determination.  Date(s): 10/24/13, 9/10/14, 7/15/15 
 

1.  The Corps of Engineers believes that there may be jurisdictional waters of the 
United States on the subject site, and the permit applicant or other affected party 
who requested this preliminary JD is hereby advised of his or her option to 
request and obtain an approved jurisdictional determination (JD) for that site.  
Nevertheless, the permit applicant or other person who requested this 
preliminary JD has declined to exercise the option to obtain an approved JD in 
this instance and at this time. 
 
2.  In any circumstance where a permit applicant obtains an individual permit, or 
a Nationwide General Permit (NWP) or other general permit verification requiring 
“pre-construction notification” (PCN), or requests verification for a non-reporting 
NWP or other general permit, and the permit applicant has not requested an 
approved JD for the activity, the permit applicant is hereby made aware of the 
following: (1) the permit applicant has elected to seek a permit authorization 
based on a preliminary JD, which does not make an official determination of 
jurisdictional waters; (2) that the applicant has the option to request an approved 
JD before accepting the terms and conditions of the permit authorization, and 
that basing a permit authorization on an approved JD could possibly result in less 
compensatory mitigation being required or different special conditions; (3) that 
the applicant has the right to request an individual permit rather than accepting 
the terms and conditions of the NWP or other general permit authorization; (4) 
that the applicant can accept a permit authorization and thereby agree to comply 
with all the terms and conditions of that permit, including whatever mitigation 
requirements the Corps has determined to be necessary; (5) that undertaking 
any activity in reliance upon the subject permit authorization without requesting 
an approved JD constitutes the applicant’s acceptance of the use of the 
preliminary JD, but that either form of JD will be processed as soon as is 
practicable; (6) accepting a permit authorization (e.g., signing a proffered 
individual permit) or undertaking any activity in reliance on any form of Corps 
permit authorization based on a preliminary JD constitutes agreement that all 
wetlands and other water bodies on the site affected in any way by that activity 
are jurisdictional waters of the United States, and precludes any challenge to 
such jurisdiction in any administrative or judicial compliance or enforcement 
action, or in any administrative appeal or in any Federal court; and (7) whether 
the applicant elects to use either an approved JD or a preliminary JD, that  JD 
will be processed as soon as is practicable.  Further, an approved JD, a proffered 
individual permit (and all terms and conditions contained therein), or individual 
permit denial can be administratively appealed pursuant to 33 C.F.R. Part 331, 
and that in any administrative appeal, jurisdictional issues can be raised (see 33 
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C.F.R. 331.5(a)(2)).  If, during that administrative appeal, it becomes necessary 
to make an official determination whether CWA jurisdiction exists over a site, or 
to provide an official delineation of jurisdictional waters on the site, the Corps will 
provide an approved JD to accomplish that result, as soon as is practicable. 
This preliminary JD finds that there “may be” waters of the United States on the 
subject project site, and identifies all aquatic features on the site that could be 
affected by the proposed activity, based on the following information: 
 
SUPPORTING DATA.  Data reviewed for preliminary JD (check all that apply 

- checked items should be included in case file and, where checked and 
requested, appropriately reference sources below): 
X Maps, plans, plots or plat submitted by or on behalf of the 
applicant/consultant:  Corradino, LLC. 
X Data sheets prepared/submitted by or on behalf of the 
applicant/consultant.  

 X Office concurs with data sheets/delineation report.   
  Office does not concur with data sheets/delineation report.   

 Data sheets prepared by the Corps:     . 

 Corps navigable waters’ study:     . 

 U.S. Geological Survey Hydrologic Atlas:     . 
  USGS NHD data.   

  USGS 8 and 12 digit HUC maps.   
X U.S. Geological Survey map(s). Cite scale & quad name:1:20,000; 
FIshers. 
X USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey. Citation: 
NRCS Soil Survey – Hamilton County, Indiana 
X National wetlands inventory map(s).  Cite name: USFWS – NWI Mapping 

 State/Local wetland inventory map(s):     . 
X FEMA/FIRM maps: Hamilton County, Indiana. 

 100-year Floodplain Elevation is:     (National Geodetic Vertical Datum 
of 1929) 
X Photographs: X Aerial (Name & Date): 2013.  
    or X Other (Name & Date):2014, 2015, provided by Corradino  

 Previous determination(s).  File no. and date of response letter:     . 

 Other information (please specify):     . 
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IMPORTANT NOTE: The information recorded on this form has not 
necessarily been verified by the Corps and should not be relied upon for 
later jurisdictional determinations. 
 
 
 
_________________________                           __________________________ 
       10 AUG 2015 
Signature and date of   Signature and date of 
Regulatory Project Manager   person requesting preliminary JD 
(REQUIRED)  (REQUIRED, unless obtaining 

the signature is impracticable) 
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Wetland ID Longitude 
Latitude 

Cowardin 
Class 

Acreage 
Impacted 

Class of Aquatic 
Resource 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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David Cleveland

From: Bales, Ronald <rbales@indot.IN.gov>
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 12:50 PM
To: Shi, Runfa
Cc: David Cleveland; Kirk Roth; Ted Stone
Subject: DES: 1298035 - New Interchange Construction on I69, I-69 at 106 Street, Hamilton 

County, Indiana

A Traffic Noise Analysis report was completed by The Corradino Group, Inc. on May 7, 2015 for the I-65 at 
106th Street New Interchange Project in Hamilton County, Indiana.  The purpose of this project is to add an exit 
in Fishers, Ind., improve access, while relieving traffic demand on the interchanges to the south and north.  The 
traffic noise analysis evaluated noise impacts for this project. 

The traffic noise analysis identified nine receptors within the project area including  six Category E receptors 
(Office, Business), two Category C receptors (Church, School), and one Category F (Retail).  Three Category E 
receptors would experience a noise impact in the design year by approaching the NAC for Category E.   Noise 
abatement has not been found to be reasonable due to the isolated nature of the impacted receptors.    

Therefore we are not recommending noise barriers be included in this project.   A reevaluation of the noise 
analysis will occur during final design.  If during final it has been determined that conditions have changed such 
that noise abatement is feasible and reasonable, the abatement measures might  be provided.  The final decision 
on the installation of any abatement measures will be made upon the completion of the project’s final design 
and the public involvement processes. 

This e-mail serves as approval of the traffic noise analysis report. 

Please let us know if you would like to view the full report or discuss further.  Thank you. 

Ron Bales 
Environmental Policy Manager 

100 North Senate Ave., Room 642 

Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Office: (317) 234-4916 
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Email: rbales@indot.in.gov 
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Noise Study Report 
I-69 New Interchange at 106th Street, Hamilton County 
Des. #: 1298035 

Submitted to: 

  United Consulting Engineers 

Submitted by: 

The Corradino Group, Inc.

May 7, 2015  
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Note:  Corradino LLC has purchased the professional version of Google Earth and hereby credits Google Earth for 
the aerial photography used herein. 
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I-65 New Interchange at 10th Street, Hamilton County Des. #: 1298035 

Executive Summary 
 
This Noise Study Report accompanies an Environmental Assessment for the new interchange of 106th Street 
in Fishers, Hamilton County with I-69 (Des. No. 1298035) (Figure 1).  The purpose of this project is to 
add an exit in Fishers, Ind., to improve access there, while relieving traffic demand on the interchanges to 
the south and north.  The northwest quadrant of the proposed interchange has been analyzed separately in 
the Draft I-69 Expansion Design Projects Traffic Noise Impact Analysis (October 2014, Des. #s 1383332, 
1383336).  
 
As roadway capacity is being added and federal funds are involved, under 23 CFR, part 772, the project is 
considered a “Type I” noise project.  This means a noise analysis should be performed to determine whether 
the project will cause noise impacts and, if so, whether there are feasible and reasonable ways to mitigate 
those impacts. 
 
This noise analysis follows the guidance in the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA’s) Highway 
Traffic Noise: Analysis and Abatement Guidance (December 2011) and the Indiana Department of 
Transportation’s (INDOT’s) Procedural Manual for Preparing Environmental Documents and its Traffic 
Noise Analysis Procedure (July 2011).   
 
Noise measurements were made in conformance with FHWA’s guidance at six locations representing 
common noise environments (CNEs) – areas within which traffic volume, speed, and geometric conditions 
are similar (see Appendix A for graphics showing each common noise environment and receptor and 
Appendix B for information about the measurements).   
 
The study area is predominantly flat with minor swales at a few locations.  Corridor land use has changed 
dramatically in recent years from farmland to primarily office buildings.  Exceptions are to the east of I-69 
and Lantern Road – the Lantern Road Elementary School and Eastern Star Church.  The Flanagan House, 
determined to be legible for the National Register of Historic Places early in the project study, and then 
located on the south side of 106th Street west of Kincaid Drive, has been moved to a site in the northeast 
quadrant near I-69.  It is no longer considered eligible for the Register after the move, and its use remains 
to be determined. 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has developed Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) that states 
have adopted (Table 1). These criteria guide how noise impacts are defined and when abatement 
(mitigation) should be tested. Residential receptors fall into activity category B. The applicable noise 
criterion for this land use is 67 dBA, defined in terms of the one-hour equivalent noise level, expressed as 
Leq (1h). The church and elementary school fall into activity category C, with the same criterion of 67 dBA.  
The Code of Federal Regulations, Part 772, guides noise analysis. It defines potential impacts in terms of 
noise levels approaching or exceeding the NAC. INDOT’s Noise Analysis Procedure defines approaching 
as one decibel.  So the effective value for impact analysis in Indiana for activity categories B and C is 66 
dBA, rather than 67 dBA.  Offices and commercial uses fall into NAC activity category E, with an effective 
criterion of 71 dBA. Retail uses, together with industrial and trucking/logistics/warehousing, and 
agriculture are in NAC activity category F, for which there is no noise impact criterion.   
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I-65 New Interchange at 10th Street, Hamilton County Des. #: 1298035 

 
 
 

 
  

Figure 1 
Project and Receivers - I-69 at 106th Street 

(See Appendix A for more detailed graphics) 
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I-65 New Interchange at 10th Street, Hamilton County Des. #: 1298035 

Table 1 
FHWA – Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) 

Hourly A-Weighted Sound Level-decibels (dBA) 

Activity 
Category 

Activity Criteria 
Leq(1h) Description of Activity Category 

A 57 (Exterior) 
Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and serve an 
important public need, and where the preservation of those qualities is essential if the 
area is to continue to serve its intended purpose. 

B* 67 (Exterior) Residential. 

C* 67 (Exterior) 

Active sport areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums, campgrounds, cemeteries, day care 
centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, parks, picnic areas, places of worship, 
playgrounds, public meeting rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures, radio 
studios, recording studios, recreation areas, Section 4(f) sites, schools, television 
studios, trails, and trail crossings. 

D 52 (Interior) 
Auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, places of 
worship, public meeting rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures, radio 
studios, recording studios, schools, and television studios. 

E 72 (Exterior) Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other developed lands, properties, or 
activities not included in A–D or F. 

F -- 
Agriculture, airports, bus yards, emergency services, industrial, logging, maintenance 
facilities, manufacturing, mining, rail yards, retail facilities, shipyards, utilities (water 
resources, water treatment, electrical), and warehousing. 

G -- Undeveloped lands that are not permitted. 
* Includes undeveloped lands permitted for this activity category. 

Source: Federal Highway Administration – 23 CFR 772. 
 
 
Summary of Analysis  
 
Existing Conditions – Analysis using the Traffic Noise Model (TNM2.5) validated the noise 
measurements obtained in the field within the standard 3 dBA. Measurements in October 2013 ranged 
between 59 and 71 dBA.  Once the TNM2.5 noise model inputs were validated for the measurement sites, 
seven receptors were tested in the CNEs, representing all locations within 500 feet of the proposed project.  
This included receptors representing office buildings in all three quadrants, a retail location selling bricks 
in the northeast quadrant, the noted church, and the school.  
 
No Build Alternative – The No Build Alternative (2035) assumes the separate I-69 Interstate Expansion 
Projects 1 and 3,1 which will add capacity on I-69 from the 106th Street interchange north, will be 
completed.  The associated Draft I-69 Expansion Design Projects Traffic Noise Impact Analysis (October 
2014, Des. #s 1383332, 1383336) examined noise in the northwest quadrant of the proposed interchange. 
 
Build Alternative – This alternative adds an interchange at 106th street with a large roundabout over I-69, 
to which the I-69 ramps connect (Figure 2).  All locations within 500 feet of the project were represented 
in TNM2.5 (Figure 1).  Output indicates the project would result in noise levels ranging from 60 to 77 
dBA, with noise abatement criteria exceeded at the Roche office building at the south project limit on the 

1 I-69 Interstate Expansion Project 1 (Added travel lanes, from 106th St to 0.5 mi N of Southeastern Parkway/Campus Parkway) & 
Project 3 (Added travel lanes from 0.5 mi N of Southeastern Parkway/Campus Pkwy to 0.5 mi East of SR 13); Hamilton and 
Madison Counties, Categorical Exclusion 3 (currently in draft form). 
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I-65 New Interchange at 10th Street, Hamilton County Des. #: 1298035 

east side and two new office buildings built during the course of the project on the west side of I-69 at the 
south project limit.  Because the area is generally flat, the ramps, which connect to the roundabout poised 
above I-69, shield receptors on either side of I-69 nearer to the interchange from the noise of the main line 
of I-69.  The ramps act as berms in this section.  As the ramps descend to I-69 the effect diminishes.   
 

Figure 2 
I-69 at 106th Street Roundabout 

Source: United Engineering 

 
Conclusions 
 
Under the Build Alternative, no mitigation is reasonable and feasible because no sensitive receivers would 
experience noise levels that approach or exceed the established noise abatement criteria.  Two new office 
buildings that have been built since this project was started in the southwest quadrant, the Roche office 
building in the southeast quadrant, and the Flanagan House at its new location will experience noise levels 
higher than the applicable 71 dBA office criterion (assuming the use of the Flanagan House is office).  
These isolated locations cannot be reasonably mitigated.  The buildings are all new to these locations and 
have been purposefully built where they are to have visibility from I-69. Based on the studies thus far 
accomplished, the State of Indiana has not identified any locations where noise abatement is likely. This 
conclusion is based upon preliminary design costs and design criteria. 
 
Based on INDOT and FHWA guidelines, and the substantial change brought about with a new interchange, 
a public hearing will be held. 
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I-65 New Interchange at 10th Street, Hamilton County Des. #: 1298035 

A reevaluation of the noise analysis will occur during final design. If during final design it has been 
determined that conditions have changed such that noise abatement is feasible and reasonable, abatement 
measures might be provided. The final decision on the installation of any abatement measure(s) will be 
made upon the completion of the project’s final design and the public involvement processes. 
 
1. Project History and Background 
 
This project is a proposed new interchange on I-69 at 106th Street.  It is being developed by the Indiana 
Department of Transportation (INDOT), with active support and sponsorship from the Town of Fishers and 
Hamilton County.  The project is federally funded.  New right-of-way is required. 
 
This Noise Study Report supports an Environmental Assessment for the proposed interchange.   
 
This section of I-69 has been subject to a series of improvement projects to address ever growing traffic. 
106th Street is the only remaining location in this section of the I-69 corridor where an interchange can be 
added, based on Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) interstate spacing criteria.   
 
Currently, there is no access to or from I-69 at 106th Street. Access is needed to support existing traffic 
volumes as well as anticipated growth.  Motorists now use the I-69 interchanges at 96th Street or 116th Street 
to gain access to the 106th Street area; however, these interchanges experience congestion and delay during 
peak periods, and service levels will deteriorate over time.  The interchanges at 96th Street and 116th Street 
are not easily expandable because dual right- and left-turn lanes are already provided to/from the 
interchange ramps at the signalized ramp junctions.  Further expansion would result in significant impacts 
and cost. 
 
The Town of Fishers has seen a great deal of growth over the past three decades and is currently the eighth 
most populated community in Indiana.  U.S. Census data reports that Fishers had an approximate population 
of 2,000 in 1980, 7,200 in 1990, and 77,000 in 2010.  Growth has been both residential and commercial.  
The area near the proposed 106th Street interchange, and in particular the existing platted commercial office 
parks along the east side of I-69 between 96th Street and 116th Street, are currently experiencing 
development activity.    
 
   
2. Existing Roads and Proposed Changes 
 
Currently 106th Street passes over I-69 with no access to I-69.  It is a two-lane road with 11-foot lanes and 
four-foot shoulders.  It is classified as a Minor Arterial with a posted speed limit of 40 mph.  I-69 in each 
direction consists of:  four 12-foot through lanes; a 12-foot auxiliary lane for entrance/exit to 96th and 
116th streets, and to/from SR 37; a ten-foot outside shoulder; and, a five-foot median shoulder. The posted 
speed of I-69 in the project area is 65 mph. 
 
No pedestrian facilities exist along 106th Street in the project area.  There is a signalized intersection with 
left-turn lanes at Crosspoint Boulevard/Lantern Road (west project limit) and a full two-lane roundabout at 
USA Parkway/Lantern Road (east project limit). [Lantern Road used to be continuous north-south, but was 
cut by I-69 and so exists on both sides of the interstate. The west intersection is referred to as Crosspoint 
Boulevard and the east roundabout is referred to as USA Parkway]. The Town of Fishers has developed 
plans to construct a full two-lane roundabout at Crosspoint Boulevard. 
 
Several interchange alternatives were considered:  a tight diamond, a single-point, a diverging diamond, 
Transportation Systems Management, and a roundabout. The roundabout interchange is the preferred 
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alternative.  It minimizes average vehicular delay during the peak hours and provides a “low to no” delay 
solution during non-peak hours.  The roundabout interchange cost falls between the other two alternatives. 
It conforms to the existing pattern of roundabouts along 106th Street. 
 
The I-69 exit ramps will be designed as a single 16-foot lane, which will transition to two 12-foot lanes. 
The I-69 entrance ramps will exit the roundabouts with two lanes, then transition to a single 16-foot lane 
for the majority of the ramp. Rather than ending the northbound entrance ramp with a merge taper, it will 
continue approximately 350 feet and connect directly to the SR 37 exit lane.  
 
106th Street will be reconstructed with two 12-foot lanes in each direction, with curb and gutter.  Exterior 
to the roundabout, there will be a continuous median extending to the roundabouts to the west and east.  
This establishes access control over this section of 106th Street. The distance along 106th Street between the 
centerlines of Crosspoint and USA Parkway is approximately 2,400’.  A six-foot grass buffer will separate 
the curb and gutter from an eight-foot multi-use path in each direction. Access to Kincaid Drive will be 
right-in only.  Architectural Brick & Tile on the opposite side of 106th Street will be limited to right-in, 
right-out movements.  
 
3. Existing Noise Environment 
 
Corridor land use is predominately office.  The southwest and southeast are exclusively so, except that in 
the southeast quadrant the Lantern Elementary School occupies the southeast quadrant of the intersection 
of 106th Street and Lantern Road. The northeast quadrant of the 106th Street interchange includes the retail 
Architectural Brick and Tile and the Eastern Star Church in the northeast quadrant of the intersection of 
106th Street and USA Parkway.  The balance of the northeast quadrant of the interchange is office. 
 
Each interchange quadrant was considered a Common Noise Environment (CNE – Appendix A), with the 
northwest quadrant being considered in a separate study, as noted. 
 
Noise measurements were made in conformance with FHWA’s guidance at six locations (Figure 1, 
Appendix B, and Table 2) on October 23, 2013.  As noted on the Noise Data Sheets in Appendix B, a Rion 
NL-31 sound level meter was used with an exchange rate of 3, set on slow response, and A-weighting.  A 
Norsonic Noise Calibrator 1251 emitting 114 dBA was used to calibrate the meter before and after the 
measurements (calibration certificates follow the Noise Data Sheets). The setup height was five feet on a 
tripod with the tripod set away from reflective surfaces.  All measurements and traffic counts were 
15 minutes in duration.  Leq(1h) and Lmax were recorded at each site.   
 
 

Table 2 
Common Noise Environments, Measurements Sites, and Related Receptors 

CNE Measurement Site 
Single 
Family 

DUs 
Land Use 

Effective 
Noise 

Abatement 
Criterion 

Measured 
Noise Level 

(dBA Leq 
(1h) 

2014 
Modeled 

Noise 
Level 

Difference 

SW CNE SW1 CMG Worldwide 0 Office 71 67.4 68.1 0.7 

SE CNE  
SE1 Office Bldg. 0 Office 71 70.0 67.1 -2.9 

SE3 Lantern School 0 School 66 59.2 58.6 -0.6 

NW CNE 
NE1 Brick 0 Retail None 70.2 71.0 0.8 

NE2 East Star Church 0 Church 66 56.5 54.6 -1.9 
NE3 Field 0 Office 71 70.7 67.7 -3.0 
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Source:  Corradino, LLC 
 
Traffic counts by the vehicle types that TNM2.5 requires were collected during the noise measurements 
and were used to validate the TNM2.5 model setup. Counts on I-69 were made using videotape that was 
processed in the office. Local roads were manually counted.   
 
Table 2 shows the relationship between the CNEs, measurement sites, land use, effective NAC, and the 
measured and modeled noise levels at the receptors.  The TNM2.5 computer model runs validated the field 
measurements within 3 dBA (Table 2).  None of the measured and modeled values exceed the applicable 
NAC.  Descriptions are provided below for each measurement site. 
 
SW1 CMG Worldwide – This office 
building appeared largely vacant at the 
time of the noise measurement.  The 
measurement was taken in the 
northeast corner of the parking lot of 
the building at a point close to I-69 
where there could be outside activity 
(Figure 3).  A fountain with a spray 
that reached more than 20 feet high 
operates continuously in the detention 
area between the parking lot and 106th 
Street. It causes a low level of 
background gray noise. A planted 
berm along the property border with I-
69 affords some mitigation of noise 
from I-69, as does the berm supporting 
106th Street, such that the recorded 
noise level was only 67 dBA. 
 
 

Figure 3 
SW1 at CMG Worldwide Office Building 
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SE1 Office Building – The measurement at 
this site was in a grassy area at the rear of the 
building where there is an entrance from the 
parking area (Figure 4).  There is water 
detention between the building and I-69 that 
wraps around to the north side of the parking 
lot, between the lot and 106th Street.  The noise 
measurement found the existing noise level to 
be 67 dBA. 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
SE3 Lantern School – The Lantern 
Elementary School is one of two 
sensitive receivers measured.  It is on 
the southeast corner of 106th Street and 
Lantern Drive, which meet in a 
roundabout.  The measurement site was 
near a gazebo-type structure that may 
experience some school use during 
designated activity.  It represented the 
area of potential activity closest to the 
east project limit.  Improvements to 
106th Street extend east to the 
roundabout shown in Figure 5.  The 
noise measurement at this site was only 
59 dBA, well below the established 
NAC for schools of 67 dBA. 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 4 
SE1 at CMG Worldwide Office Building 

 
Figure 5 

SE3 at Lantern School 
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NE1 Brick – The Architectural Brick and Tile retail 
store is tucked into the northeast quadrant of the future 
interchange (Figure 6).  It is close enough that the 
berm that supports 10th Street buffers noise from I-69.  
The existing noise level measured here was 67 dBA.  
The measurement site was very close to the lanes of 
I-69, but the shielding of noise from the south section 
of I-69 resulted in a measurement of only 70 dBA. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NE2 East Star Church – The 
Eastern Star Church is over 1,200 
feet from I-69, but is just within 
500 feet of the east project limit at 
the USA Drive/106th Street 
roundabout (Figure 7).  Only 
some grassy areas around the 
perimeter of the parking lot fall 
within 500 feet.  The 
measurement site was in this 
grassy area.  The noise 
measurement was 57 dBA. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6 
NE1 at Architectural Brick and Tile 

 

Figure 7 
NE2 at Eastern Star Church 
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NE3 Field – This last 
measurement site is located in an 
area subject to development 
(Figure 8).  Indeed, during the 
course of the study, the Flanagan 
House has been relocated to this 
site, though it does not yet show 
on aerial photography.  The Sallie 
Mae office complex is to the east 
across USA Parkway.  Noise 
levels in this undeveloped area 
will vary, but the location chosen 
as representative had a 
measurement of 71 dBA. 
 
 

 
 
  

Figure 8 
NE3 Field Awaiting Development 
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4. Analysis Methodology 
 
This noise analysis follows the guidance in the FHWA’s Highway Traffic Noise: Analysis and Abatement 
Guidance (July 2010) and INDOT’s Traffic Noise Analysis Procedure (July 2011). 
 
Noise measurements were made in conformance with FHWA guidance at six locations as noted in 
Section 3.  The TNM2.5 was used to model the noise measurement sites using the features of TNM to 
model terrain lines, ground zones, and barriers. Traffic counted during the noise measurements 
(October 2013, representing 2014) was used to validate the TNM2.5 model.  All 2014 modeled values were 
within 3 dBA of the measured values (Table 3), validating the TNM2.5 model inputs. 
 
The TNM2.5 was used to estimate future (2035) noise levels with the project using forecast traffic as 
explained below and shown in Appendix C.  Sound level results from TNM2.5 are presented in 
Appendix D. There were no impacts to sensitive receivers, and no noise barrier analysis was required. 
Impacts were limited to office buildings. 
 
Future Traffic 
 
Future traffic was forecast using the regional TransCAD model adjusted for the project to support the 
Interchange Justification Report (July 2014).  The horizon year was 2035.  The model forecast AM and 
PM peak traffic (Appendix C).  Traffic inbound in the morning represents the heaviest flow southbound 
each day.  Conversely, outbound traffic is heaviest in the afternoon/evening.  TNM2.5 runs for the receivers 
on the west side of I-69 used inbound traffic volumes (see highlighted volumes in the data table in 
Appendix C).  TNM2.5 runs for receivers on the east side of I-69 used the outbound volumes.  In neither 
case are the volumes so high that traffic flow speeds would deteriorate to the point that something other 
than the loudest hour is modeled.  The posted speed will be 65 mph, as it is today. 
 
 
5. Future Noise Environment   
 
The project will have minimal effects on the noise environment, as traffic volumes are already very high 
and, to over simplify some complex geometric changes, the mainline basically goes from five to six lanes 
in each direction.  Traffic flow on I-69 goes up by 25 to 30 percent in the peak hours.  Meanwhile, there 
are no sensitive receivers, other than the school and church, which are both more than 1,300 feet from the 
near lanes of I-69. 
 
All receptors within 500 feet of I-65 were modeled, although there are so few that only three receptors were 
identified in addition to those locations were noise was measured.  The additional locations are: two new 
office buildings constructed since the project begun in the southwest quadrant at the south project limit; 
another office building (Roche) south along I-69 on its east side, and the Fannie Mae office complex in the 
northeast quadrant.  The Flanagan House was evaluated in its original location (see Figure 2), but that 
information is now omitted because it has been moved.  Its new location is adjacent to the measurement 
location NE2 Field.  Its land use is considered to be office. 
 
The TNM2.5 model results are presented by CNE in Table 3.  TNM2.5 sound level results for 2035 build 
conditions may be found in Appendix D. As mentioned earlier, sites close to 106th Street would experience 
noise levels lower in the future as the ramps to be constructed with the interchange will shield some areas 
from the mainline noise of I-69.  Away from 106th Street to the north and south the effect of the increase in 
I-69 traffic predominates.    
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Table 3 
2035 Noise and NAC Exceedances 

CNE Measurement Site Land 
Use 

Effective 
Noise 

Abatement 
Criterion 

2035 
Modeled 

Noise 
Level 

Criteria 
Exceedance 

SW CNE 
SW1 CMG Worldwide Office 71 62.9 NA 

Two new office buildings Office 71 77.8 6.8 

SE CNE  
SE1 Office Bldg. Office 71 68.9 NA 

Roche Office Bldg. Office 71 74.2 3.2 

SE3 Lantern School School 66 61.5 NA 

NW CNE 

NE1 Brick Retail None 63.6 NA 

NE2 East Star Church Church 66 60.2 NA 

NE3 Field Office 71 71.2 0.5 

Sallie Mae Office 71 68.7 NA 
Source:  Corradino, LLC 

 

 
The two new office building in the southwest quadrant on the west side of I-69 at the south project limit 
were built only about 90 feet from the right-of-way fence. The Roche Diagnostic Corporation on the east 
side of I-69 south of 106th Street elected to position its building as it did, close to I-69 with its logo 
prominently displayed so it can be seen from I-69.  And, planning to widen I-69 has been ongoing for years, 
just as traffic has been growing for years.  It would not be reasonable to mitigate noise at the outside area 
modeled.  Office building have been built after public knowledge of improvements to I-69. The same is 
true at the new location of the Flanagan House.  The Noise Impact Analysis I-69 OPERATION INDY 
COMMUTE (INDOT DES #1173161) (January 2012) shows these areas to be impacted and states that local 
officials will be contacted.   
 
Because this project is being processed under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as an 
Environmental Assessment, a public hearing will be conducted.  Its date has not yet been set.   
 
Based on the studies thus far accomplished, the State of Indiana has not identified any locations where noise 
abatement is likely. This conclusion is based upon preliminary design costs and design criteria. Noise 
abatement has been not been found to be reasonable due to the isolated nature of impacted receptors and 
their choice of locating by I-69.  A reevaluation of the noise analysis will occur during final design. If 
during final design it has been determined that conditions have changed such that noise abatement is feasible 
and reasonable, abatement measures might be provided. The final decision on the installation of any 
abatement measure(s) will be made upon the completion of the project’s final design and the public 
involvement processes. 
 
The viewpoints of the benefited residents and property owners are a major consideration in determining the 
reasonableness of highway traffic noise abatement measures for proposed highway construction projects. 
These viewpoints will be determined and addressed during the environmental phase of project development. 
The will and desires of the public are an important factor in dealing with the overall problems of highway 
traffic noise. INDOT will incorporate highway traffic noise consideration in on-going activities for public 
involvement in the highway program and will reexamine the residents’ and property owners’ views on the 
desirability and acceptability of abatement during project development. 
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6. Construction Noise 
 
It is difficult to predict levels of construction noise at a particular receptor or group of receptors.  Heavy 
machinery, the major source of noise in construction, is constantly moving in unpredictable patterns.  Daily 
construction normally occurs during daylight hours when people tolerate occasional loud noises.  The 
duration for individual receptors should be short; therefore, there are no anticipated disruptions of normal 
activities.  However, the project plans and specifications include provisions requiring the contractor to make 
every reasonable effort to minimize construction noise through abatement measures such as work-hour 
controls and maintenance of muffler systems. 
 
7. Coordination with Local Officials 
 
Consistent with 23 CFR 772.17, this report is being provided to the Town of Fishers and Hamilton County.   
 
Noise contours are provided for the undeveloped areas along either side of I-69.  The 71 dBA contour line 
falls at approximately 200 feet from the right-of-way fence at the point at which the new interchange ramps 
meet the surrounding grade.  That is generally the position of undeveloped land both south and north of 
106th Street.  Figure 9 shows the area south of 106th Street and Figure 10 shows the area to the north.   
 

 

Figure 9 
71 dBA Noise Contour in Undeveloped Land South of 106th Street 
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Figure 10 
71 dBA Noise Contour in Undeveloped Land North of 106th Street 
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# Lanes Lane Width Median 
Width 

Posted 
Speed 

*Observed
Speed 

Major Road 4 NB/    
3 SB 

12 24 55 

Secondary Road 2 11 NA 40 

Test 1 –   15 min. From                                    5:20 PM To 5:35 PM 
Decibel Reading 67.4 L Aeq 88.4 L max 

Traffic Volumes Major Road Secondary Road 
NB/EB SB/WB EB/WB SB/WB 

Cars 1167 898 278 
Medium Trucks (3-axle) 27 30 3 
Heavy Trucks 66 83 1 
Buses 
Motorcycles 

Test 2 –    min. From To 
Decibel Reading L Aeq L max 

Traffic Volumes Major Road Secondary Road 
NB/EB SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB 

Cars 0 
Medium Trucks (3-axle) 0 
Heavy Trucks 0 
Buses 0 
Motorcycles 0 

  i:\projects\4184\tnm2-5\noisedatasheet i-69 at 106th.docx 

AM/PM Site # SW1 
Job # 4184 Date:  23 Oct 2013 
Project:  Des. 1298035 – New 106th St. Interchange@1-69, Fishers, IN Day of Week          M T W T F 
Instrumentation Rion NL-31 Sound Level Meter, slow response, A-weighting, exchange rate = 3 

Norsonic Sound Calibrator type 1251 @ 114 dB Calibration Confirmed
Yes/No 

Location NE corner of CCG Worldwide parking lot Temp.                 50            F 
Heavy Overcast/Light Overcast/ 

Sunny/ Clear Night/ Overcast 
Night Receptor 

Represents 
Common area near pond 

Major Noise 
Source 

I-69 - Much of the property line has a low berm on the private property 
Humidity 50 % 

Secondary 
Source 

106th Street - Fountain runs continuously by parking lot 
Pavement Dry/Wet 

Land Use 
Category 

A-57dBA 
Serene 

Park 

B&C-67dBA 
Residential/Active Park/ 

Hosp/Church/Section 4(f) 

E-72dBA 
Motels/Rest./ 
Offices/Devel. 

F-NA 
Agric./Manuf./ 
Mainten./Retail 

G-NA 
Undevel. lands 

not yet 
permitted Wind 

Upwind -1 to –5 

Calm –1 to +1 
Downwind +1 to 
+5 

NOISE DATA SHEET Ted counts 106th Street, Kirk videos I-69 from swale 
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# Lanes Lane Width Median 
Width 

Posted 
Speed 

*Observed
Speed 

Major Road 4 NB/    
3 SB 

12 24 55 

Secondary Road NA NA NA NA NA 

Test 1 –   15 min. From                                    1:25 PM To 1:40 PM 
Decibel Reading 70.0 L Aeq 84.0 L max 

Traffic Volumes Major Road Secondary Road 
NB/EB SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB 

Cars 685 679 
Medium Trucks (3-axle) 17 39 
Heavy Trucks 95 89 
Buses 
Motorcycles 

Test 2 –    min. From To 
Decibel Reading L Aeq L max 

Traffic Volumes Major Road Secondary Road 
NB/EB SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB 

Cars 0 
Medium Trucks (3-axle) 0 
Heavy Trucks 0 
Buses 0 
Motorcycles 0 

i:\projects\4184\tnm2-5\noisedatasheet i-69 at 106th.docx 

AM/PM Site # SE1 
Job # 4184 Date:  23 Oct 2013 
Project:  Des. 1298035 – New 106th St. Interchange@1-69, Fishers, IN Day of Week          M T W T F 
Instrumentation Rion NL-31 Sound Level Meter, slow response, A-weighting, exchange rate = 3 

Norsonic Sound Calibrator type 1251 @ 114 dB Calibration Confirmed         Yes/No 

Location Rear grassy area outside 4 story office building   Temp.                 50            F 
Heavy Overcast/Light Overcast/ 

Sunny/ Clear Night/ Overcast 
Night Receptor 

Represents 
Potential outdoor activity area of office building 

Major Noise 
Source 

 I-69 
Humidity 50 % 

Secondary Source  NA 
Pavement Dry/Wet 

Land Use 
Category 

A-57dBA 
Serene 

Park 

B&C-67dBA 
Residential/Active Park/ 

Hosp/Church/Section 4(f) 

E-72dBA 
Motels/Rest./ 
Offices/Devel. 

F-NA 
Agric./Manuf./ 
Mainten./Retail 

G-NA 
Undevel. lands 

not yet 
permitted Wind 

Upwind -1 to –5 

Calm –1 to +1 
Downwind +1 to 
+5 

NOISE DATA SHEET Kirk video I-69 
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# Lanes Lane Width Median 
Width 

Posted 
Speed 

*Observed
Speed 

Major Road 2 11 NA 40 
Secondary Road 4 NB/    

3 SB 
12 24 55 

Test 1 –    15 min. From                                    2:10 PM To 2:25 PM 
Decibel Reading 59.2 L Aeq 68.0 L max 

Traffic Volumes 106th Lantern Secondary Road  I-69 
EB/WB NB/SB NB/EB SB/WB 

Cars 80 85 769 690 
Medium Trucks (3-axle) 3 2 22 39 
Heavy Trucks 0 0 104 96 
Buses 
Motorcycles 

Test 2 –    min. From To 
Decibel Reading L Aeq L max 

Traffic Volumes Major Road Secondary Road 
NB/EB SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB 

Cars 0 
Medium Trucks (3-axle) 0 
Heavy Trucks 0 
Buses 0 
Motorcycles 0 

i:\projects\4184\tnm2-5\noisedatasheet i-69 at 106th.docx 

AM/PM Site # SE3 
Job #: 4184 Date:  23 Oct 2013 
Project:  Des. 1298035 – New 106th St. Interchange@1-69, Fishers, IN Day of Week          M T W T F 
Instrumentation Rion NL-31 Sound Level Meter, slow response, A-weighting, exchange rate = 3 

Norsonic Sound Calibrator type 1251 @ 114 dB Calibration Confirmed         Yes/No 

Location  SE corner of Lantern Road and 106th Street  Temp.                 50            F 
Heavy Overcast/Light Overcast/ 

Sunny/ Clear Night/ Overcast Night Receptor 
Represents 

Lantern School grounds/gazebo 

Major Noise 
Source 

106th Street and Lantern Road 
Humidity 50 % 

Secondary Source I-69 - distant 
Pavement Dry/Wet 

Land Use Category A-57dBA
Serene 

Park 

B&C-67dBA 
Residential/Active Park/ 

Hosp/Church/Section 4(f) 

E-72dBA 
Motels/Rest./ 
Offices/Devel. 

F-NA 
Agric./Manuf./ 
Mainten./Retail 

G-NA 
Undevel. lands 

not yet permitted Wind 
Upwind -1 to –5 

Calm –1 to +1 
Downwind +1 to 
+5 

NOISE DATA SHEET 
Ted counts 106th, Kirk video I-69 
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# Lanes Lane Width Median 
Width 

Posted 
Speed 

*Observed
Speed 

Major Road 4 NB/    
3 SB 

12 24 55 

Secondary Road 2 11 NA 40 

Test 1 –    15 min. From                                    3:00 PM To 3:15 PM 
Decibel Reading 70.2 L Aeq 75.7 L max 

Traffic Volumes Major Road Secondary Road 
NB/EB SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB 

Cars 960 756 48 43 
Medium Trucks (3-axle) 28 46 9 2 
Heavy Trucks 119 92 1 0 
Buses 
Motorcycles 

Test 2 –    min. From To 
Decibel Reading L Aeq L max 

Traffic Volumes Major Road Secondary Road 
NB/EB SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB 

Cars 0 
Medium Trucks (3-axle) 0 
Heavy Trucks 0 
Buses 0 
Motorcycles 0 

i:\projects\4184\tnm2-5\noisedatasheet i-69 at 106th.docx 

AM/PM Site # NE1 
Job # 4184 Date:  23 Oct 2013 
Project:  Des. 1298035 – New 106th St. Interchange@1-69, Fishers, IN Day of Week          M T W T F 
Instrumentation Rion NL-31 Sound Level Meter, slow response, A-weighting, exchange rate = 3 

Norsonic Sound Calibrator type 1251 @ 114 dB Calibration Confirmed         Yes/No 

Location West parking lot of Architectural Brick and Tile Temp.                 50            F 
Heavy Overcast/Light Overcast/ 

Sunny/ Clear Night/ Overcast Night Receptor 
Represents 

Retail business parking lot 

Major Noise 
Source 

I-69 
Humidity 50 % 

Secondary Source 106th Street 
Pavement Dry/Wet 

Land Use Category A-57dBA
Serene 

Park 

B&C-67dBA 
Residential/Active Park/ 

Hosp/Church/Section 4(f) 

E-72dBA 
Motels/Rest./ 
Offices/Devel. 

F-NA 
Agric./Manuf./ 
Mainten./Retail 

G-NA 
Undevel. lands 

not yet permitted Wind 
Upwind -1 to –5 

Calm –1 to +1 
Downwind +1 to 
+5 

NOISE DATA SHEET 
Ted counts 106th, Kirk video I-69 
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# Lanes Lane Width Median 
Width 

Posted 
Speed 

*Observed
Speed 

Major Road 2 11 NA 40 
Secondary Road 4 NB/    

3 SB 
12 24 55 

Test 1 –    min. From                                    2:35 PM To 2:50 PM 
Decibel Reading 56.5 L Aeq 63.7 L max 

Traffic Volumes  106th USA Park Secondary Road I-69 
EB/WB NB/SB NB/EB SB/WB 

Cars 84 65 896 717 
Medium Trucks (3-axle) 2 4 44 41 
Heavy Trucks 2 4 108 99 
Buses 
Motorcycles 

Test 2 –    min. From To 
Decibel Reading L Aeq L max 

Traffic Volumes Major Road Secondary Road 
NB/EB SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB 

Cars 0 
Medium Trucks (3-axle) 0 
Heavy Trucks 0 
Buses 0 
Motorcycles 0 

i:\projects\4184\tnm2-5\noisedatasheet i-69 at 106th.docx 

AM/PM Site # NE2 
Job # 4184 Date:  23 Oct 2013 
Project:  Des. 1298035 – New 106th St. Interchange@1-69, Fishers, IN Day of Week          M T W T F 
Instrumentation Rion NL-31 Sound Level Meter, slow response, A-weighting, exchange rate = 3 

Norsonic Sound Calibrator type 1251 @ 114 dB Calibration Confirmed         Yes/No 

Location Eastern Star Church Temp.                 50            F 
Heavy Overcast/Light Overcast/ 

Sunny/ Clear Night/ Overcast Night Receptor 
Represents 

Church grounds near 106th Street 

Major Noise 
Source 

106th Street 
Humidity 50 % 

Secondary Source USA Parkway and I-69 (distant) 
Pavement Dry/Wet 

Land Use Category A-57dBA
Serene 

Park 

B&C-67dBA 
Residential/Active Park/ 

Hosp/Church/Section 4(f) 

E-72dBA 
Motels/Rest./ 
Offices/Devel. 

F-NA 
Agric./Manuf./ 
Mainten./Retail 

G-NA 
Undevel. lands 

not yet permitted Wind 
Upwind -1 to –5 

Calm –1 to +1 
Downwind +1 to 
+5 

NOISE DATA SHEET Ted counts 106thand USA Parkway, Kirk video I-69 
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# Lanes Lane Width Median 
Width 

Posted 
Speed 

*Observed
Speed 

Major Road 4 NB/    
3 SB 

12 24 55 

Secondary Road 2 11 NA 40 

Test 1 –    min. From                                    3:25 PM To 3:40 PM 
Decibel Reading 70.7 L Aeq 75.4 L max 

Traffic Volumes Major Road Secondary Road 
NB/EB SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB 

Cars 1142 743 35 36 
Medium Trucks (3-axle) 28 28 2 1 
Heavy Trucks 99 82 1 
Buses 
Motorcycles 

Test 2 –    min. From To 
Decibel Reading L Aeq L max 

Traffic Volumes Major Road Secondary Road 
NB/EB SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB 

Cars 0 
Medium Trucks (3-axle) 0 
Heavy Trucks 0 
Buses 0 
Motorcycles 0 

i:\projects\4184\tnm2-5\noisedatasheet i-69 at 106th.docx 

AM/PM Site # NE3 
Job # 4184 Date:  23 Oct 2013 
Project:  Des. 1298035 – New 106th St. Interchange@1-69, Fishers, IN Day of Week          M T W T F 
Instrumentation Rion NL-31 Sound Level Meter, slow response, A-weighting, exchange rate = 3 

Norsonic Sound Calibrator type 1251 @ 114 dB Calibration Confirmed         Yes/No 

Location Field Temp.                 50            F 
Heavy Overcast/Light Overcast/ 

Sunny/ Clear Night/ Overcast Night Receptor 
Represents 

Future office development 

Major Noise 
Source 

I-69 
Humidity 50 % 

Secondary Source USA Parkway 
Pavement Dry/Wet 

Land Use Category A-57dBA
Serene 

Park 

B&C-67dBA 
Residential/Active Park/ 

Hosp/Church/Section 4(f) 

E-72dBA 
Motels/Rest./ 
Offices/Devel. 

F-NA 
Agric./Manuf./ 
Mainten./Retail 

G-NA 
Undevel. lands 

not yet permitted Wind 
Upwind -1 to –5 

Calm –1 to +1 
Downwind +1 to 
+5 

NOISE DATA SHEET 
Ted counts USA Parkway, Kirk video I-69 
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I-65 New Interchange at 10th Street, Hamilton County Des. #: 1298035 
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I-65 New Interchange at 10th Street, Hamilton County Des. #: 1298035 

Page B-8 
I-32



APPENDIX C
_______ 

TRAFFIC 
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Noise Report



I-65 New Interchange at 10th Street, Hamilton County Des. #: 1298035 

2035 TransCAD Model Results – No Build PM Peak 
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I-65 New Interchange at 10th Street, Hamilton County Des. #: 1298035 

2035 TransCAD Model Results – Build PM Peak 
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I-65 New Interchange at 10th Street, Hamilton County Des. #: 1298035 

Traffic Key Map 

(See data in table that follows.) 
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I-65 New Interchange at 10th Street, Hamilton County Des. #: 1298035 
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APPENDIX D
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TNM2.5 RESULTS 2014 and 2035 BUILD 

I-38

Noise Report



I-65 New Interchange at 10th Street, Hamilton County Des. #: 1298035 
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I-65 New Interchange at 10th Street, Hamilton County Des. #: 1298035 

Page D-2 
I-40



New I-69 Interchange 
At 106th Street 

Appendix J 
Environmental Justice 

J-1



Legend:
Boundaries

State

'13 County

'13 Census Tract

'13 Block Group

Features
Major Road

Street

Stream/Waterbody

Items in grey text are not visible at this zoom level

1  of 1 11/21/2014
J-2



 AC




 


  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

Number Non-white/Minority 37739 635
Percent Non-white/Minority 13.67 10.32
125 % COC 17.09 < COC
Potential Minority EJ Impact? No

 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 




 


  
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 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  




 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

Number Low Income 12,760 257
Percent Low Income 4.65 4.18
125% COC 5.81 < COC
Potential Poverty Impact? No

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
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Indianapolis Regional Transportation Improvement Program (IRTIP)

<<Go Back

New Interchange Construction at I-69 and 106th Street in Fishers, Hamilton County (1298035)

Project Description: Construction of a new interchange at I-69 and 106th Street in Fishers

Capacity Increasing, Regionally Significant, Modeling Project, Congestion Management Plan Project 

Project Status: Programmed  - Last Approved: 7/1/2015 Estimated Open to Traffic: 2018

Highway: 69 Project Type: New Interchange Construction

Lead Agency: INDOT INDOT District: Greenfield County: Hamilton Co.

Est Total Cost: $36,000,000

Total Prior FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 PE RW CON OTHER

FEDERAL - State STP $23,360,000 - $23,360,000 - - - - - - $23,360,000 -

LOCAL $12,640,000 $2,500,000 $10,140,000 - - - - $2,500,000 $2,300,000 $5,840,000 $2,000,000

TOTAL $36,000,000 $2,500,000 $33,500,000 - - - - $2,500,000 $2,300,000 $29,200,000 $2,000,000

* For more detailed funding information, please click on the Funding History tab.

Project Overview Funding History Amendment History Map

Page 1 of 1IndyMPO - Project Info

8/3/2015https://mitip.indympo.org/project_info.asp?project_id=1008553&version=2&fromPage=full...
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1

David Cleveland

Subject: Indiana PM 2.5 Hot Spot Consultation to determine if any are Projects of Air Quality 

Concern

Location: FHWA Conference call #317-223-2343

Start: Thu 9/18/2014 10:00 AM

End: Thu 9/18/2014 12:00 PM

Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Organizer: LHEIL@dot.gov

INDOT has several projects that we need to consult with you to determine if they are projects of air quality concern:

Des#1383338 – I-70 ATL from SR-39 to SR-267 

Des#1173697 – I-70 Interchange Mod from I-465 to Post Rd

Des#1383332 – I-69 ATL from SR-37 to SR-238

Des#1383336 – I-69 ATL from SR-238 to SR-13

Des#1298035 – I-69 New Interchange at 106th Street

Des#1400597 – I-65 ATL from SR-311 to Memphis-Blue Lick Rd

Des#0500194 – PR-61 NRC from SR-62 to SR-61 north of Boonville

INDOT is finalizing the model runs today and their consultant will complete the technical report that presents the logic 

of why each project should or should not be considered a project of air quality concern.  FHWA wants to review that 

justification and forward it to you by September 15, 2014.  These are mostly added travel lane projects, and we do not 

anticipate them to have substantive increases in truck volumes.  So the consultant will determine what the background 

concentration for each project location is and present the traffic associated with the build and no-build scenarios.  This 

should give us a sound basis to determine if they are projects of air quality concern.  All of these projects need to have 

their NEPA documents approved by the end of the year, and so our purpose in meeting early with you is to allow 

adequate time if a quantitative hot spot analysis is required to support the NEPA decision.

Please block out this time to meet and discuss these projects so a decision can be made one way or the other.  We can 

use our FHWA conference line.  You will click right into the conference call once you dial 317-233-2343 without the need 

to enter a pass code.

Thanks!!

Larry Heil

FHWA Indiana Division
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INDOT PM2.5 Project Level Interagency Consultation

Conference Call Handouts
September 18, 2014
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Goals and Methods for Evaluation

• Identify INDOT projects “of air quality concern” (if any) that 
will require a PM2.5 quantitative hot-spot analysis

• Include consultation decisions in NEPA documents to 
indicate projects are not of air quality concern

Goal:

• Compare current and forecast traffic volumes from the 
Indiana Statewide Travel Demand Model (ISTDM) vs. 
project examples identified in the current guidance

• Determine if ISTDM project Build vs. No-Build volume 
changes are “significant” 

• Assess nearby monitor readings
• Compare project to other projects found to be of air quality 

concern

Evaluation Methods:
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EPA Guidance (Appendix B) Examples

Reference Link:
http://www.epa.gov/oms/stateresources/transconf/policy/420b13053-appx.pdf
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Previous INDOT Project-Level Analyses (Indianapolis)

Item
I-69 Section 5 
(Bloomington to Martinsville)
DES# 0300381

I-65
(SR44 to Southport Road)
DES# 1383343/1383354/1383342/1383341

Highest 
AADT 2035 Build AADT = 61,588 2035 Build AADT = 125,695

Highest 
Truck Volume 2035 Build Trucks = 12,785 2035 Build Trucks = 22,442

Build vs. 
No-Build % 

2035 AADT = + 38%
2035 Trucks = + 16%

2035 Trucks = < 10%

Background
Concentration 10.43 μg/m³ 11.27 μg/m³

Estimated
Analysis Year 
Design Values

2018 = 11.4 μg/m³
2035 =  11.1 μg/m³ 2017 = 12.0 μg/m³

Compared against 15 μg/m³ Annual NAAQS
* Designations under 12 μg/m³ NAAQS expected in December 2014
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INDOT Initial Project Screening

 Evaluated INDOT project lists to identify projects that
clearly do not require a quantitative hot-spot analysis

 Not in a nonattainment/maintenance area
 Intersection projects
 Low traffic volumes (< 75,000 forecast AADT and 10,000 Trucks)
 No significant capacity increase resulting from project

 Identify projects for further review
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Projects Identified for Consultation Review (List)

Project 
DES # *

Route Project Type Length 
(mi)

County / 
Nonattaiment Area

1383332
1383489

I-69

Added Travel Lanes 5.17

Hamilton
Indianapolis1383336 Added Travel Lanes 4.64

1298035 New Interchange 0.47

1383338
1400176

I-70
Added Travel Lanes 7.99 Hendricks

Indianapolis

1173697 Interchange Modification 0.20 Marion
Indianapolis

1400597 I-65 Added Travel Lanes 8.11 Clark
Louisville KY-IN

0500194
1005804 (bridge) SR 61 New Road (Minor Arterial) Construction 4.17 Warrick

Evansville

1297017
Chicago Street 

Corridor Added Travel Lanes ------ Lake
Chicago-Gary-Lake Cty

* Project DES numbers in bold are shown on MAP (next page)
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Projects Identified for Consultation Review (Map)

L-9



8

Project Data Review

I-69 Projects
• DES # 1383332
• DES # 1383489
• DES # 1383336
• DES # 1298035

I-69 PROJECTS
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Project Description

Add a third travel lane in each direction on I-69
from SR 37 to SR 38

 Interchange modification at Exit 210

New interchange @ 106th Street

Completion Year of 2016

Eastern portion of project located in the
Indianapolis PM2.5 nonattainment area

I-69 PROJECTS
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Project Location & Traffic Volumes

SR 37

Southeastern (SE) Pkwy.
(Old 238)

Hamilton County
(nonattainment)

Indianapolis MPO

Madison County
(attainment)

Madison County Council of Governments

SR 13

SR 38

106th St.

3

4

2010 2020 (closest to completion year) 2035

ID I-69 Section AADT Truck AADT
AADT 

Build vs 
NoBuild

Truck
Truck

Build vs 
NoBuild

AADT
AADT 

Build vs 
NoBuild

Truck
Truck

Build vs 
NoBuild

3 SR 37 to SE Pkwy 62,161 10,485 72,403 + 4% 12,131 + 1% 91,016 + 11% 15,097 + 11%

4 SE Pkwy to SR 13 57,734 11,749 64,784 + 4% 13,090 + 1% 77,006 + 3% 15,394 + 3%

August 21, 2014 INDOT Summary of ISTDM Base and Forecast Volumes including Build vs. No-Build

PROJECT  START

PROJECT  END

I-69 PROJECTS

5
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Campus Parkway Study

 April 2014 AECOM “Traffic Volume Forecast” for I-69 at Campus
Parkway (Exit 210) and SR 13 (Exit 214)

 Exit 210 (Campus Parkway) interchange in nonattainment area

 Average traffic growth rates determined from the Indianapolis MPO
model

 Impact of new Cabela’s added to forecasts

I-69 PROJECTS
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Background Concentration 
Monitor Locations and Readings

Sources
Monitor data
http://www.epa.gov/airdata/ad_maps.
html

Wind Rose data 
http://mesonet.agron.iastate.edu/sites
/windrose.phtml?network=IN_ASOS&
station=IND

• Monitors 2 & 6  are source specific
• Monitor 1 is closest to project area

Project Location

1

2

3

4 5

6

3 Year 
Average 
(μg / m3)

2011 2012 2013 2011-2013
1 180950011 Madison 11.2 9.5 9.6 10.10
2 180970043 Marion 13.9 12.4 11.7 12.67
3 180970078 Marion 11.8 10.8 11 11.20
4 180970081 Marion 13.2 11.4 11 11.87
5 180970083 Marion 12.7 11.1 10.9 11.57
6 180970084 Marion 12.7 11.1 11 11.60

Site Site ID County
Annual Mean (μg / m3)

I-69 PROJECTS
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Evaluating Need for Hot-spot Analysis
Highest Section: SR 37 to SE Pkwy I-69 PROJECTS

Item Comparison to EPA 
Guidance Examples

Comparison To Previous 
I-69 Hot-Spot Analyses

Comparison To Previous 
I-65 Hot-Spot Analyses

Highest 
AADT < 125,000 AADT Higher Lower

(38% less AADT in 2035)

Highest 
Truck Volume >10,000 Trucks Higher Lower

(32% less Trucks in 2035)

Build vs. 
No-Build % 

Only 1% Change in 
2020 Diesel Traffic Lower Lower

Background
Concentration ----- Higher Similar
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3925 River Crossing Pkwy., Ste. 150

Indianapolis, IN 46240 

Office: 317.663.8430 | Fax: 317.663.8410 

INDOT PM2.5 Project-Level Consultation  
Interagency Consultation Group 

Conference Call 

Thursday, September 18, 2014, 2014, 10:00 am 

1. Meeting Attendees
Name Organization Email Phone
Larry Heil FHWA – Indiana Division LHEIL@dot.gov 317-226-748 
Michelle Allen FHWA – Indiana Division Michelle.Allen@dot.gov 317-226-7344 
Tony Maietta US EPA – Region 5 maietta.anthony@epa.gov 312-353-8777 
Laura Hilden INDOT – Environmental Services lhilden@indot.in.gov 317-233-5018 
Ken McMullen INDOT –  Environmental Policy Manager KMCMULLEN@indot.IN.gov 317-233-1164 
Ron Bales INDOT – NEPA Specialist rbales@indot.IN.gov 317-234-4916 
Frank Baukert INDOT – Long Range Planning FBAUKERT@indot.IN.gov 317-232-1486 
Shawn Seals IDEM – Office of Air Quality SSEALS@idem.IN.gov 317-233-0425 
Dan Szekeres Michael Baker Jr., Inc. (Baker) dszekeres@mbakerintl.com 717-221-2019 
Rob Dabadie Baker RDabadie@mbakerintl.com 410-689-3452 
Mary Jo Hamman Baker mhamman@mbakerintl.com 317-663-8190 
Dean Munn Corradino Group dmunn@corradino.com 317-488-2363 

Materials:  Attached Handouts (INDOT PM25 Project-Level Consultation Handouts 9-18-14.pdf) 

2. Overview

 Larry Heil (FHWA) provided background on the purpose of the conference call.
 In Indiana, project-level air quality analyses have been completed for three projects (I-69, I-65, Iliana).

For each analysis, the project portion of the total concentration was about 1 µg/m³ and forecasted peak
year concentrations were below the current 15 µg/m³ annual PM2.5 National Ambient Air Quality
Standard (NAAQS).

 All projects except for Chicago St and the 106th St. interchange are being advanced as Categorical
Exclusions.  These other projects are expected to be Environmental Assessments.

3. Project Review

 Dan Szekeres (Baker) led discussions through each of the handout pages including an overview of the
key data and resources to assist the consultation group in determining whether projects are of “air
quality concern” requiring a quantitative analysis.

 The evaluation methods included an assessment of existing and forecast traffic volumes, the impact of
the project on volume (build vs. no-build), nearby monitor readings, and comparisons of volumes to
EPA guidance examples.  All forecasted traffic volumes were developed from the Indiana Statewide
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Travel Demand Model (ISTDM) and produced by INDOT. 
 Handout page 4 provides roadway traffic and monitor data for the completed quantitative hotspot

analyses for I-69 (Section 5) and I-65 (SR 44 to Southport Road) under the current NAAQS.  Both
IDEM and EPA noted that they do not expect the Indianapolis area to be nonattainment under the
upcoming 2012 PM2.5 NAAQS designations.

 IDEM commented that there may be other factors and considerations when evaluating projects for
quantitative analysis beyond the current numbers provided in the handouts.  However, no specific
concerns or issues were identified for the projects under consideration at this time.

 For the I-65 project in Clark County, IDEM noted that this area is the most sensitive PM area in the
state.  However, it was agreed that the project impact on diesel traffic for this project is expected to be
minimal.

 All participants on the consultation call agreed that quantitative analyses were not required for each of
the projects.

 Minor enhancements to the handout materials will be provided including:
o Remove the reference to “15 µg/m³” in the footnote on Slide 4
o Modify the graphic on Slide 10 to show the 106th St. Interchange
o Remove decision references for each grouping of projects on Slides 13, 18, 23, 28, 33
o Include traffic count information for SR 61 on Slide 26

4. Conclusions

 The interagency consultation group concurred that each of the projects provided in the handouts (see
handout page 6) is not a project of air quality concern and does not require a quantitative hotspot
analysis.  This includes the following project DES #s:

o DES # 1383332
o DES # 1383489
o DES # 1383336
o DES # 1298035
o DES # 1383338
o DES # 1400176
o DES # 1173697
o DES #1400597
o DES # 0500194
o DES # 1005804
o DES # 1297017

 Each of the environmental documents should contain the conference call meeting minutes and the
associated handouts.  The conformity determination will include references to indicate that the
associated projects were determined not to be of air quality concern.

 INDOT and FHWA will continue to track other new major transportation investment projects to
determine future consultation.

Meeting concluded at 10:55 am ET. 
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