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Study Summary
The Integrate I-69 Corridor Study 
provides proactive and holistic plan-
ning measures for the future of the 
Interstate 69 (I-69) corridor from 
Exit 226 in the City of Anderson 
to Exit 214 just before the Madison 
County/Hamilton County line. The 
study area includes the interstate 
right-of-way* as well as a 1-mile 
offset, which includes the jurisdic-
tions of the Indiana Department 
of Transportation (INDOT), unin-
corporated Madison County, City 
of Anderson, Town of Pendleton, 
Town of Ingalls, and Town of Lapel. 

A steering committee comprised 
of representatives from each of 
these jurisdictions guided the 
study’s momentum, while the 
Heartland Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) coordinated 
the plan’s development. The Inte-
grate I-69 Corridor Study was 
driven by the vision statement:  
 
“Embracing the collective spirit 
and success of the historic 
Interurban rail system that con-
nected the State of Indiana in 
the early 20th century, the Inter-
state 69 corridor will connect 
Madison County’s communi-
ties through a cohesive identity, 
balanced growth, multi-modal 
transportation, and sustainable 
development into the future.”
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Figure 1
*NOTE: Key terms are noted in bold. For fur-
ther reading, see Appendix 3: Key Terms on 
p. 114-115.
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Executive Summary

Guiding Principles
The Integrate I-69 Corridor Study strives to follow all Federal  
Highway Administration (FHWA) goals for transportation planning in metro-
politan areas as outlined in the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act 
(IIJA) and criteria outlined by Smart Growth America as sound planning prin-
ciples for sustainable community growth into the future. The FHWA goals are:

•	 Enhance the integration and 
connectivity of the trans-
portation system, across and 
between modes, for people 
and freight.

•	 Promote efficient system 
management and operation.

•	 Emphasize the preservation 
of the existing transporta-
tion system.

•	 Improve the resiliency and 
reliability of the transporta-
tion system and reduce or 
mitigate stormwater impacts 
of surface transportation.

•	 Enhance travel and tourism.

Smart Growth  
Principles
The Smart Growth America planning 
principles this document strives to 
achieve:

•	 Encourage community and 
stakeholder collaboration in 
development decisions.

•	 Make development deci-
sions predictable, fair, and 
cost-effective.

•	 Strengthen and direct devel-
opment towards existing 
communities.

•	 Foster distinctive, attractive 
communities with a strong 
sense of place.

•	 Create a wide range of 
housing opportunities and 
choices.

•	 Create walkable neighbor-
hoods.

•	 Take advantage of compact 
building design.

•	 Preserve open spaces, 
farmlands, and critical envi-
ronmental areas.

•	 Have a mix of land uses.
•	 Provide a variety of trans-

portation choices.

These planning principles are the 
foundations of the study’s goals and 
objectives. The goals and objec-
tives are divided into six focus areas:

•	 Transportation  
(5 goals, 25 objectives)

•	 Administration  
(2 goals, 7 objectives)

•	 Land Use  
(5 goals, 19 objectives)

•	 Economic Development  
(4 goals, 16 objectives)

•	 Sense of Place  
(5 goals, 18 objectives)

•	 Sustainability  
(8 goals, 33 objectives)

There are 29 topics covered by 
the minimum standards under 
5 of the 6 above focus areas. The 
minimum standards are divided 
into the following focus areas: 
•	 Transportation  

(10 minimum standards)

•	 Administration  
(1 minimum standard)

•	 Land Use  
(2 minimum standards)

•	 Sense of Place  
(8 minimum standards)

•	 Sustainability  
(8 minimum standards)

•	 Support the economic vital-
ity of the metropolitan area, 
especially by enabling global 
competitiveness, productiv-
ity, and efficiency.

•	 Increase the safety of the 
transportation system for 
motorized and non-motor-
ized users.

•	 Increase the security of the 
transportation system for 
motorized and non-motor-
ized users.

•	 Increase the accessibil-
ity of and mobility options 
available to people and for 
freight.

•	 Protect and enhance the 
environment, promote 
energy conservation, 
improve the quality of life, 
and promote consistency 
between transportation 
improvements and State 
and local planned growth, 
housing, and economic 
development patterns.
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Next Steps
The Integrate I-69 Corridor Study is 
intended to proactively determine 
future needs of the corridor while 
meeting present needs. Therefore, 
decision makers within the corri-
dor’s jurisdictions should actively 
coordinate to implement and main-
tain the study’s goals and objectives, 
which will ensure the study is kept 
alive. This study contains an inter-
local agreement Memorandum of 
Understanding (MoU), an inter-
governmental agreement MoU, and 
recommended minimum standards 
to promote lasting multijurisdic-
tional collaboration and establish a 
cohesive sense of place for the 
whole corridor moving forward. 

The study’s goals and objectives 
recommend focused, measurable 
outcomes for each jurisdiction to 
strive towards and the Implemen-
tation & Phasing chapter helps 
actualize the goals and objectives, 
even if the priorities for the corridor 
change over time. The Implemen-
tation & Phasing chapter contains 
a project list broken down into seg-
ments according to different areas 
of the corridor, because each seg-
ment is controlled by different 
jurisdictions and they each have dif-
ferent priorities and capabilities for 
changing elements of the corridor. 
Ultimately, the municipal jurisdictions 
within the study area must adopt 
the Integrate I-69 Corridor Study by 
resolution,   and execute the inter-
local agreement MoU with each 
jurisdiction within the study area.

Bike sign on rural road in Madison County
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Plan Purpose
Interstate 69 (I-69) is a major inter-
state highway connecting several 
Madison County communities to 
each other and to larger metropolitan 
areas throughout the state, including 
but not limited to the City of India-
napolis, City of Muncie, and City of 
Fort Wayne. The Indianapolis met-
ropolitan area is continuing to grow, 
which will cultivate new opportunities 
and challenges for Madison County’s 
communities. Furthermore, Madison 
County has prioritized maintaining 
and developing the I-69 corridor to 
capitalize on the growth traveling 
down the corridor from the Indianap-
olis metropolitan area.

The Integrate I-69 Corridor Study is 
intended to improve decision-mak-
ing and coordination across multiple 
jurisdictions within the study area 
by reporting on the corridor’s exist-
ing conditions and challenges then 
proposing potential solutions. This 
corridor study also includes a pro-
posed interlocal Memorandum of 
Understanding (MoU) and minimum 
standards to promote continued 
multijurisdictional coordination after 
the study is completed. The MoU and 
minimum standards will help establish 
a shared sense of identity that both 
celebrates and connects the unique 
communities located along the corri-
dor through both the natural and built 
environments.

Love’s Truck Stop at Exit 214 interchange
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Study Area Boundaries
The study area starts at Exit 214 and extends to Exit 226 with a 1-mile offset on 
either side, including State Road (SR) 38 and westbound to SR 13 to the 67th 
Street extension from County Road (CR) 400 West in Anderson. The commu-
nities located along the corridor include the City of Anderson, Town of Ingalls, 
Town of Lapel, Town of Pendleton, and unincorporated areas of Madison County. 
The study area is divided into three segments, because each segment contains 
unique communities with various goals for the future. 

Fortville

Segment 1 stretches from Exit 214 to Exit 219 and includes portions of unincorpo-
rated Madison County, Lapel, Ingalls, and part of Pendleton. Segment 2 stretches 
from Exit 219 to Exit 222 and includes parts of Pendleton, Anderson, and unin-
corporated Madison County. Segment 3 stretches from Exit 222 to Exit 226 and 
only includes parts of Anderson and unincorporated Madison County. The Indi-
ana Department of Transportation (INDOT) has jurisdiction over all state-owned 
facilities in each segment of the study area.

Figure 2
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Steering  
Committee	
The steering committee was com-
posed of members from each of 
the study area’s communities as well 
as INDOT. The steering commit-
tee gathered periodically during the 
study development process. Meet-
ings were held in person, but the 
planning team provided a link for 
members to attend digitally. More-
over, the planning team provided all 
committee members with a link to 
a digital whiteboard where mate-
rial presented and discussed during 
meetings could be viewed as well 
as revisited between meetings. 

Meetings were discussion-based 
to gather as much input from the 
steering committee as possi-
ble. The first meeting was held on 
March 14th, 2023 to present the 
study’s purpose while addressing 
a few example studies. The com-
mittee then discussed issues they 
wanted to see addressed in the cor-
ridor study and their desired futures 
for their respective jurisdictions. 

The second meeting was held on 
May 11th, 2023, and focused on pre-
senting research to the committee 
about various topics that the study 
would address. The committee also 
offered guidance for the minimum 
standards and the vision statement. 

The third meeting was held on July 
13th, 2023, and the committee was 
presented with findings of the study 
area’s existing conditions and the 
first draft of the vision statement. 
The meeting ended with a discussion 
about possible solutions to establish 
a cohesive sense of place throughout 
the corridor using design elements. 

The fourth meeting took place on 
October 19th, 2023, and the commit-
tee was presented with the second 
draft of the vision statement, then 
they were updated on the study’s 
progress. The meeting concluded 
with a discussion about goals, objec-
tives, and minimum standards. 

The fifth meeting took place on 
April 30th, 2024, and the committee 
was presented with the final vision 
statement, updates to the study’s 
progress, an overview of the draft 
goals and objectives, the draft mini-
mum standards, and the draft MoUs. 
There were also discussions about the 
project list, next steps, and any other 
comments the committee members 
had to share before reading the full 
draft study. A link to the draft study 
was provided to committee mem-
bers to read before the next meeting. 

The sixth and final meeting took 
place on June  24th, 2024, and  com-
mittee members were presented 
with draft pages of the study, as 
well as discussed how the docu-
ment would be adopted. Committee 
members offered valuable feed-
back about the study’s content to 
be incorporated into the final draft. 

In between meetings three and four, 
separate meetings were held with 
each of the municipalities within 
the study area to collect infor-
mation about their desired future 
land uses for their respective juris-
dictions. A mapping exercise was 
conducted by the Integrate I-69 
Corridor Study planning team with 
each municipality’s planning depart-
ment to evaluate their desired 
future land uses in the following 
categories: residential, industrial, 
commercial, mixed-use, and public 
open space. For more information 
about the findings of these meet-
ings, see Growth Projections on p. 24.

In between meetings four and five, 
three focus group meetings were held 
to gather input about the draft goals. 
The focus groups were intended to 
allow each of the study’s six focus 
areas to be discussed by steer-
ing committee members in detail. 
Two focus areas were discussed in 
each focus group meeting. The first 
focus group discussed the Admin-
istrative and Sense of Place goals, 
the second focus group discussed 
the Land Use and Economic Devel-
opment goals, and the third focus 
group discussed the Transportation 
and Sustainability goals. Valuable 
discussions were had in each focus 
group meeting that further guided 
the planning team in establishing 
the study’s goals and objectives.   

Steering committee meeting
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Vision Statement

This statement guided the formation 
of the study’s goals, objectives, and 
minimum standards. Furthermore, 
this statement defines how the steer-
ing committee values the legacy of 
the Interurban rail system and how 
this legacy will shape development 
decisions about the I-69 corridor 
moving forward. The Interurban rail 
system established Madison County 
as a destination for both transit travel 
and commerce in the early 20th cen-
tury, and the steering committee 
believes that the I-69 corridor could 
have a similar, if not greater, effect 
on the county and the larger region.

“Embracing the collective spirit and success of the historic Interurban rail 
system that connected the State of Indiana in the early 20th century, the 

Interstate 69 corridor will connect Madison County’s communities through 
a cohesive identity, balanced growth, multi-modal transportation, and 

sustainable development into the future.”

 I-69 is a vital part of Madison Coun-
ty’s identity because it connects 
many of the county’s communities 
and offers various opportunities for 
growth; however, this growth must be 
balanced and sustainable to benefit 
all the communities within the study 
area. Establishing a cohesive identity 
for the Integrate I-69 Corridor Study 
area while implementing intentional 
development strategies will help pre-
pare for growth projected to occur 
along the corridor and manifest the 
legacy of the Interurban rail system.

Central Electric Railway Association Map of 
Interurban Railways

West Side of Exit 214
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Historical  
Background
In 1887, the first natural gas wells were 
discovered and drilled in Madison 
County. There was an abundance of 
natural gas offering cheap energy, 
which led to the Gas Boom. The Gas 
Boom led to exponential growth in 
both the county’s population and 
wealth until the early 1920s. The 
second generation of industrializa-
tion began in the 1920s, and even 
though the gas economy declined, 
the automotive industry surged with 
manufacturing employment oppor-
tunities. As more manufacturing jobs 
became available, railway compa-
nies moved into Madison County to 
capitalize on the increased need for 
public transit. 

The Interurban was an electric rail-
way system offering frequent 
high-speed intercity and statewide 
service. Indiana’s first interurban was 
the Union Traction Company head-
quartered in the City of Anderson 
and first connected Anderson to the 
City of Alexandria in 1897. The Union 
Traction Company Interurban soon 
stretched to larger surrounding cit-
ies including Indianapolis, Muncie, 
and Kokomo. The Interurban was 
the primary method of public transit 
connecting Madison County’s com-
munities to each other and the rest of 
the state until the early 1940s, which 
led to the Interurban becoming a 
source of pride and identity for Mad-
ison County residents. 

Focus Areas 
Overview
The Integrate I-69 Corridor Study’s 
goals and objectives are divided 
into six focus areas to equip decision 
makers with specific strategies for 
planning the I-69 corridor’s future. 
The Transportation focus area 
provides proactive measures for 
addressing roadway safety, aes-
thetics, road connectivity, and 
multi-modal transportation before 
they compound into larger issues 
as the corridor continues growing. 
The Administration focus area fur-
thers coordination between each 
jurisdiction within the study area and 
addresses funding opportunities and 
strategies for proposed projects. The 
Land Use focus area advocates for 
utilizing responsible land use prac-
tices to ensure that the corridor 
is sustainable and developed in a 
coordinated manner. The Economic 
Development focus area ensures 
that the communities within the 
study area experience increased and 
appropriate economic growth. The 
Sense of Place focus area supports 
establishing a cohesive sense of place 
for the whole corridor through both 
the built and natural environments 
while maintaining the individual iden-
tities of the communities along the 
corridor. The Sustainability focus 
area advocates for improving the 
natural environment, preserving 
existing natural resources, increas-
ing renewable energy usage within 
the corridor, and minimizing the 
impact of development on both 
the natural and built environments.  

Relevant  
Planning  
Documents
Due to the multijurisdictional nature 
of the study area, there are many 
existing documents and plans that 
are relevant to consider while devel-
oping the Integrate I-69 Corridor 
Study. Each municipality within the 
study area abides by their own ordi-
nances based on their own unique 
comprehensive plans, and some 
communities have their own trans-
portation plans. Planning documents 
relevant to the Integrate I-69 Cor-
ridor Study’s development include 
the:
•	 2022-2026 TIP (2022)

•	 2050 inMotion MTP (2022)

•	 Anderson Code of Ordinances (2019)

•	 Anderson SR 9 / Scatterfield Non-Mo-
torized Safety Study (2019)

•	 Forward Madison County 2035 Com-
prehensive Plan (2020)

•	 Ingalls Unified Development Ordinance 
(2006)

•	 Ingalls Recreation Zone Improvement 
Plan (2022)

•	 Ingalls Bicycle and Pedestrian Master 
Plan (2023)

•	 Lapel Comprehensive Plan (2021)

•	 Pendleton Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan 
(2017)

•	 Pendleton Comprehensive Plan (2018)

•	 Pendleton Exit 219 Quadrant Plan (2021)

•	 Pendleton Unified Development Ordi-
nance (2023)

•	 Protect 2030 (2023)

•	 State Street Corridor Study (2015)

Even though both the Interurban 
transit service and automotive man-
ufacturing operations declined in the 
mid- to late-20th century, I-69 rep-
resents the legacy of rapid transit 
connecting Madison County’s com-
munities to each other and the rest 
of the State of Indiana. In addition, 
despite the automotive industry’s 
decline throughout the county, there 
are still various manufacturing opera-
tions located along the I-69 corridor 
and other opportunities for both 
economic and transit development.

Delco-Remy Plants in Anderson, IN

Indiana Union Traction #135, Alexandria 
City Car
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Introduction
This chapter contains all relevant, 
available information for under-
standing the existing conditions 
throughout the I-69 corridor. This 
information establishes a baseline for 
stakeholder conversations, goals and 
objectives formation, and phased 
implementation. The I-69 corridor 
serves many purposes, including 
but not limited to, ensuring reliable 
transportation, promoting economic 
development, and demonstrat-
ing the identity of Madison County 
as well as its individual communi-
ties. It is essential to evaluate the 
corridor holistically to effectively 
plan development and maintain 
existing resources where desired. 

Intersection of South Scatterfield Road and East 56th Street
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Transportation
There are 251 miles of roadway within 
the Integrate I-69 Corridor Study 
area. I-69 itself is owned and main-
tained by INDOT. The I-69 corridor 
contains 231.66 lane miles of road-
way, 19.33 lane miles of which is 
owned and maintained by INDOT. 

Even though I-69 serves many 
purposes, its main function is trans-
porting goods, services, and people. 
I-69 is forecasted to experience 
growth moving up the corridor from 
the Indianapolis metropolitan area 
out to 2035, and new traffic pat-
terns are already emerging. More 
specifically, the I-69 corridor pat-
tern is expected to escalate as 
Madison County and the India-
napolis metropolitan area become 
more dependent on one another. 
Motor vehicle travel is the domi-
nant mobility option for the Integrate 
I-69 Corridor Study area; how-
ever, there are limited opportunities 
for transit, rail, and bicycle/pedes-
trian travel. This section analyzes 
existing traffic patterns and future 
impacts on the corridor study area.

SR 9, SR 109, SR 38, SR 13, and SR 
67 are the Principal Arterial roads 
within the study area consisting of 
19.05 lane miles of roads. These lane 
miles are evenly distributed between 
2- and 4-lane facilities with the 4-lane 
configuration varying between 
pavement marking, curbed median, 

or grade separation. Principal Arte-
rials within municipal boundaries 
have curbs with some exceptions, 
including SR 13 north of I-69, SR 
9/67 from US 36 to I-69, and SR 109 
south of I-69; however, these facili-
ties will be upgraded by INDOT in the 
coming decade. INDOT is responsi-
ble for maintaining these roads as 
well as operating and maintaining 
all the 4-way-stop control lights at 
intersections along these roads in 
addition to the I-69 entrance and 
exit ramps. There are 212.33 lane 
miles of non-INDOT-controlled 
roads within the study area, which 
the municipal street departments 
are responsible for maintaining 
in their respective jurisdictions. 

Federally Funded 
Projects
Transportation improvement pro-
grams are publicly available lists of 
all transportation projects expected 
to be funded within five years. The 
State Transportation Improve-
ment Program (STIP) is INDOT’s 
respective program, and the Trans-
portation Improvement Program 
(TIP) is the Heartland Metropoli-
tan Planning Organization’s (MPO’s) 
respective program. INDOT main-
tains the STIP, which includes all 
projects awarded by all MPOs and 
any direct awards by INDOT or the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 

Land Access

Mobility
0% 50% 100%

0% 50% 100%

Principal 
Arterial

Minor 
Arterial

Major 
Collector

Minor 
Collector

Local 
Road

Private 
Road

Direct awards by INDOT to the 
municipalities within the Integrate 
I-69 Corridor Study area are made 
through an Open Call for Projects 
that usually occurs at least once 
per year. As of writing this study in 
spring 2024, there are currently no 
active INDOT construction projects 
within the study area, but there are  12 
programmed projects that are sched-
uled to be constructed by 2029.

2100092

1900171

2101290

1592299

2001814

2001815

2000170

2000568

2000584

2000597

2002125

CR 800 South (136th Street) Corridor Improvement Project: Phase 1,
Atlantic Road (East CR 168 ‐ Hamilton‐Madison County Line) to SR 13 (CR
900 West/Madison Street) [includes PE Phases 1 & 2, RW & CN Phase 1
only]

CR 800 South (136th Street) Corridor Improvement Project: Phase 2 ,
Intersection Improvement With Roundabout @ Atlantic Road (East CR
168 – Hamilton‐Madison County Line)

67th Street Extension Project: Layton Road (CR 400 West) to SR 38 (PE
Phase) & 67th Street Extension Project: Phase 1, Layton Road (CR 400
West) to .13 miles West of Foster Branch Ditch (RW & CN Phases)

SR 13 @ CR 800 South (New Signal Installation)

Pendleton Business Park Trail: Phase 4, South Side of Pioneer Trace to
State Street (Old SR 38) Along East Side of Heritage Way

Pendleton Business Park Trail: Phase 5, West Side of Enterprise Drive to
East Side of Heritage Way (Includes Pedestrian Crosswalks)
I-69 NB Bridge Over Old SR 109/Columbus Avenue

SR 13, I‐69 to .93 Miles South of SR 32 East

SR 109, SR 38 to I‐69 (HMA Overlay, Preventative Maintenance)

SR 13, US 36 to I‐69 (HMA Overlay, Preventative Maintenance)

SR 13, US 36 to I‐69 (Bridge Painting)

DES # Project Description

Figure 3 Figure 4
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Modes of  
Transportation
Motor vehicle travel is the domi-
nant mode of transportation within 
the Integrate I-69 Corridor Study 
area like the rest of Madison County. 
Unfortunately, walking, cycling, and 
riding transit are not viable options 
within the study area due to lack-
ing infrastructure. The following 
passages detail the existing travel 
patterns and available modes of 
transportation within the study area.

Vehicular Traffic

75.52% of vehicle traffic on I-69 con-
sists of class 1-3 vehicles, which are 
considered private motor vehicles. 
The remaining 24.48% of the traf-
fic is considered commercial traffic 
with 21.1% being class 9 vehicles and 
3.2% being class 6 vehicles. Please 
see the Vehicle Classification Table 
in Appendix 10: Current INDOT MS2 
Output on p. 128 for a full description 
of vehicle classifications. The traffic 
stations on Principal Arterials adja-
cent to the I-69 interchanges more 
closely mirror I-69’s vehicle distri-
bution than stations on other Local 
roads. See Figure 5 on p. 13 for a 
map of all functional classifications of 
roads within the study area. See the 
Traffic Counts Tables in Appendix 
10: Current INDOT MS2 Output on 
p. 128 for the most current average 
annual daily traffic (AADT) volumes 
throughout the corridor study area. 

Interstate traffic volumes increased 
at a rate of 3% per year from 2019 
to 2022 within the study area, with 
adjacent roadways increasing at 
higher rates closer to the Indianapo-
lis region. For example, traffic on SR 
13 south of the interchange increased 
at a rate of 13% per year since 2021. 
Traffic volumes decreased during 
the COVID-19 pandemic between 
early 2020 and fall of 2023; how-
ever, traffic volumes have exceeded 
pre-COVID-19 pandemic levels on 
all I-69 traffic segments as of writ-
ing this document in spring 2024. 

Induced Demand

Induced demand is the phenome-
non where an increase in the supply of 
a consumable reduces its associated 
costs which, in turn, increases its rate 
of consumption. In terms of trans-
portation planning, the consumable 
is roadway capacity because there is 
a hard design limit to the amount of 
AADT that a facility can handle. When 
a facility begins to approach the 
capacity limit, the overall speed of 
the facility decreases and motorists 
seek alternate routes or modes of 
transportation to reach their destina-
tion. In addition, reducing a facility’s 
functional speed also reduces the 
effective commuter population 
that the facility services due to the 
inverse relationship between speed 
and travel time to a destination. Driv-
ers are usually forced to live closer 
to their destination to commute 
to their destination within a timely 
manner. Similarly, when capacity is 
added to a facility, functional speeds 
increase, allowing for more users 
from more distant areas to reach 
destinations in a timelier manner. 

There are two primary methods for 
increasing the capacity of a road-
way facility, either physically adding 
capacity in the form of additional 
lanes, or prioritizing mass transit over 
single-occupancy motor vehicles. 

In 2019, as a part of the Next Level 
Roads initiative, INDOT expanded 
I-69 into a 6-lane facility from the 
SR 37/Exit 205 exchange in the 
City of Fishers to Exit 226 in the 
City of Anderson. This expansion 
has dramatically increased the rate 
of development along the inter-
state corridor between Fishers and 
Anderson, which has also led to 
steadily increasing interstate traffic.

Riders board their CATS bus

TRAM bus South Scatterfield Road I-69 corridor and traffic
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Crashes
The most recent crash data for the 
Integrate I-69 Corridor Study area is 
from 2018-2021 and includes when 
the I-69 corridor was under major 
reconstruction, which accounts for 
more crashes per segment than 
normal. Intersection crashes cluster 
around Exit 214 and Exit 222. Scatter-
field Road off Exit 226 in Anderson 
accounts for the most intersection 
crashes within the study area. Most 
of these crashes are classified as “No 
Visible Injury” by the federal KABCO 
rating system. For more information 
about crashes within the corridor 
study area, see Figure 7 on p. 17. The 
KABCO rating system is a nationally 
standardized system as established 
by the Model Minimum Uniform 
Crash Criteria that police in every 
US jurisdiction use to rate the inju-
ries sustained by any person and the 
overall severity of a crash. For more 
information about the KABCO rating 
system, see Reference 11 in Appendix 
5: Supplemental Resources on p. 118.

Traffic Calming
Traffic calming is a term that has 
emerged to describe a range of 
methods for slowing cars with-
out banning them from moving 
through commercial and residential 
neighborhoods. The goal of traf-
fic calming is to ensure cars drive 
at speeds that are safer and more 
compatible with pedestrians 
and cyclists; furthermore, traffic  
calming creates an equilibrium 

amongst motorists, pedestrians, 
and cyclists, so one mode does not 
dominate at the expense of another. 
Reducing the speed of vehicular 
traffic and/or reducing the number 
of conflict points on a given facility 
will reduce the number of crashes 
and fatalities the facility will expe-
rience each year. Examples of 
traffic calming include but are not 
limited to, speed bumps, traffic 
circles, chicanes, and reduced road-
way widths. For more information 
about the benefits of traffic calm-
ing, see Reference 23 in Appendix 
5: Supplemental Resources on p. 119. 

Complete Streets
Complete Streets policies ensure 
the context-sensitive consideration 
of walking, cycling, and transit 
modes in roadway projects. Current 
procedures require the justification 
of adding sidewalks, bike facilities, 
etc. to new roadway projects; 
however, Complete Streets policies 
require the justification of removing 
such facilities from a project. The 
MCCOG Road Right Sizing Tool 
indicates that two facilities in the 
study area could be retrofitted 
into Complete Streets to further 
connect the corridor as a whole. 

The Town of Pendleton and 
unincorporated Madison County 
are the only jurisdictions that have 
adopted a formal Complete Streets 
policy in the study area. The current 
best practices for establishing a 
Complete Streets policy can be 
found in the 2023 Complete Streets 
Policy Framework by Smart Growth 
America and the National Complete 
Streets Coalition, see Reference 12 in 
Appendix 5: Supplemental Resources 
on p. 119 for more information.

Bulb-outs for traffic calming



Existing Conditions

17

N

Crash Data

Low Crash High Crash

0-1 100-150

Crashes by Roadway Segment

Crash at Intersection Crash Density

Less 
Dense

More 
Dense

109

69

69
38

38

36

36

9

Old IN-132

D
r 

M
LK

 B
l v

d

Figure 7



Existing Conditions

18

Administration
The I-69 corridor is multijurisdictional 
in nature concerning both governing 
bodies and public services. These 
governing bodies and public service 
providers are primarily responsible 
for ensuring that the recommenda-
tions in this study are implemented. 
Outlining each of these entities 
empowers all stakeholders within 
the study area with the knowledge 
of which decision makers or service 
providers must be considered when 
implementing changes to the cor-
ridor. Coordination between both 
governing bodies and public ser-
vice providers is necessary to ensure 
that the Integrate I-69 Corridor 
Study is implemented effectively. 

Rail Traffic
There are 8.05 total track miles of 
railroad within the study area. CSX 
owns the primary north-south link 
in Madison County known as the 
Indianapolis-Cleveland line, which 
branches off into two smaller lines 
within the study area. One branch runs 
perpendicular underneath the I-69 
corridor west of Exit 226 in Anderson. 
The second branch runs perpendicu-
lar underneath the I-69 corridor west 
of Exit 222 in Anderson, then curves 
southwest through Pendleton and 
Ingalls. In addition, there is a small line 
connected to this branch that ser-
vices the Nestle manufacturing plant.

Public Transit
There are two existing transit pro-
viders within the study area: City of 
Anderson Transit System (CATS) 
and Transportation for Rural Areas 
of Madison County (TRAM). CATS 
services only the City of Ander-
son and offers both fixed-route and 
demand-response services. CATS 
trips must both originate and termi-
nate within the City of Anderson. The 
TRAM system is a demand-response 
service operated by Madison County 
covering the entire county outside 
of Anderson. TRAM offers trips any-
where in the county for a low cost, 
but the service is not a reliable source 
for immediate needs due to staffing, 
vehicle, and scheduling limitations.

Bicycle & Pedestrian 
Traffic
There is limited existing infrastruc-
ture for bicycle and pedestrian travel 
within the study area. Bicycle and 
pedestrian travel are prohibited within 
the interstate right-of-way. The only 
existing dedicated bike lanes within 
the study area are located on Colum-
bus Avenue north of 53rd Street. 
There are 5.86 miles of Local, 4.04 
miles of Minor Collector, 3.48 miles 
of Major Collector, and 0.45 miles 
of Minor Arterial roads that are des-
ignated as signed routes or separate 
bicycles paths across 4 jurisdictions. 
Users of these designated bicy-
cle trails share the roadway facility 
with normal motor vehicle traffic. 

As of writing this document in spring 
2024, there are 31.8 miles of sidewalk 
within the corridor study area located 
in 3 jurisdictions. These sidewalks 
are typically located in the rights-of-
way of Collector and Local roads. In 
addition, there is a dedicated pedes-
trian bridge over I-69 at Exit 219. 
The majority of the sidewalks within 
the corridor study are too old to be 
compliant with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA).  However, any 
newer sidewalks completed in the last 
five years as components of INDOT 
projects may be ADA compliant.

Government 
Overview
There are five jurisdictions along the 
I-69 corridor with unique govern-
ing bodies as well as state-owned 
facilities to consider. Fostering coor-
dination between the jurisdictions 
requires each governing body to 
understand how the other govern-
ing bodies within the study area 
operate. The following section con-
tains overviews of each governing 
body represented within the study 
area. For contact information for 
the applicable governing bod-
ies in this section, see Appendix 
6: Community Contacts on p. 120.

Madison County Government Center
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INDOT Greenfield Dis-
trict Office
All interstate facilities along the I-69 
corridor are owned and operated by 
the INDOT Greenfield District office. 
The Greenfield District is responsi-
ble for maintaining 4,375 lane miles 
of state roads, 1,300 lane miles of 
interstate roads, 1,366 large cul-
verts, 1,133 state-owned bridges, 
194 snow routes, 539 traffic sig-
nals, 146 flashers, 51,500 road signs, 
and 1,500 panel signs. See Appen-
dix 6: Community Contacts on p. 120 
for the office contact information.

Unincorporated  
Madison County
The Board of Commissioners is the 
executive governing body for Madison 
County with jurisdiction over mat-
ters concerning either the exercise 
of regulatory or administrative pow-
ers. The legislative body for Madison 
County is divided between the Com-
missioners and County Council. The 
Madison County Council has jurisdic-
tion over fiscal matters. The Madison 
County Planning Department, Plan-
ning Commission, and Board of 
Zoning Appeals have jurisdiction over 
all county planning and zoning matters. 

There are other departments with 
jurisdiction over unincorporated 
Madison County that may need 
to be considered when making 
decisions about the future of the 
Integrate I-69 Corridor Study area:

•	 Assessor’s Office
•	 Auditor’s Office
•	 Drainage Board
•	 Emergency Management & 

Office of Homeland Security
•	 Engineering Office
•	 Highway Department
•	 Purdue Extension Madison 

County
•	 Sheriff’s Department
•	 Surveyor’s Office

City of Anderson
The City of Anderson is the largest 
municipality in the study area with 
a population of just over 55,000 
people. The Mayor’s Office is the 
executive authority of the City 
of Anderson. The Department of 
Municipal Development is responsi-
ble for promoting excellent planning 
and building standards by distributing 
permits, enforcing zoning laws, and 

handling all other planning matters 
for the city. There are other boards 
and departments with jurisdiction 
over the City of Anderson that may 
need to be considered when mak-
ing decisions about the future of the 
Integrate I-69 Corridor Study area:

•	 Anderson Redevelopment 
Commission

•	 Board of Public Safety
•	 Board of Public Works
•	 Board of Zoning Appeals
•	 CATS
•	 City Clerk
•	 Community Development
•	 Economic Development 

Department
•	 Engineering Department

•	 Fire Department
•	 Light & Power Department
•	 Park Board
•	 Parks & Recreation Department
•	 Plan Commission
•	 Police Department
•	 Storm Water Department
•	 Streets Department
•	 Tree Commission
•	 Utility Office
•	 Water Department

INDOT Greenfield District Office

Anderson City Hall
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Town of Ingalls
The Town of Ingalls is the third -larg-
est municipality in the study area 
with just over 2,500 people. The 
Ingalls Town Council is the exec-
utive authority of the town. The 
Department of Planning & Devel-
opment oversees zoning, permits, 
inspections, and code enforcement 
by collaborating with the Ingalls 
Plan Commission, Town Council, 
Board of Zoning Appeals, and other 
stakeholders. These entities col-
laborate to promote responsible 
development to preserve the town’s 
character, safety, and sustainability.

There are other boards and depart-
ments with jurisdiction over the 
Town of Ingalls that may need to 
be considered when making deci-
sions about the future of the 
Integrate I-69 Corridor Study area:

•	 Economic Development Com-
mission

•	 Police Department
•	 Redevelopment Commission
•	 Stormwater Utility Board
•	 Street Department
•	 Town Manager
•	 Water Utility Board

Town of Lapel
The Town of Lapel is the smallest 
municipality in the study area with 
just under 2,400 people. The Lapel 
Town Council is the executive author-
ity of the town. The Lapel Planning 
Department enables citizens to apply 
for building permits and check build-
ing regulations. The Lapel Planning 
Commission primarily makes rec-
ommendations to the town council 
regarding land use and development.

There are other boards and depart-
ments with jurisdiction over the 
Town of Lapel that may need to 
be considered when making deci-
sions about the future of the 
Integrate I-69 Corridor Study area:

•	 Board of Zoning Appeals
•	 Code Enforcement
•	 Park Department
•	 Redevelopment Commission

Town of Pendleton
The Town of Pendleton is the sec-
ond-largest municipality in the study 
area with just over 5,100 people. The 
Pendleton Town Council is the exec-
utive authority of the town and is 
primarily responsible for allocating 
the town’s annual budget. The Pend-
leton Planning Department promotes 
the town’s comprehensive growth, 
oversees zoning/land use policies, 
issues building permits/certificates of 
occupancy, and works to encourage 

appropriate economic development 
within the community. The Pendle-
ton Plan Commission reviews rezone 
petitions/primary plat plans, initiates 
amendments to the town’s unified 
development code, and updates the 
zoning map. There are other boards 
and departments with jurisdiction 
over the Town of Pendleton that may 
need to be considered when mak-
ing decisions about the future of the 
Integrate I-69 Corridor Study area:

•	 Board of Stormwater Manage-
ment

•	 Board of Zoning Appeals
•	 Clerk-Treasurer Department
•	 Economic Development Com-

mission
•	 Historic Preservation Commis-

sion
•	 Parks and Recreation Board

•	 Parks Department
•	 Police Department
•	 Public Works Department
•	 Redevelopment Commission
•	 Town Manager
•	 Urban Forestry Committee
•	 Utility Office
•	 Waterworks Board

Pendleton Town Hall Lapel Town Hall
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Public Services
There are various police and fire 
protection entities within the cor-
ridor study area serving different 
jurisdictions. Police and fire protec-
tion providers must be considered 
when implementing new residen-
tial and commercial developments 
as well as any changes to the trans-
portation network. The following 
section contains overviews of each 
police and fire protection provider 
within the study area. For contact 
information for public services pro-
viders in this section, see Appendix 
6: Community Contacts on p. 120.

Police Protection
The Indiana State Police regu-
larly patrols the I-69 corridor from 
the Pendleton 51 District post. The 
Madison County Sheriff’s Depart-
ment has jurisdiction over all areas in 
the county with support from each 
municipal police department. Each 
municipality within the study area has 
its own police department to provide 
protection within municipal limits.

Fire Protection
There are three different fire pro-
tection jurisdictions within the study 
area. The City of Anderson has its 
own full-time fire department with 
seven stations throughout the city. 
The Town of Lapel operates the 
Lapel Stony Creek Township Fire 
Territory volunteer force with one 
station in the town. The South Mad-
ison Fire Territory is a collaborative 
emergency services organization 
serving multiple communities, includ-
ing the Town of Pendleton, Fall Creek 
Township, and Green Township. 
The Town of Ingalls is served by the 
South Madison Fire Territory through 
a contractual agreement with the 
intent to join the territory by 2026. 
There are two stations in the territory 
located in the Town of Ingalls and 
the Town of Pendleton. The Lapel 
Stony Creek Township Fire Territory 
is discussing joining the South Mad-
ison Fire Territory in the future. Each 
fire protection jurisdiction also pro-
vides emergency medical services.

Utilities
There are 13 different utility pro-
viders to the communities within 
the study area. Some areas within 
the study area are connected to 
the same utilities; however, there 
are several unique utility connec-
tion situations as seen on the map in 
Figure 10 on p. 23. Anderson, Pend-
leton, and Ingalls own and operate 
their own water utilities. Lapel as well 
as parts of unincorporated Madi-
son County, Ingalls, and Pendleton 
have water provided by the Citizens’ 
Energy Group Westfield South Mad-
ison utility. CenterPoint Energy is the 
sole natural gas provider to the com-
munities within the study area. The 
Fall Creek Regional Waste District 
(FCRWD) encompasses the three 
southernmost townships in Madi-
son County and provides wastewater 
treatment to most of the communi-
ties in the study area that have sewer 
access, except for Anderson, which 
has its own municipal sewers. Duke 
Energy provides electricity to most 
communities in the study area, 
except for Anderson and Pendle-
ton, which have their own municipal 
electricity providers. Waste Man-
agement Inc. and Best Way provide 
solid waste collection to residential 
and commercial customers in the 
study area’s municipalities. Best Way 
also offers recycling services for an 
additional fee to municipalities within 
its current service area. See Appen-
dix 6: Community Contacts on p. 
120 for contact information for each 
utility provider in the study area. 

There are two primary hurdles that 
the existing utilities pose to devel-
opment within the study area. The 
capacities of existing utilities must be 
considered and efficiently planned 
to meet the future demands of 
expanding residential, commer-
cial, and industrial uses. As of writing 
this document in spring 2024, the 
FCRWD treatment plant is at 70% 
design capacity for wastewater han-
dling and this district services 65.57% 
of the study area. Any large-scale 
development that would consume 
a significant portion of the plant’s 
remaining capacity would necessi-
tate FCRWD to invest in expanding its 
treatment infrastructure. In addition, 
while there is sufficient power within 
the study area to supply residen-
tial, commercial, and industrial users, 
there is not enough infrastructure 
in place to provide high voltage to 
additional commercial and industrial 
users. Rural sites that are attractive 
for this type of development require 
installing new substations and trans-
formers to connect the development 
to the power grid. Depending on 
the development’s needs, it can 
take between four months and four 
years for energy providers to install 
this infrastructure. These hurdles to 
future development will require the 
various jurisdictions within the study 
area to coordinate with one another.

Madison County Sheriff’s Department car IMPA Anderson Solar Park 2 on the north 
side of Anderson
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Utilities

Fall Creek Regional Waste District, 
Duke Energy, Pendleton Water 
Fall Creek Regional Waste District, Duke 
Energy, Ingalls Water
Fall Creek Regional Waste District, 
Duke Energy

Citizens' South Madison Water District

Anderson Power & Light, Water, Sewer

Fall Creek Regional Waste District, 
Duke Energy, no municipal water

No municipal sewer or water, 
Duke Energy

Pendleton Water, Duke 
Energy, no municipal sewer

Figure 10
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Land Use
Land use specifically refers to locat-
ing and regulating development 
through zoning/design strategies, 
revitalization efforts, public participa-
tion, and regional planning. Land use 
regulations ensure that development 
occurs in the appropriate places. 
Most of the land uses within the study 
area are Agricultural, Conservation 
Residential, and Single-family Resi-
dential and these three uses amount 
to approximately 1,800 acres. Land 
along the corridor is owned by the 
City of Anderson, Town of Ingalls, 
Town of Lapel, Town of Pendleton, 
and unincorporated Madison County. 
Most of the undeveloped land within 
the study area is split evenly between 
Pendleton and unincorporated Mad-
ison County. See the Current Land 
Use map for the breakdown of the 
study area’s current zoned uses.

The combination of access to the 
newly expanded interstate, proximity 
to urbanized areas, amount of avail-
able greenfield space, and available 
utility capacity make the I-69 corri-
dor highly attractive for all forms of 
development. These same factors 
drove the rapid growth of the City of 
Fishers and City of Noblesville areas 
in neighboring Hamilton County 30 
years ago. Today, the areas adja-
cent to I-69 are mostly built out 
and have forced development to 
migrate further east along the inter-
state into Madison County. The I-69 
corridor is the most rapidly chang-
ing area within Madison County. 

To capitalize on projected tax revenue 
to be generated by future devel-
opment, many of the municipalities 
adjacent to the I-69 corridor have 
annexed large portions of unincor-
porated land into their jurisdictions 
since 2018. Once annexed, these 
areas no longer fall within the land 
use categories and desired future 
uses of Madison County and its 
comprehensive plan. The land use 
decisions for 59.2% of the study 
area are currently governed by the 
planning departments of 4 munici-
palities, their unique comprehensive 
plans, and subsequent ordinances. 

To better understand each munic-
ipality’s desired future for the land 
within their jurisdictions, the plan-
ning team conducted meetings with 
the planning departments of each 
municipality as well as the Madi-
son County Planning Department 
utilizing a future land use mapping 
exercise. This exercise was designed 
to ascertain the desired maximum 
build-out scenario for the land within 
a 1-mile buffer of the I-69 right-of-
way. The results of these exercises 
were then aggregated by the plan-
ning team to generate a unified land 
use forecast for the corridor by uti-
lizing the program UrbanFootprint. 
See p. 25 for resulting maps and info-
graphics about projected land use. 

Growth  
Projections
The Forward Madison County 2035 
Comprehensive Plan contains high-
level population and employment 
forecasts derived from the Urban-
Footprint software. UrbanFootprint 
is a mapping and analyzing tool that 
utilizes nationally available data-
sets including census information 
to provide insight into the impacts 
of changing development pat-
terns and densities. UrbanFootprint 
provides a high-level overview of 
potential impacts growth may have. 

Following the examination of the 
current population growth trends in 
Madison County, population fore-
casts are shown for each of the three 
subregions: North, Central-East, and 
Southwest. The entire county’s pop-
ulation is expected to increase by 
10,218 at an average annual growth 
rate of 0.25% between 2015 and 
2035. The number of jobs in the 
county is expected to increase by 
8,288 at an average annual growth 
rate of 0.51% between 2015 and 2035. 
As the Indianapolis metropolitan area 
continues growing, the gap is starting 
to close between Indianapolis and 
the outlying municipalities in cen-
tral Indiana. This growth is spreading 
along the state’s interstate corridors, 
and the Integrate I-69 Corridor 
Study area is expected to share in 
a portion of this projected growth. 

Currently, commercial growth is pro-
jected to spread south along the 
SR 109 corridor from Exit 226 and 
residential growth is projected to 
spread along the US 36 and SR 
38 corridors east from Pendleton. 
The model predicts a net annual 
.06% loss of employment for the 
Central-East subregion including 
Anderson, Chesterfield, Markleville, 
and surrounding unincorporated 
areas. These jobs are predicted to 
migrate to the Southwest subregion, 
because 60.5% of projected popula-
tion growth and 98.3% of projected 
employment growth are antici-
pated to occur in the incorporated 
areas of Lapel, Ingalls, and Pend-
leton. For more information about 
population and employment fore-
casts, see Reference 12 in Appendix 
5: Supplemental Resources on p. 118.

During the Integrate I-69 Corri-
dor Study’s development process, 
the planning team met with each 
municipality’s planning department 
to collect information about their 
desired locations for future hous-
ing uses, commercial uses, industrial 
uses, and public spaces. The col-
lected information was entered 
into UrbanFootprint as a scenario 
and used to generate housing unit, 
total population, employment, and 
land consumption metrics. See Fig-
ure 14 on p. 25 for a complete map 
showing the desired future land use 
changes throughout the study area. 
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Growth Projections 
Continued
The desired land use changes will have 
substantial impacts on the corridor, 
because 2,953 acres of greenfield will be 
consumed to develop the following uses:

•	 2 new commercial centers that 
will be located on Exits 214 and 
219,

•	 A new light industrial/commer-
cial mixed-use area at Exit 214,

•	 An expansion of the Flagship 
Enterprise Center at Exit 222,

•	 A multi-family housing devel-
opment in Lapel, 

•	 A large suburban single-family 
housing development in Ingalls, 
and

•	 A multi-family/retail develop-
ment in Pendleton.

If all these desired land use changes 
come to fruition within the next 
30 years, the study area’s popu-
lation is projected to increase by 
approximately 12,000 people, 6,300 
dwelling units, and 34,500 new 
jobs. This desired land use scenario 
results in a total population increase 
slightly over the Forward Madi-
son County 2035 Comprehensive 
Plan’s projected “high forecast” for 
the population of Madison Coun-
ty’s Southwest region and accounts 
for all the forecasted employment 
gains for the entire county. For a full 
breakdown of the projected housing, 
population, and employment met-
rics, see Figures 11, 12, and 13 on p. 25.  

Agriculture
There are 721 total acres (1.12 sq. mi) of 
land within the study area zoned for 
agricultural uses, which translates to 
25.8% of all land within the study area. 
561 acres of this land can be found 
on the north and south sides of the 
I-69 corridor between Exits 214 and 
219. The largest tract of contiguous 
agricultural land is 147 acres located 
southeast of Exit 219 behind the 
Tractor Supply Company Distribution 
Center. Most of the agricultural activ-
ity along the I-69 corridor consists of 
cash crop production including soy-
beans, feed corn forage, wheat for 
grain, and sod. According to the US 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
2022 Census of Agriculture, the 
average farm is approximately 288 
acres and a median size of 10-49 
acres. The average farm produces 
approximately $300,000 of agri-
cultural product annually, and the 
median farm sales are $100,000 or 
more of product annually. For the 
full Census of Agriculture report, 
see Reference 1 in Appendix 5: Sup-
plemental Resources on p. 118.  

Economic  
Development

Market Area Analysis
I-69 is a regional commerce artery 
allowing goods and services to be 
easily accessible to a much wider 
population than exists within the Inte-
grate I-69 Corridor Study area. The 
I-69 corridor represents a regional 
market attracting economic activity 
from a wider geographic area than 
this study’s 1-mile geographic buf-
fer. Therefore, the market area for 
the Integrate I-69 Corridor Study is 
defined as a 30-minute driving dis-
tance from the corridor. All economic 
development conditions must be 
examined and taken into consider-
ation for this market area as growth 
and development (or lack thereof) 
will have profound impacts on Mad-
ison County’s communities nearest 
to the I-69 corridor. See Figure 15 on 
p. 27 for more information about the 
I-69 corridor market area boundaries. 

Labor Force
The foundation of economic devel-
opment depends on retaining and 
recruiting employees that produce or 
add value to the basic goods or ser-
vices that the community requires. 
A community’s labor force is calcu-
lated by two different metrics, the 
participation rate, and unemploy-
ment rate. The participation rate 
is the count of the population who 
are of employable age (16-65), are 
not incapacitated by a long-term 
illness or disability, and are not cur-
rently serving in the armed forces. 
The unemployment rate is the num-
ber of people who could be working 
but have not done so over a 4-week 
period. Both metrics paint a picture 
of a given area’s economic health.

As of 2023, the labor force participa-
tion rate of the I-69 corridor market 
area is 1,635,163 persons, or 66% of 
the market area’s total population. 
This rate is higher than both the 2023 
national labor participation rate of 
62.5%, and the 2023 State of Indi-
ana labor participation rate of 63.0%. 
As of 2023, the unemployment rate 
for the I-69 corridor market area is 
39,802 persons, or 3.7% of the mar-
ket area’s total population. This rate 
is equivalent to the 2023 national 
unemployment rate at 3.7%, and 
higher than the 2023 State of Indi-
ana unemployment rate at 3.5%.

Combines plowing field Hamilton Town Center Clock & Traffic Circle
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Industries
The following passages delve 
into the different industry sec-
tors present within the market 
area as defined by the US Depart-
ment of Labor’s Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration’s 
Standard Industrial Classification 
Manual (SIC). For further reading, 
see Reference 21 in Appendix 5: 
Supplemental Resources on p. 119. 

Arts, Entertainment, Rec-
reation, Accommodation, 
Food Services
This sector encompasses vari-
ous establishments for the public’s 
enjoyment or recreational purposes, 
which are often of historical, edu-
cational, or cultural interest. These 
establishments include entertain-
ment providers, those who furnish 
lodging, and retail establishments 
who sell prepared foods and drinks 
for immediate consumption. 10.4% 
of all businesses within the I-69 cor-
ridor market area belong to this 
sector, and most of these busi-
nesses are located along I-69 at 
Exits 205 and 210 in Fishers, IN.

Healthcare & Social Assis-
tance
This sector is comprised of establish-
ments providing healthcare and social 
assistance for individuals. The sector 
includes both healthcare and social 
assistance because it can be difficult 
to distinguish between these two 
industries. All industries in the sector 
share common processes, namely, 
health practitioners and social work-
ers must have requisite expertise to 
be employed in either industry. 9.6% 
of all businesses within the I-69 corri-
dor market area belong to this sector, 
and most of these businesses are 
located along I-69 at Exit 210 in Fish-
ers, IN, and Exit 222 in Anderson, IN.

Manufacturing
This sector includes establishments 
engaged in transforming mechan-
ical or chemical materials and 
substances into new products. Mate-
rials processed by Manufacturing 
establishments include products of 
agriculture, forestry, fishing, mining, 
quarrying, and products of other man-
ufacturing establishments. 3.7% of all 
businesses within the I-69 corridor 
market area belong to this sector, and 
most of these businesses are located 
along I-69 at Exit 222 in Anderson, IN.

Services
This sector includes businesses 
engaged in providing a service to an 
individual, business, or government 
establishment. Examples of these 
businesses include but are not lim-
ited to, hospitality, entertainment, 
legal, architectural, engineering, and/
or professional services. 41% of all 
existing businesses within the mar-
ket area belong to this sector, and 
most of these businesses are located 
along I-69 at Exit 205 in Fishers, IN.

Retail Trade
This sector includes establishments 
that sell merchandise for personal 
or household consumption and ren-
der services incidental to the sale 
of goods. 19.7% of all businesses 
within the market area belong to 
this sector, and most of these busi-
nesses are located along I-69 at 
Exit 205 and Exit 210 in Fishers, IN.

Transportation, Ware-
housing, Utilities
This sector includes establishments 
providing passenger transportation, 
freight transportation, communica-
tions services, and utilities services to 
the public and other business enter-
prises. 2.2% of all businesses within 
the market area belong to this sec-
tor, and most of these businesses are 
located along I-69 at Exit 219 in Pend-
leton, IN, and Exit 222 in Anderson, IN.

Employment
Over the past 15 years, the nation 
has experienced 2 “once-in-a-life-
time” economic events, the 2008 
financial crisis that triggered a global 
recession and a global pandemic 
lasting from 2020-2023. The I-69 
corridor market area has signifi-
cantly shifted away from traditional 
manufacturing sectors towards 
retail sectors because of the eco-
nomic upheaval caused by these two 
once-in-a-lifetime economic events, 
and losing General Motors manu-
facturing facilities that were major 
employers for much of the study 
area in the late 20th and early 21st cen-
turies. In addition, the construction 
of the Hamilton Town Center retail 
shopping complex at Exit 210 signifi-
cantly increased retail employment 
for the I-69 corridor market area.

The current dominant industries 
within the I-69 market area are 
Services, Retail Trade, and Manu-
facturing. Businesses that fall within 
the SIC sectors 70-89 are classified 
as Services and represent most of 
the employment within the market 
area, accounting for 46.1% of all the 
area’s employees. The second-larg-
est sector of employment in the 
market area is businesses within the 
SIC sectors 52-59 classified as Retail 
Trade, which employ 18.5% of all the 
area’s labor force. The third-largest 
sector of employment in the I-69 
corridor market area is businesses 
within the SIC sectors 20-39 classi-
fied as Manufacturing, which employ 
9.3% of all the area’s labor force. 
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Major Employers
The Services sector accounts for 
much of the employment within the 
I-69 corridor market area because 
there is a large volume of businesses 
belonging to that sector located 
in the market area. Each individual 
business employs between 10-25 
people. The largest single employ-
ers are within the Manufacturing 
and the Transportation, Warehous-
ing, Utilities sectors. Nestle USA is 
the largest single employer with 813 
employees, NTN Drive Shaft is the 
second-largest single employer with 
535 employees, Carter Logistics is 
the third-largest single employer 
with 498 employees, and BorgWar-
ner Products is the fourth-largest 
single employer with 368 employees.

Location Quotient
A location quotient is a ratio referring 
to the concentration of an indus-
try or number of jobs in an industry 
area, such as the I-69 corridor mar-
ket area, that is then compared to the 
whole US. A location quotient above 
1 means that an industry is more con-
centrated in the I-69 corridor market 
area than in the whole US, while a 
location quotient below 1 means that 
an industry is less concentrated in 
the I-69 corridor market area than in 
the whole US. The location quotient 
demonstrates key data points of  
industries to decision makers so they 
know which industry sectors warrant 
economic development investment, 
and which sectors are decaying.

These quotients are then plotted 
against an industry’s employment 
trend over time. When taken alto-
gether, all industries plotted this 
way fall within one of four catego-
ries: declining, stagnating, emerging, 
or growing. A declining industry will 
have a low location quotient with a 
negative employment trend over 
time. A stagnating industry will have 
a high location quotient with a neg-
ative employment trend over time. 
An emerging industry will have a 
low location quotient with a posi-
tive employment trend. A growing 
industry will have a high location 
quotient with a positive employ-
ment trend. The location quotient 
analysis is also supplemented by 
the percentage of the industry’s 
employment within the whole mar-
ket area’s employed population. 

The location quotient analyses of the 
Manufacturing and General Retail 
Trade sectors indicate that both 
these sectors are stagnating because 
they experienced very low to no 
growth between 2015-2023, which 
indicates that these sectors are fully 
saturated within the market area. See 
Figure 16 below for more information 
about the location quotient analy-
sis of the I-69 corridor market area.

Upon analyzing the I-69 corridor mar-
ket area industry sectors, all sectors 
except for Wholesale Trade, Infor-
mation Technology, Manufacturing, 
and General Retail are growing. The 
location quotient analyses for the 
Professional, Scientific, Management 
and Transportation, Warehousing, 
Utilities sectors demonstrate that 
these industries are rapidly grow-
ing both within the I-69 corridor 
market area and nationally; further-
more, there is a low concentration of 
these industries within the I-69 cor-
ridor market area, which makes them 
easy industries for new businesses 
to start up in. The location quotient 
analyses of the Wholesale Trade 
and Information Technology sectors 
indicate that both sectors are declin-
ing in the I-69 corridor market area. 
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Retail Market
Retail leakage and surplus are met-
rics presented at the North American 
Industry Classification System sector 
level derived from directly compar-
ing known retail sales to businesses 
and consumer spending. Leakage, 
also known as unmet local consumer 
demands, and local industry sur-
pluses can be shown by comparing 
information from the US Census of 
Retail Trade and Bureau of Labor 
Statistics. Generally, retail leakage 
is a gap in local consumer demands 
characterized by excessive con-
sumer spending in an industry sector 
that is not being captured by local 
businesses. Conversely, an industry 
surplus is indicated by a local business 
having greater retail sales than the 
local population’s consumer spend-
ing. Information about local surpluses 
and unmet consumer demands is 
vital for decision makers because 
they rely on this information to tar-
get economic development efforts 
towards economic sectors demon-
strating leakage and away from 
sectors demonstrating a surplus. 

Therefore, municipalities can cap-
ture a greater amount of consumer 
spending that is otherwise leaving 
the area or being spent on online 
shopping. While it is beneficial to 
have businesses that attract surplus 
consumer spending from outside 
the market area, decision makers 
should be reluctant to approve new 
businesses that attract sales beyond 

what the local population sup-
ports, because the local market will 
become oversaturated. Oversatu-
ration of a single retail sector could 
make the local economy more sus-
ceptible to economic downturns.

As of writing this document in spring 
2024, no retail sector is experienc-
ing significant retail leakage, except 
for Travel Agencies and Computer 
Components Suppliers. These sec-
tors continue to decline nationwide 
as consumers shift their purchasing 
habits away from physical locations 
to ecommerce options. Businesses 
within the General Goods, Luxury 
Items, Furniture, Family Restaurants, 
and Fast-Food Restaurant sectors 
are net attractors within the mar-
ket area. The net revenue for each 
of these sectors exceeds the local 
population’s net spending, which indi-
cates that consumers from beyond 
the I-69 corridor market area are 
attracted to spend their disposable 
income on these types of establish-
ments. Chief among these sectors 
is restaurants, in which the Environ-
mental Systems Research Institute 
(ESRI) Business Analyst program 
estimated that the Family Restaurant 
and Fast-Food Restaurant establish-
ments in the I-69 corridor market 
area generated $4 billion in revenue 
in 2023, whereas the total house-
hold expenditures on “food away 
from home” was estimated at $2.7 
billion for the same area and year.

Consumer Spending
Consumer spending is  the total 
money spent by households on final 
goods and services for personal use 
that is measured by accounting for all 
goods purchased in the retail sectors 
of the market area. ESRI Business 
Analyst provides consumer sur-
vey data and detailed estimates of 
consumer spending habits for any 
given market area, which allows for 
improved accuracy when predicting 
what businesses consumers are likely 
to spend their time and money on.

The population of the I-69 corridor 
market area is capable of driving and 
maintaining its own economy with-
out needing to attract consumers 
from outside the market area. The 
I-69 corridor market area contains 
an estimated 824,233 households 
and an estimated population of 
2.05 million people, which is broadly 
distributed across several income 
categories and age groups. The 
median annual income of the market 
area is an estimated $76,187 and the 
median disposable income, income 
that is available after accounting for 
taxes, is an estimated $54,000. Din-
ing out activities are the dominant 
retail expenditure of households 
within the market area with 91.4% of 
every household visiting a restaurant 
at least once per month and 40.1% of 
all households visiting restaurants 9 
or more times within 1 month. Pop-
ular chains like Applebee’s, Olive 
Garden, and Texas Roadhouse 
attract a significant number of adults. 

Consumer surveys indicate that 
there is a notable interest in fine din-
ing restaurants, but their visitation 
rates are comparatively lower. Con-
sumer surveys also indicate that the 
households within the market area 
prefer convenience when dining 
and only venture outside the mar-
ket area if a suitable option is not 
present, which is the main driving 
force behind the growing popularity 
of food delivery services like Door-
Dash and Uber Eats. Beyond food 
service retail spending, the market 
area population spends a significant 
amount of its disposable income on 
motor vehicles, home improvement, 
home furnishings, clothing, and elec-
tronic entertainment. Domestic 
travel for vacations is also common 
for the market area’s population 
because there is significant spend-
ing on vacations and hotel stays. 

Holiday Inn Express Hotel & Suites at Exit 226
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Conclusions 
The economic makeup of the Inte-
grate I-69 Corridor Study market 
area is partially skewed towards the 
retail sector but is balanced out by 
a broad mixture of high educational 
attainment professions and skilled 
as well as unskilled manufactur-
ing and service professions. Barring 
a national economic recession, the 
overall economy of the market area is 
stable and sufficiently diverse; there-
fore, the market area would be able 
to absorb the loss of a single large 
employer. Such a loss would pres-
ent temporary problems for the local 
workforce but not on the devastating 
scale of the 2008 Great Recession. 

There are several key takeaways that 
are applicable to the I-69 corridor 
market area. Firstly, the Retail sector 
in the overall region is saturated, and 
while it is a significant driver of the 
region’s economy, virtually all eco-
nomic activity occurs outside the 
Integrate I-69 Corridor Study area. 
Retail trade outside the I-69 cor-
ridor is well developed, satisfies all 
the immediate needs of the mar-
ket area’s resident population, and 
attracts consumers from well beyond 
the market area. Furthermore, 
the existing Retail establishments 
take full advantage of the existing 
urbanized infrastructure allowing 
for consumers to visit multiple ven-
dors in a single trip. Barring the local 
population rapidly increasing, any 
new large-scale Retail development 
within the corridor would compete 

directly with the existing Retail estab-
lishments for a portion of consumers 
who live outside the market area and 
visit these establishments to spend 
their money. Instead, any new Retail 
development within the study area 
should focus on fulfilling niche mar-
kets that are not currently met for 
the local population. For example, 
ESRI Business Analyst consumer 
surveys for the market area indicate 
there is a desire for family-focused 
sit-down restaurants, high-end 
steakhouses, and family breakfast 
or diner-style restaurants; in addi-
tion, these surveys indicate that 
there is growth potential for home 
furnishings and hobbyist stores.

Secondly, businesses that specifi-
cally cater to motorists traveling on 
the interstate are classified as high-
way-oriented retail, including but 
not limited to, fast food restaurants, 
drive-through restaurants, service 
stations, convenience stores, large 
franchise hotels, and small motels. The 
market for highway-oriented retail is 
saturated, so efforts should be made 
to avoid further market saturation 
by limiting highway-oriented retail 
beyond the immediate areas sur-
rounding the interstate interchanges. 
Specifically, hotels should be concen-
trated around Exit 226 to capitalize 
on existing infrastructure and ame-
nities while avoiding competition 
with hotels and lodging at Exit 210, 
which is just outside the study area.

Lastly, there is significant growth 
potential in the study area for the 
Manufacturing and Warehousing 
sectors. These sectors employ the 
third-largest share of the area’s pop-
ulation but only represent 5.9% of 
all businesses in the market area. 
Most of the existing businesses in 
this sector are already located along 
the I-69 corridor and there is both 
workforce and land capacity avail-
able for expansion. These industries 
score well in their location quotient 
analyses, are growing nationally, 
and are currently underrepresented 
within the I-69 corridor market area. 
In addition, the lack of neighbor-
ing conflicting uses and proximity to 
both interstate and rail access make 
the study area ideal for busi-
nesses in these economic sectors.

Nesquik Bunny sign outside Nestle Factory 
in Anderson

Flagship Enterprise Center, Anderson, IN
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Sense of Place
Sense of place refers to a commu-
nity’s distinct characteristics that 
make it an attractive place to live 
and visit. These characteristics can 
include natural elements, visual quali-
ties, and unique cultural features that 
contribute to a healthy and resilient 
community. A strong sense of place 
also contributes to a strong iden-
tity that enriches the social fabric of 
the community. Both the built and 
natural spaces of a community can 
evoke powerful emotions and pro-
mote social interactions between 
residents and visitors. This focus 
area encompasses signage, way-
finding, and other design guidelines 
that promote active engagement 
with the build environment. Proac-
tively setting design guidelines for 
development within the study area 
will establish a cohesive sense of 
place that builds off existing ele-
ments and seamlessly includes 
new development into the corridor.

Signs
Due to the multijurisdictional nature 
of the Integrate I-69 Corridor Study 
area, regulations regarding signs are 
far from uniform. Each jurisdiction 
within the study area has its own reg-
ulations regarding the time, place, and 
manner of display for signs that can 
be seen from the public right-of-way. 
Furthermore, each jurisdiction has 
different timeframes for how long 
a temporary sign may be displayed, 
and these timeframes range from 
one month up to one year. Federal 
and state regulations must also be 
considered for signs within the inter-
state right-of-way. Lastly, federal 
case law governing the constitution-
ality of regulating signs as a mode of 
speech is actively evolving with the 
most recent cases of Reed v. Town of 
Gilbert, AZ (576 U.S. 155, 2015) and 
City of Austin, TX v. Reagan National 
Advertising of Austin LLC (20 U.S. 
1029, 2022). For more information 
about these cases, see Reference 
16  and Reference 3 in Appendix 5: 
Supplemental Resources on p. 118. 

The planning team identified 105 
total signs within the study area 
by conducting field observations. 
Billboards are large 14-foot by 
48-foot free-standing signs typi-
cally mounted on poles elevating 
them above the surrounding sight 
line obstructions. Billboards are signs 
owned by advertising companies 
who biannually rent out spaces on 
these signs. Most of these compa-
nies are in the process of upgrading 
static billboards to modern LED 
displays rotating multiple adver-
tisements where local legislation 
does not expressly prohibit the 
upgrade. Considering all existing 
regulations, 26 billboards could be 
added  directly adjacent to the I-69 
right-of-way in the 1.79 miles of 
land along I-69 within industrial and 
commercial zones and in areas con-
trolled by Ingalls. Considering these 
various regulations, there is poten-
tial for the number of signs visible 
along the I-69 corridor to increase.

Private signs are owned and oper-
ated on a property or building that 
the sign pertains to. These signs can 
be mounted on the walls of the busi-
ness, elevated on a pole mount, or 
as a freestanding monument. The 
businesses operating these signs 
must undergo a rigorous local per-
mitting process to install their private 
signs that typically prevents the signs 
from changing after their installa-
tions. If the owner of a private sign 
wants to change or update it, they 
are required to undergo another 
permitting process. Most of the 
identified signs within the study area 
are private signs along SR 109. The 
only limitation to new private signs 
being added to the study area is the 
amount of developable commer-
cial or industrial land because most 
new developments in these zones 
are only permitted one private sign.

Temporary signs are small signs a sin-
gle person can easily install on their 
own that typically advertise garage 
sales, residential contractor work, 
political support, or special events. 
These signs are typically made of 
paper, vinyl fabric, or are mounted 
on coroplast sheets, meaning, these 
signs are vulnerable to the ele-
ments if left unattended. Over the 
course of developing this corridor 
study, many of the existing tem-
porary signs in the study area have 
expired and have been replaced 
with others at different locations. 

Fall Creek at Falls Park
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Parks & Open Space
There are no existing parks or zoned 
greenspaces within the study area. 
Maintaining parks and open spaces 
is a shared priority among the com-
munities throughout the corridor; 
however, there is lacking coordination 
in site location, facility distribution, 
and amenity availability throughout 
Madison County overall. The Madison 
County Parks, Trails & Open Space 
Master Plan adopted in 2024 aims 
to improve countywide coordination 
of parks and recreation amenities. 

Much like the Integrate I-69 Corridor 
Study, the Madison County Parks, 
Trails & Open Space Master Plan 
emphasizes that multijurisdictional 
coordination is essential to establish-
ing countywide park and recreational 
connections. According to the mas-
ter plan, the county’s southern and 
central areas possess the most park 
and recreational facilities; therefore, 
there are increased opportunities for 
connecting these facilities in the cor-
ridor study area. In addition, the I-69 
corridor is specifically identified as 
causing barriers to connectivity that 
will require partnerships to improve, 
especially for bridges crossing over 
the corridor that do not currently 
provide adequate widths for shared 
use paths. A public survey was also 
conducted as a part of the park mas-
ter planning process, and the top 
responses align with the priorities of 
the Integrate I-69 Corridor Study.

4.5% of unincorporated Madison 
County residents responded to the 
Madison County Parks, Trails & Open 
Space Master Plan survey. Overall, 
respondents expressed some sat-
isfaction with the county’s existing 
parks, but they are not overwhelm-
ingly satisfied. Most respondents 
indicated that they desire construct-
ing more paved walking trails to enjoy 
nature, preserving wildlife habitats,  
preserving the tree canopy, conserv-
ing/preserving sensitive habitats, 
and preserving undeveloped areas 
throughout the county. The I-69 
corridor presents opportunities to 
transform from a connectivity bar-
rier to a multi-modal link between 
parks and other greenspaces.

Notable Historic Sites
The Madison County: Interim Report 
identifies sites, structures, buildings, 
and districts that are deemed 
historically significant and potentially 
eligible for nomination to the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 
and/or the Indiana State Register of 
Historic Sites and Structures. Each 
property is given a rating in one of three 
categories: outstanding, notable, or 
contributing. There is 1 outstanding 
property, 1 notable property, and 18 
contributing properties in the study 
area. For more information about 
the Madison County: Interim Report, 
see Reference 18 in Appendix 5: 
Supplemental References on p. 118.

The outstanding property is a 
farmhouse in the Greek Revival 
architectural style on SR 38 within 
Pendleton’s municipal boundaries. 
The notable property is a private 
home in the Federal architectural 
style within Pendleton’s municipal 
boundaries. The remaining 18 
contributing properties are scattered 
throughout the study area. The NRHP 
is the official list of historic places 
worthy of preservation in the United 
States. The NRHP was authorized by 
the National Preservation Act of 1966 
to coordinate and support public and 
private efforts to identify, evaluate, 
and protect America’s historic and 
archaeological resources. The Indiana 
State Register of Historic Sites and 
Structures was established by an act 
of the General Assembly in 1981. All 
Indiana properties listed in the NRHP 
are automatically listed in the State 
Register; however, properties can 
be solely listed in the State Register 
through a different process. None of 
the historic properties recognized by 
the Madison County: Interim Report 
are currently included in either 
the NRHP or the State Register; 
however, these properties could be 
added to either of these registers. 
The outstanding farmhouse could 
be added to the NRHP, while the 
notable home could be added to 
the State Register. Contributing 
properties could be included in a 
municipal historic register program, if 
any of the communities in the study 
area established a municipal historic 
register program in the future.Outstanding Greek Revival farmhouse in 1984
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Sustainability
The Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) defines sustainability 
as meeting the social, economic, and 
environmental needs of the current 
generation while not jeopardizing 
future generations’ abilities to meet 
their needs. Community decision 
makers must use forward think-
ing and other resources efficiently 
and equitably to remain sustainable. 

The southernmost portion of the 
study area contains diverse environ-
ments including, but not limited to, 
natural unspoiled woodlands, the Fall 
Creek riparian corridor, natural wet-
lands, and prime agricultural land. 
These environments create habitats 
for various flora and fauna, including 
endangered mollusks and birds rec-
ognized by the federal government 
and/or the Indiana Department of 
Natural Resources (IDNR). Endan-
gered mollusks that reside within 
these environments year-round 
include the Northern Riffleshell, 
Sheepnose, Clubshell, Rabbitsfoot, 
and Rayed Bean. Endangered birds 
that use these environments to 
migrate throughout the year include 
the American Bittern, Loggerhead 
Shrike, Black-crowned Night-heron, 
and King Rail. In addition to these 
endangered species, there are sev-
eral species of mollusks, insects, and 
mammals classified as special con-
cerns, rare, or on a watchlist according 
to federal or IDNR designations.

Fall Creek is a tributary of the White 
River that runs through the study 
area. This tributary is a key water 
resource for Madison County and 
the larger East Central Indiana region 
that must be protected to preserve 
its water quality. Industrial pollu-
tion and habitat destruction pose 
the greatest threats to the tributar-
ies’ water quality, particularly along 
West Fall Creek Drive and SR 38. 
The land adjacent to these roads 
is largely undeveloped and will be 
prime areas for commercial and 
industrial development due to their 
proximity to the Pendleton urbanized 
area and accessibility to I-69 via Exit 
219. Excessive development with-
out sustainable mitigation efforts 
within these areas would affect 
the downstream water quality of all 
areas in the White River’s watershed.

Greenfields also represent a finite 
natural resource within the corridor 
study area. Greenfields are undevel-
oped or agricultural tracts of land that 
are ideal potential sites for industrial, 
commercial, or urban developments 
due to the land being the cheapest 
and easiest to develop; however, rapid 
development often leads to poor 
land allocation. Once greenfields 
are developed, it is near impossible 
to revert the land back to its original 
rich farmland qualities. As of writ-
ing this document in spring 2024, 
90% of the land between Exit 219 
and Exit 222 is considered greenfield.

Air Quality
The EPA established the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) to protect the public’s 
health and welfare. These standards 
guard against six kinds of pollut-
ants: carbon monoxide (CO), lead 
(Pb), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone 
(O3), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and large 
particles like soot or dust. Some 
pollutants have primary standards 
for both long-term and short-term 
discharges. Short-term standards 
protect people from any adverse 
health effects associated with acute 
exposure to air pollution. Long-
term standards protect people from 
any adverse health effects asso-
ciated with respiratory problems. 

On June 15th, 2005, the EPA revoked 
the 1-hour Ozone Standards (1979). 
On April 6th, 2015, the EPA also 
revoked the 8-hour Ozone Stan-
dard (1997). On October 24th, 2016, 
the 1997 Primary Annual PM-2.5 
NAAQS (level of 15 µg/m3) was 
revoked in attainment and main-
tenance areas for the NAAQS. On 
November 6th, 2017, the EPA issued 
a final ruling for the 2015 ozone 
NAAQS identifying counties that: 

•	 Contain 1 or more moni-
tors attaining the 2015 ozone 
NAAQS. 

•	 Contribute to a violation of the 
2015 ozone NAAQS. 

•	 Contribute to a violation of the 
2015 ozone NAAQS in another 
county. 

In this final ruling, Madison County 
is included in the classification list 
as “Attainment/Unclassifiable.”

On November 29th, 2018, the EPA 
issued the, “Transportation Con-
formity Guidance for the South 
Coast II Court Decision,” which 
addresses how transportation con-
formity determinations can be 
made in areas that were “Nonat-
tainment” or “Maintenance” for the 
1997 ozone NAAQS. As a result of 
this ruling, air quality determinations 
are required for any transportation 
project that adds travel lanes, adds 
designated left/right turn lanes, or 
otherwise significantly impacts the 
region. Air quality determinations 
must be completed for both air-
sheds that Madison County is a part 
of before funding can be allocated 
for a project. For more informa-
tion about the conformity guidance 
for the South Coast II court deci-
sion, see Reference 24 in Appendix 
5: Supplemental Resources on p. 119. 
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Woodlands
There are 349.13 total acres of tree 
canopy coverage within the study 
area that can be divided into three 
distinct categories: residential trees, 
scattered mature woodlands, and 
riparian corridor woodlands. All 3 
categories are primarily comprised 
of deciduous trees whose canopy 
is 10 feet or taller. 124.8 acres, or 
35.75%, of the canopy are consid-
ered riparian woodlands, which are 
part of a larger contiguous wood-
land, wetland, and/or river network. 
84.5 acres, or 24.2% of the canopy 
are scattered mature woodlands, 
which are distributed throughout 
the study area as separate islands 
of wooded areas between improved 
farmland where the topography and 
soil composition is not conducive to 
agricultural activity. Mature wood-
lands are usually located around 
federally identified wetlands. The 
remaining 139.8 acres, or 40.05%, of 
the canopy are comprised of large 
mature individual trees planted 
for landscaping within residen-
tial and commercial developments.  

Riparian Corridors
According to the US Forest Service, 
riparian corridors are areas where 
upland woods and aquatic habitats 
merge, as seen in Figure 93 on p. 95. 
Large contiguous riparian corridors 
provide food sources, nesting habi-
tats, and migration areas for several 
species of wildlife that solely live in 
and/or migrate in riparian corridors. 
Maintaining the contiguous function-
ality of the hydrology and ecological 
functions of riparian corridors avoids 
breaking these vital habitats, which 
include but are not limited to peren-
nial and intermittent rivers, streams, 
channels that show signs of scour, 
natural ponds, wetlands, springs, 
and seeps. When riparian corridors 
are well established and maintained, 
stream bank erosion is reduced, 
and downstream water quality is 
improved by filtering overland run-
off and nonpoint source pollutants. 

There are riparian corridors located 
within the study area along Fall 
Creek and its Foster Branch tribu-
tary, Thorpe Creek, and all Madison 
County-owned regulated drains. 
The existing riparian corridors are 
not implicitly protected under 
federal or state regulations; how-
ever, some statutory protections 
exist via development restrictions 
within floodplains and EPA restric-
tions on development in federally 
recognized wetlands. For more infor-
mation, see Reference 7 in Appendix 
5: Supplemental Resources on p. 118. 

Hydrology
The Integrate I-69 Corridor Study 
area lies within the Patoka-White River 
Watershed. Waterways generally 
flow from east to west or northeast 
to southwest in a sub-parallel drain-
age pattern. Drainage ditches have 
been constructed where neces-
sary to improve drainage conditions. 
There are 16.11 miles of regulated 
drains within the study area that are 
owned and operated by the Madison 
County Drainage Board. In addition, 
2.5% of the total land area within the 
study area is classified as federal wet-
lands. The largest contiguous wetland 
area is south of Exit 222 along SR 67. 
The corridor contains 118.31 acres of 
Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) flood zones in the 
A and AE categories. Areas classi-
fied as flood zone A are particularly 
concerning because these areas 
have a 1% annual chance of flooding 
and a 26% chance of flooding over 
the life of a 30-year mortgage. New 
development is not permitted in any 
type A flood zones. Any develop-
ments in or near the lower classified 
zones need to include flood miti-
gation measures to offset the risks 
posed by the potential for flooding.

Northern Riffleshell mollusk Adult Loggerhead Shrike
Wetland in Madison County
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Introduction
The funds and programs listed in 
this section are available to all lev-
els of government and individual 
municipalities have been success-
fully awarded federal funding in the 
past. However, project financing and 
grant applications are much more 
likely to succeed when two or more 
local public agencies (LPAs) apply 
for a joint project, or an MPO applies 
for project funding on the LPA’s 
behalf. For more information about 
all the programs listed in this sec-
tion, see Reference 21 in Appendix 
5: Supplemental Resources on p. 119. 

FCRWD Collection System
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Federal Funding & 
Grants
There are several federal funding 
avenues for large multijurisdictional 
projects. One avenue is provided by 
the US Department of Commerce 
through the Economic Development 
Assistance programs (EDAs), but 
these programs change frequently 
depending on national priorities and 
the current funding available through 
federal appropriations bills. EDAs 
generally provide grants to appli-
cant communities for large projects, 
infrastructure investments, or for job 
creation in economically distressed 
regions. EDA grants have also been 
used for workforce development pro-
grams and entrepreneurial initiatives. 

The Recompete Program is an EDA 
that was a subcomponent of the 
Creating Helpful Incentives to Pro-
duce Semiconductors (CHIPS) 
and Science Act, which is a com-
petitive grant program investing 
federal funding into economically 
distressed communities in the Rust 
Belt. The program has allotted $1 
billion for communities to finance 
projects providing public benefits 
and improving the local economy for 
small businesses and entrepreneurs. 

Another subprogram of the CHIPS 
and Science Act is the Regional Tech-
nology and Innovation Hubs Program, 
which Congress has made $52 billion 
available to applicants nationwide. 
This program seeks to strengthen 
US economic and national secu-
rity  through investments in regions 

across the country with resources 
that could become globally com-
petitive in technology and other 
industries of the future. These invest-
ments are intended to create more 
jobs that start, grow, and remain in 
the US. The City of Lebanon, IN, part-
nered with the State of Indiana and 
was recently awarded $100 million for 
the Limitless Exploration/Advanced 
Pace (LEAP) Innovation District. 
The funds will be used to improve 
the local infrastructure to make way 
for a 9,000-acre manufacturing, 
research, and development facility. 

The Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) frequently provides grants 
for large infrastructure projects. 
The FHWA currently offers funding 
through the Surface Transportation 
Block Grant Program (STBG), Con-
gestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
Improvement Program (CMAQ), 
Rebuilding American Infrastruc-
ture with Sustainability and Equity 
(RAISE), and the broader Bipartisan 
Infrastructure Law Grant (BILG) pro-
grams. The STBG program provides 
funding to both state agencies and 
LPAs for transportation projects that 
improve traffic conditions, repair/
upgrade outdated infrastructure, 
or improve public roads to include 
new pedestrian and/or bicycle facil-
ities. CMAQ funding was initially 
created as a part of the Transporta-
tion Equity Act for the 21st Century 
(TEA-21) in 1998, but the program 
has continued to be reauthorized.

The primary goal of the CMAQ 
program is to finance infrastruc-
ture programs and projects that will 
improve a region’s air quality and 
reduce the amount of greenhouse 
gases generated by transportation 
activities. Communities through-
out the US have successfully been 
awarded CMAQ grant funds for 
a range of projects including but 
not limited to road right-sizing, 
transit improvements, and new 
pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities. 

The US Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) cur-
rently has a loan guarantee program 
offered as a part of the Commu-
nity Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) program called the Sec-
tion 108 Loan Guarantee Program 
(Section 108). Even though HUD 
has many stipulations for when and 
how this funding can be awarded, 
the HUD is incredibly flexible with 
repayment terms of the loan once 
it is awarded. The loans are offered 
to communities as either low-in-
terest or very long-term (20-year) 
loans with interest-only repayments 
for a set amount of time. Section 
108 loans are offered to communi-
ties to provide public financing for 
economic development, infrastruc-
ture, housing, and public facilities. 
HUD currently offers this loan pro-
gram directly to LPAs as a financing 
mechanism for eligible projects, or 
indirectly to an LPA’s private project 
partner for work on an eligible project. 

State Funding
The State of Indiana encourages 
municipalities to collaborate and form 
partnerships to share project costs. 
The state allows for joint applications 
for project financing to be submit-
ted through the State Revolving 
Fund (SRF), which is a funding pool 
offering low- to no-interest loans to 
Indiana communities for large and 
complex infrastructure projects. The 
SRF can also be used for multi-ob-
jective projects seeking to solve 
issues related to water quality, public 
health, and environmental protection. 
Projects that demonstrate benefits 
in these specific areas include but 
are not limited to stormwater man-
agement, green infrastructure, water 
reuse, and ecosystem restoration. 
Furthermore, multijurisdictional proj-
ects that also seek to address these 
issues may receive priority con-
sideration for project financing.

Hartman Toad/Foster Park Relief Sewer 
Construction
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Federal Transportation Fund-
ing: As an MPO, the Heartland 
MPO receives federal funding allo-
cated for transportation projects in 
urbanized areas. These funds are 
administered through the Indi-
ana Department of Transportation 
(INDOT) and federal agencies like 
the FHWA and FTA. These funds can 
be used for infrastructure improve-
ments, transit enhancements, and 
other transportation-related initiatives 
that benefit multiple jurisdictions within 
the Heartland MPO’s planning area.

Partnerships and Leveraging 
Resources: The Heartland MPO 
can leverage its relationships with 
state and federal agencies, as well 
as other regional organizations, to 
access additional funding opportu-
nities and resources as well as serve 
as the primary administrator for mul-
tijurisdictional projects. By partnering 
with other entities and leveraging 
complementary funding sources, the 
Heartland MPO can maximize the 
impact of its funding allocation and 
support a broader range of initiatives.

Collaborative Funding Ini-
tiatives: The Heartland MPO can 
facilitate collaborative funding ini-
tiatives where multiple jurisdictions 
pool resources to finance shared 
projects. These collaborations could 
involve coordinating contributions 
from local governing bodies, private 
sector partners, nonprofit organi-
zations, and other stakeholders to 
fund initiatives that address common 
regional challenges or opportunities.

CATS Bus Terminal

MPO Funding
The Heartland MPO serves as both  
an MPO and a Council of Gov-
erments (COG). As an MPO, the 
Heartland MPO works with state and 
federal agencies to manage, prior-
itize, and allocate federal funding 
for transportation needs in urban-
ized areas. As a COG, the Heartland 
MPO supports communities within 
its region in various projects related 
to land use, economic development, 
connectivity, and sustainability. Given 
this dual role, there are several possi-
bilities for funding multijurisdictional 
projects through the Heartland MPO:
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Joint Local Public 
Agency Funding
Financing large multijurisdictional 
infrastructure improvements can be 
complicated because these initia-
tives often involve multiple municipal 
departments and external organiza-
tions while necessitating the pooling 
of resources to otherwise accom-
plish what a single municipality could 
finance on its own. Joint Funding 
Agreements (JFAs) enable multiple 
entities to pool resources and jointly 
fund projects that align with their 
respective missions and priorities. 
Entities can maximize the impact 
of their investments in multijuris-
dictional initiatives by leveraging 
complementary funding sources. 
JFAs are enabled in the State of Indi-
ana by Indiana Code (IC) 5-13-9-10 
and enable a county and any partic-
ipating political subdivision to enter 
into an agreement to jointly fund an 
infrastructure improvement project. 

Recently, a JFA has been imple-
mented in the City of Columbus, 
Indiana, to complete a large multiju-
risdictional rail and highway overpass. 
Several other municipalities across 
the country like the City of Detroit, 
City of Pittsburgh, City of Phila-
delphia, and City of Minneapolis 
employ similar financing strategies 
to improve large, shared infrastruc-
ture elements like bridges and parks. 

Beyond county-municipal JFAs, the 
Indiana Code also allows munici-
pal governing bodies to establish an 
investment pool through IC 5-13-9-11. 
This investment pool is overseen by 
the State Treasurer and allows a par-
ticipating governing body to jointly 
deposit money for future capital 
improvement projects and maintain 
this fund to accrue interest over time.

Before construction of the Columbus railroad overpass

After construction of the Columbus railroad overpass
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Typically, cash payments are required 
to be made in advance of the devel-
opment’s completion. The funds 
generated by impact fees will finance 
improvements offsite but will directly 
benefit the development the fee is 
extracted from. If applied in conjunc-
tion with a comprehensive plan and a 
capital improvement plan, these fees 
an effective tool for ensuring infra-
structure upgrades or expansions 
are funded, which is effective in areas 
where significant population growth 
is anticipated. However, communi-
ties should rely on their zoning and 
other land use regulations consis-
tent with their comprehensive plans 
to influence their respective growth 
patterns. The Indiana Code includes 
certain stipulations for communi-
ties seeking to establish impact fees. 

According to IC 36-7-4-1312, an impact 
fee advisory committee must be 
established in the municipality before 
the impact fee ordinance is adopted.

According to IC 36-7-4-1315, an 
impact zone or set of impact zones 
must be established for each infra-
structure type covered by the 
ordinance. The impact zone may 
not extend beyond the jurisdic-
tional boundary of the agency 
responsible for the infrastructure 
type for which the impact zone 
was established, unless an agree-
ment under IC 36-1-7 is entered 
into by the infrastructure agencies. 

According to IC 36-7-4-1318, the 
municipality must develop or 
substantially update a zone improve-
ment plan for each impact zone prior 
to adopting the impact fee ordi-
nance. The zone improvement plan 
must include the information out-
lined further in IC 36-7-4-1318 (b). 

According to IC 36-7-4-1320, the 
impact fee ordinance must include 
an impact fee schedule for each 
impact zone that is to be imposed 
for each infrastructure type cov-
ered by the ordinance and a formula 
for each impact zone by which the 
amount of the impact fee for each 
infrastructure type may be derived. 
Furthermore, both the schedule and 
formula included in the impact fee 
ordinance must provide an objective 
and uniform standard for calculating 
impact fees to allow fee payers to 
accurately predict the fees that will 
be imposed on new development. 

According to IC 36-7-4-1338, after 
an impact fee ordinance meets the 
above stipulations and is adopted by 
the municipality, an impact fee review 
board must be established to con-
duct hearings of appeals concerning 
impact fees, review the amounts of 
assessed impact fees, and adjust 
impact fee rates as they see fit. For 
more information about the stipula-
tions of establishing impact fees, see 
the above Indiana Code citations.

Impact Fees
Impact fees are required by munici-
pal ordinances under state law and 
incurred by developers to provide 
new or expand existing public facilities 
that will serve their new develop-
ments. These fees are required to be 
based on a methodology and calcu-
lation derived from the cost, nature, 
and size of the development. Impact 
fees should only be utilized when a 
connection can be made between 
the impact of a new development 
and the need for new infrastructure 
to accommodate that development. 
Proper planning and analysis demon-
strate the nexus between future 
build-out and the capital needed 
to support such growth. The fee 
established for specific capital 
improvements should be reviewed 
at least every two years to deter-
mine if an adjustment is required. In 
addition, the capital improvement 
plan and budget should be reviewed 
at least every 5-8 years to deter-
mine if adjustments are needed.
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Introduction
Examining the existing conditions 
revealed several areas of poten-
tial improvement, and discussions 
during steering committee meet-
ings revealed additional concerns. 
These conditions and concerns 
are addressed by each focus area 
containing goals and objectives: 
Transportation, Administration, 
Land Use, Economic Development, 
Sense of Place, and Sustainability. 

Goals are specific to each focus area 
and general enough to encompass 
several objectives about improv-
ing the study area. Objectives are 
measurable action items designed 
to track progress towards achiev-
ing their respective goals. The goals 
and objectives were developed 
by careful study from the planning 
team and are intended to help with 
both current and future problems. 
FHWA goals and Smart Growth 
principles serve as the founda-
tion for all the goals and objectives.

Traffic calming elements
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As the Indianapolis metropolitan area continues growing, the traffic volume will 
increase on Interstate 69 (I-69), which could create many significant challenges 
if not managed appropriately. The goals and objectives in this section provide 
proactive measures for addressing roadway safety, aesthetics, connectivity, 
and multi-modal transportation. The following FHWA goals and Smart Growth 
principles serve as the foundation for this section, which contains 5 goals and 
25 objectives. 

Goal 1: Prioritize roadway 
safety as the communities 
within the study area 
develop.

Goal 2: Establish a cohe-
sively and consistently built 
environment throughout 
the I-69 corridor.

FHWA Goals:
•	 Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized 

and non-motorized users.
•	 Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized 

and non-motorized users.
•	 Increase the accessibility of and mobility options available to peo-

ple and for freight.
•	 Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation 

system, across and between modes, for people and freight.
•	 Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system.

Smart Growth Principles:
•	 Provide a variety of transportation choices.
•	 Foster distinctive, attractive communities with a strong sense of 

place.
•	 Create walkable neighborhoods.

Meet or exceed 
recommended minimum safety 
treatments for all Local facilities 
throughout the study area.

Follow Ameri-
can Association of State Highway 
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) 
minimum standards for safe road-
way construction.

Adopt access 
control ordinances limiting the 
number of curb cuts on all facilities 
above Major Collector.

Enact Mem-
oranda of Understanding (MoUs) 
between relevant jurisdictions 
and INDOT to require municipal 
approval prior to curb cuts being 
granted on INDOT facilities.

Enact MoUs 
between relevant jurisdictions to 
ensure that safety treatments are 
cohesive on facilities that cross 
jurisdictional boundaries.

•	 Objective 1: •	 Objective 1: 

•	 Objective 5: 

•	 Objective 3: 

•	 Objective 3: 

•	 Objective 2: 
•	 Objective 2: 

•	 Objective 4: •	 Objective 4: 

Meet or exceed 
identified minimum roadway design 
standards.

Install similar 
roadway design elements on all 
Local facilities within the study  area.

Adopt ordi-
nances requiring subdivision, 
planned unit developments 
(PUDs), businesses, and industrial 
parks to connect to existing interior 
circulating roads of adjacent devel-
opments.

Adopt ordi-
nances requiring subdivisions, 
PUDs, businesses, and industrial 
parks to accommodate for future 
adjacent developments to connect 
to interior circulator roads.
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Goal 3: Ensure the Local 
road network is complete, 
safe, and user-friendly for 
all transportation modes.

Study the fea-
sibility of including electric vehicle 
(EV) infrastructure at large truck 
stops near interchanges.

Study the 
feasibility of establishing an 
intermodal transportation dis-
tribution center within the study 
area.

Study the 
potential impacts of Connected 
Autonomous Vehicles (CAVs) 
within the I-69 corridor.

Include requir-
ements for public bicycle 
storage in commercial PUDs, multi- 
family housing developments, and 
mixed-use developments.

Develop ordi-
nances to regulate the usage of 
bikeshares and scootershares in the 
study area.

 Partner with  
one or more shared pedestrian 
mobility product providers to offer 
services within the study area.

Adopt right-
of-way dedication  ordinances for 
all facilities within the corridor.

Create a mul-
tijurisdictional Complete Streets 
oversight committee for the I-69 
corridor.

Ensure each 
jurisdiction within the study area 
adopts a Complete Streets policy.

Establish a 
formal transit system to admin-
ister and operate transit services 
between all municipalities along 
the I-69 corridor.

Adopt ordi-
nances requiring new subdivisions, 
PUDs, businesses, and industrial 
parks to include sidewalks on inte-
rior circulating roads.

Install side-
walks on all Local and Minor 
Collector facilities where feasible.

Goal 4: Employ  
strategies to reduce air 
pollution from transpor the 
study area that connects to each of 
the municipalities.

Study   inter-
change and intersection 
operational improvements to 
reduce vehicle idling times.

Upgrade sig-
nalized intersections on Major 
Collectors and above to round-
abouts where appropriate.

Study the 
feasibility of installing “mini 
roundabouts” on Local- and 
Minor Collector-level intersec-
tions.

E s t a b l i s h         
Transit-oriented Development 
(TOD) ordinances for new subdi-
visions where feasible to ensure 
future developments are acces-
sible by all transportation modes.

Create a 
multi-use trail network within the 
study area that connects to each 
of the municipalities.

Goal 5: Accommodate a 
wide range of multi-modal 
transportation. 

•	 Objective 1: •	 Objective 1: •	 Objective 1: 

•	 Objective 5: 

•	 Objective 5: 
•	 Objective 5: 

•	 Objective 3: 
•	 Objective 3: 

•	 Objective 3: 

•	 Objective 2: 
•	 Objective 2: •	 Objective 2: 

•	 Objective 6: 

•	 Objective 6: 

•	 Objective 4: 

•	 Objective 4: •	 Objective 4: 
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Goal 1: Maintain compact 
development patterns 
in the appropriate areas 
according to each munic-
ipality’s priorities.

Goal 2: Maintain the unique 
rural character of the corri-
dor in the appropriate areas 
according to each munici-
pality’s priorities.

The I-69 corridor is facing intense pressure to develop and accommodate 
the rising number of people wanting to live and work within the study 
area. The goals and objectives in this section advocate for implementing 
responsible land use practices, providing various options, and adhering 
to appropriate land use patterns according to each community’s unique 
priorities. The following FHWA goals and Smart Growth principles serve as 
the foundation for this section, which contains 5 goals and 19 objectives. 

FHWA Goals:
•	 Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy 

conservation, improve quality of life, and promote consis-
tency between transportation improvements and State 
and local planned growth, housing, and economic devel-
opment patterns.

•	 Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transpor-
tation system, across and between modes, for people and 
freight.

Smart Growth Principles:
•	 Strengthen and direct development towards existing 

communities.
•	 Foster distinctive, attractive communities with a strong 

sense of place.
•	 Have a mix of land uses.
•	 Create a wide range of housing opportunities and choices.
•	 Take advantage of compact building design.

    Develop an 
incentives package that includes 
floor-to-area bonuses to encourage 
compact, walkable development 
throughout the study area.

  Regularly eval-
uate the capacity of existing utilities 
for the feasibility of updating them 
to accommodate future growth.

       Follow best 
land use planning practices by 
locating new residential develop-
ments and subdivisions directly 
adjacent to existing municipal cen-
ters.

      Encourage 
mixed-use, dense, and TOD prac-
tices.

  Construct new 
affordable multi-family residential 
developments adjacent to or as a 
part of planned business parks.

   Establish  
Green Area Ratio (GAR) standards.

   Establish the 
use of cluster zoning where appro-
priate. 

 Develop 
design regulations requiring street 
connectivity to adjacent neighbor-
hoods.

          P r e s e r v e 
agricultural land identified as .8 
or above according to the USDA 
National Resources Conservation 
Services National Commodity Crop 
Productivity Index where feasible.

•	 Objective 1:       •	 Objective 1: 

•	 Objective 5: 

•	 Objective 3: 

•	 Objective 3: 
•	 Objective 2: 

•	 Objective 2: 

•	 Objective 4: 

•	 Objective 4: 



Vision & Key Goals

47

Goal 3: Maintain a current 
and relevant future land 
use map.

Goal 4: Increase residential 
density near travel oppor-
tunities.

Update all land 
use maps available within the study 
area to include the most current 
information available. 

  Comply with 
all applicable Indiana state statutes 
regarding updating land use maps.

  Establish web-
based land use maps for every 
municipality in the study area that 
publicly display the most current 
land use information.

   Actively main-
tain public-facing digital land use 
maps so they always contain the 
most current and accurate informa-
tion. 

Evaluate vacant 
land to determine prime areas near 
transit connections to residential 
developments.

      Encourage 
mixed-use, dense, and TOD prac-
tices.

     Incentivize 
development near public transpor-
tation, multi-modal connections, 
workplaces, and other daily travel 
needs.

Goal 5: Support develop-
ing various quality housing 
types throughout the cor-
ridor. 

Provide various 
housing options throughout the 
study area by developing duplexes 
and triplexes by right within residen-
tial zones.

              E s t a b -
lish mixed-use commercial and 
multi-family residential zones along 
Major Arterials and near existing 
urban centers. 

             Limit the 
amount of property rezoned as 
exclusive single-family residential 
and/or as large-lot single-family 
residential. 	

•	 Objective 1: •	 Objective 1: •	 Objective 1: 

•	 Objective 3: •	 Objective 3: 

•	 Objective 3: 

•	 Objective 2: •	 Objective 2: 
•	 Objective 2: 

•	 Objective 4: 
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Goal 1: Coordinate eco-
nomic development efforts 
between communities in 
the study area.

Goal 2: Coordinate industry 
diversity and development 
in the study area.I-69 is a major commerce highway connecting the communities along 

the corridor to the growing Indianapolis metropolitan area, which makes 
the stretch of highway within the study area a very desirable place to 
develop. The goals and objectives in this section support appropriately 
increasing economic growth for the communities located along the I-69 
corridor. The following FHWA goals and Smart Growth principles serve as 
the foundation for this section, which contains 4 goals and 16 objectives.

FHWA Goals:
•	 Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, 

especially by enabling global competitiveness, productivity, 
and efficiency.

•	 Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy 
conservation, improve quality of life, and promote consis-
tency between transportation improvements and State 
and local planned growth, housing, and economic develop-
ment patterns.

•	 Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transpor-
tation system, across and between modes, for people and 
freight.

•	 Promote efficient system management and operation.

Smart Growth Principles:
•	 Make development decisions predictable, fair, and 

cost-effective.
•	 Encourage community and stakeholder collaboration in 

development decisions.
•	 Have a mix of land uses.

     Encourage 
governing bodies within the study 
area to become active partners 
with the Madison County Economic 
Development (MCED) and the 
Madison County Chamber of Com-
merce.

    Perform the 
appropriate market analyses to 
ensure economic development 
strategies are successfully imple-
mented.

       Establish a 
partnership between the City of 
Anderson, Madison County, and 
FCRWD to resolve wastewater util-
ity issues preventing the Flagship 
Enterprise Center from continuing 
to expand.

Adopt an over-
lay district to standardize zoning 
and coordinate development.

     Increase the 
Flagship Enterprise Center’s site 
capacity to allow for expanding light 
and heavy industrial businesses.

        Incentiv ize 
warehouse and distribution industry 
businesses to relocate to or start up 
along the corridor with upgraded 
utilities. 

  Develop high-
tech industrial parks and other 
cluster-based developments along 
the corridor directly adjacent to 
existing interstate interchanges.

        Incentiv ize 
financial and professional service 
businesses to relocate to or start up 
along the corridor with upgraded 
utilities. 

        Implement 
a marketing campaign to pro-
mote the corridor’s development 
potential within the Indianapolis 
metropolitan area.

•	 Objective 1: •	 Objective 1: 

•	 Objective 5: 

•	 Objective 3: 

•	 Objective 3: •	 Objective 2: 

•	 Objective 2:   

•	 Objective 6: 

•	 Objective 4: 
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Goal 3: Grow local busi-
nesses along the corridor 
and retain them.

Goal 4: Develop a highly 
skilled and versatile work-
force.

       Coordinate 
with local employers and educa-
tional institutions to bridge skill gaps 
in the study area’s labor market.

Make informa-
tion about work skills development 
programs and employment oppor-
tunities more accessible within the 
communities in the study area.

        Create and 
maintain a database of local talent 
to attract potential employers to 
relocate to the study area.

Create partner-
ships between local stakeholders, 
educational institutions, community 
organizations, and governing bodies 
to distribute information about start-
ing and running small businesses.

            S u p p o r t 
potential businesses in identifying 
appropriate location sites.

         Help local 
businesses thrive within the study 
area.

    Remove reg-
ulatory barriers to starting new 
businesses. 

•	 Objective 1: •	 Objective 1:     

•	 Objective 3: •	 Objective 3: 

•	 Objective 2: 

•	 Objective 2: 

•	 Objective 4: 
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Steering committee members repeatedly discussed the identity of the I-69 cor-
ridor because it is a significant asset for all of Madison County. Many committee 
members were concerned about the corridor having a cohesive identity while 
distinguishing between each unique community represented along the cor-
ridor. The goals and objectives in this section address establishing a cohesive 
sense of place for the whole corridor through both the built and natural envi-
ronments while maintaining the individual identities of the communities within 
the study area. The following FHWA goals and Smart Growth principles serve 
as the foundation for this section, which contains 5 goals and 18 objectives.

Goal 1: Distinguish the Inte-
grate I-69 Corridor Study 
area as its own unique seg-
ment and destination.

Goal 2: Improve the over-
all sense of place within 
the I-69 corridor’s right-
of-way. 

FHWA Goals:
•	 Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy 

conservation, improve quality of life, and promote consis-
tency between transportation improvements and State 
and local planned growth, housing, and economic devel-
opment patterns.

•	 Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transpor-
tation system, across and between modes, for people and 
freight.

•	 Enhance travel and tourism.

Smart Growth Principles:
•	 Foster distinctive, attractive communities with a strong 

sense of place.
•	 Encourage community and stakeholder collaboration in 

development decisions.
•	 Make development decisions predictable, fair, and  

cost-effective.

           E s t a b l i s h 
design standards for developments 
with building frontage and/or rear 
elements that are visible to passing 
motorists on I-69.

    Create addi-
tional unique signage for the 
corridor’s major businesses and 
institutions that are visible to pass-
ing motorists on I-69.

   Prohibit tem-
porary signs that are visible to 
passing motorists traveling on the 
I-69 corridor.

              I n c l u d e 
landscaped berms as a design 
alternative to sound barrier walls in 
developments adjacent to the I-69 
right-of-way.

  Improve light-
ing conditions around all interstate 
interchanges within the study area.

  Remove dam-
aged and/or defunct billboards 
along the corridor.

   Incorporate 
artistic elements into bridge spans 
that reflect the identity of the I-69 
corridor and its communities.

•	 Objective 1: •	 Objective 1: 

•	 Objective 3: 

•	 Objective 3:  
•	 Objective 2: 

•	 Objective 2: 

•	 Objective 4: 
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Goal 3: Establish a cohe-
sive corridor-wide identity 
through development deci-
sions. 

Goal 4: Establish unique 
gateways within the study 
area that incorporate the 
I-69 corridor’s identifying 
design elements.

Goal 5: Encourage civic 
engagement within the 
corridor. 

Create and pro-
mote a corridor-wide public forum 
to provide feedback about the cor-
ridor’s development.

             P ro m ote 
the formation of and partici-
pation in local public/private 
beautification groups, much like 
the Keep Indianapolis Beautiful and 
Keep Evansville Beautiful organiza-
tions.

      Partner with 
local artists to incorporate art into 
public facilities that celebrates the 
unique identity of each of the com-
munities along the corridor.

      Encourage 
communities along the corridor to 
update their existing ordinances to 
incentivize infill development.

      Identify and 
preserve the unique identity of 
each community along the corridor.

       Establish a 
wayfinding system that incorpo-
rates each community’s unique 
identity.

   Establish cor-
ridor-wide minimum standards for 
development.

       Use a corri-
dor-wide approved plant list. 

        Establish a 
materials palette for all interchange 
beautification efforts.

         Establish a 
cohesive selection of site furnish-
ings. 

  Create a gate-
ways plan for communities in the 
study area.

•	 Objective 1: •	 Objective 1: •	 Objective 1: 

•	 Objective 3: 

•	 Objective 3: 

•	 Objective 3: 

•	 Objective 2: 

•	 Objective 2: 

•	 Objective 2: 

•	 Objective 4: 

•	 Objective 4: 
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Goal 1: Improve environ-
mental conditions at every 
level of the corridor.

Goal 2: Partner with 
regional stakeholders to 
determine the infrastruc-
ture investments needed 
to meet future demands.

The southern portion of the Integrate I-69 Corridor Study area contains several 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) that require forward-thinking deci-
sion-making to ensure they are protected and/or mitigated appropriately. The 
goals and objectives in this section are designed to lower the impact of develop-
ment on the existing environment while appropriately preserving or mitigating 
existing ESAs. The following FHWA goals and Smart Growth principles serve 
as the foundation for this section, which contains 8 goals and 33 objectives.

FHWA Goals:
•	 Improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation 

system and reduce or mitigate stormwater impacts of sur-
face transportation.

•	 Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy 
conservation, improve quality of life, and promote consis-
tency between transportation improvements and State 
and local planned growth, housing, and economic devel-
opment patterns.

•	 Promote efficient system management and operation.

Smart Growth Principles:
•	 Preserve open spaces, farmlands, and critical environ-

mental areas.
•	 Encourage community and stakeholder collaboration in 

development decisions.

 Invest in proj-
ects that support climate change 
resilience.

  Require envi-
ronmental impact studies of new 
developments.

 Integrate pro-
tecting and enhancing natural 
systems into local development 
ordinances. 

   Map areas to 
be designated for continued agri-
cultural uses.

         Encourage 
new developments to follow and 
achieve Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) and 
Sustainable SITES Initiatives stan-
dards and certifications.

   Support solid 
waste diversion or recovery solu-
tions where appropriate.

              S u p p o r t 
wastewater treatment upscaling 
solutions where appropriate.

            P ro m ot e 
efforts to increase composting rates 
in the study area.

   Project future 
demand based on current devel-
opment patterns to determine the 
necessary infrastructure invest-
ments and expansions.

     Coordinate 
with INDOT to determine the 
appropriate traffic design capacity 
to meet future needs.

                E x p a n d 
existing wastewater capacity by 
separating sanitary sewers from 
surface stormwater drains.

•	 Objective 1: •	 Objective 1:    

•	 Objective 5: 
•	 Objective 5: 

•	 Objective 3: •	 Objective 3: 

•	 Objective 2: •	 Objective 2: 

•	 Objective 6: 

•	 Objective 4: 
•	 Objective 4: 
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Goal 4: Prioritize pro-
tecting, enhancing, or 
expanding ESAs.

Goal 3: Reduce vehicle miles 
traveled to support reduc-
ing transportation-related 
pollutants.

Goal 5: Improve water qual-
ity throughout the corridor.

Goal 6: Invest in resilient 
stormwater infrastructure.

Implement and 
incentivize best management prac-
tices to reduce agricultural runoff 
into waterways.

             Pr ior it ize  
protecting and enhancing 
FEMA-designated floodplain areas.

            I n c r e a s e 
the tree canopy throughout the 
study area using a corridor-wide 
approved plant list.

    Identify, pro-
tect, and expand connections 
between habitat areas.

       Encourage 
utilizing mass transit, carpooling, 
and multi-modal transportation to 
reduce emissions from on-road 
vehicles.

           P r i o r i t i ze 
investments that will improve 
corridor-wide access to 
bikeshares and other active 
transportation options.

     Update land 
use regulations to prioritize reducing 
the lengths and frequencies of 
single-occupancy vehicle trips by 
including standards for dense, walkable 
development near transit connections. 

    C o o rd i n a t e 
with jurisdictions in the study area 
to incorporate GAR into local devel-
opment standards.

Prioritize pro-
tecting riparian corridors within new 
developments.

          I d e n t i f y 
and repair local stream damage 
throughout the study area.

      Implement a 
corridor-wide watershed manage-
ment plan.

      Develop a 
stormwater master plan for the 
study area.

  Invest in green 
stormwater infrastructure for public 
projects.

 Update exist-
ing stormwater policies and 
development standards in jurisdic-
tions throughout the study area.

              R e d u c e 
impervious surfaces and encour-
age onsite, nature-based design 
solutions to improve stormwater 
mitigation.

Goal 7: Increase residen-
tial density near travel  
opportunities.

Evaluate vacant 
land to determine prime areas for 
residential developments near tran-
sit connections.

     Encourage 
mixed-use, dense, and TOD prac-
tices.

     Incentivize 
constructing developments near 
public transportation networks, 
multi-modal connections, work-
places, and other daily travel needs.

Goal 8: Invest in ener-
gy-efficient development, 
equipment, and materials 
throughout the corridor.

Prioritize using 
low-embodied energy materials in 
local projects.

Prioritize using 
energy-efficient and low-emission 
equipment in all aspects of new 
development. 

Upgrade public 
utility assets and infrastructure to 
make them more energy efficient.

  Develop and 
implement guidelines for new 
projects to achieve net-zero envi-
ronmental impacts.

•	 Objective 1: 

•	 Objective 1: 

•	 Objective 1: 
•	 Objective 1: 

•	 Objective 1: 

•	 Objective 1: 

•	 Objective 3: 

•	 Objective 3: 

•	 Objective 3: •	 Objective 3: 

•	 Objective 3: 

•	 Objective 3: 

•	 Objective 2: 

•	 Objective 2: 

•	 Objective 2: •	 Objective 2: 

•	 Objective 2: 

•	 Objective 2:   

•	 Objective 4: 

•	 Objective 4: 
•	 Objective 4: 

•	 Objective 4: 
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Goal 1: Establish an MoU 
between all jurisdictions 
within the Integrate I-69 
Corridor Study area.

Goal 2: Coordinate improve-
ments throughout the I-69 
corridor to enhance its sense 
of place.

There are multiple jurisdictions with different goals represented within the Integrate 
I-69 Corridor Study area. The goals and objectives in this section ensure that coor-
dination occurs between each jurisdiction and that development occurs intentionally. 
In addition, this focus area addresses funding opportunities and strategies for proj-
ects proposed in this study. The following FHWA goals and Smart Growth principles 
serve as the foundation for this section, which contains 2 goals and 7 objectives. 

FHWA Goals:
•	 Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy 

conservation, improve quality of life, and promote consis-
tency between transportation improvements and State 
and local planned growth, housing, and economic devel-
opment patterns.

•	 Promote efficient system management and operation.
•	 Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, 

especially by enabling global competitiveness, productiv-
ity, and efficiency.

Smart Growth Principles:
•	 Encourage community and stakeholder collaboration in 

development decisions.
•	 Make development decisions predictable, fair, and 

cost-effective.

          Enact the 
“Memorandum of Understanding 
for Intergovernmental Coopera-
tion in Development And Access 
Management Near Municipal 
Boundaries” between all municipali-
ties in the study area.

     Enact MoUs 
between relevant jurisdictions 
in the study area and INDOT for 
the long-term maintenance of 
enhancements within the INDOT 
right-of-way.

     Enact MoUs 
between relevant jurisdictions to 
coordinate reconstruction and reg-
ular maintenance of non-INDOT 
facilities that cross boundaries.

    Enact MoUs 
between relevant jurisdictions to 
streamline the notification and 
approval process of property 
access curb cuts into INDOT-con-
trolled rights-of-way.

         Establish a 
corridor-wide overlay district to 
synchronize land use regulations 
across municipalities within the 
study area.

      Encourage 
adjacent municipalities to establish 
JFAs to fund mutually beneficial 
sense of place improvements where 
feasible; moreover, strategies for 
establishing JFAs can be found in 
Section D: Funding & Financing on 
p. 40.

         Establish a 
design review committee with rep-
resentatives from each jurisdiction 
within the study area.

•	 Objective 1: •	 Objective 1: 

•	 Objective 3: •	 Objective 3: 

•	 Objective 2: 

•	 Objective 2: 

•	 Objective 4: 
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Introduction 
The minimum design standards 
provide a common floor to ensure 
unity between the four municipal-
ities and the unincorporated areas 
of Madison County along the I-69 
corridor. The recommendations 
presented in this study are a start-
ing point for these communities to 
conduct further discussions about 
the corridor’s future and implement 
projects. By establishing common 
design standards, the corridor will 
demonstrate a cohesive sense of 
place while allowing each community 
to showcase its own unique identity. 

These standards are recommen-
dations that do not supersede any 
local or federal regulations. All regu-
lations should conform to ordinances 
at the jurisdiction’s local level, INDOT 
design standards at the state level, 
and AASHTO standards at the fed-
eral level. AASHTO is an independent 
association comprised of trans-
portation departments nationwide 
that publishes technical standards 
for design, construction, materials, 
and other technical areas. Policies at 
the state level can meet or exceed 
these minimum standards and, 
in turn, local ordinances can then 
meet or exceed state-level policies. 

The purpose of the minimum stan-
dards is establishing common design 
standards and governing ground 
rules within the study area. By imple-
menting these minimum standards, 
the communities within the study 
area will continue carrying out effec-
tive planning practices while better 
coordinating development among 
the different jurisdictions. The mini-
mum standards cover the design of 
buildings, structures, plantings, signs, 
streetscapes, setbacks, and other 
elements visible to the public that 
enhance a community’s sense of 
place. Communities within the study 
area will have a reliable framework to 
guide their development with these 
standards, which then empowers 
them to make informed decisions 
that align with their long-term visions 
while ensuring compatibil-
ity with neighboring jurisdictions.

During the time this study was con-
ducted in spring 2024, much of 
the land within the study area was 
undeveloped, which presented an 
opportunity for the communities 
to determine the identity and char-
acter of the corridor without much 
precedent. The building and form 
standards are especially important 
because they will enable the com-
munities to actively shape the visual 
identity of the corridor as it grows. 
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Bike Facilities

Infrastructure within the public 
right-of-way needs to be safe, 
accessible, and user-friendly 
to all people within the I-69 
corridor, regardless of the 
user’s mode of transportation. 
There are piecemeal existing 
bike facilities on functionally 
classified roadways ranging 
from Local to Minor Arterial 
within the study area; however, 
there is no coordinated design 
treatment of these facilities 
amongst the municipalities 
within the study area. 

TRANSPORTATION

•	 Bike facilities shall be designed according to a road’s functional classification and site context.

•	 Pavement markings and/or separations shall be used for bicycle facilities according to the roadway’s 
functional classification and Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT). 

•	 Conflict points between vehicles and cyclists shall be minimized at intersections.

•	 Bike facilities shall have provisions for connections to parks and trails. 

Shared Lane

Class 3 Facility

Local (Low-volume, low-speed roads only!) Local & Collector (Best with minimal 
access drives and lower volume count 

roads.)

Local & Collector Off-road

LESS SAFE MORE SAFE

Class 2 Facility Class 4 Facility Class 1 Facility

Painted Stripe Physical Separation Trail (Off-road)

Figure 17: Shared Bike Lane Configurations
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•	 Shared drives must abide by all the minimum requirements for single-access drives within this doc-
ument.

•	 Shared drives shall be required when it is not possible for the normal placement of an access drive 
to comply with the minimum requirements for drive spacing distance from the edge of a develop-
ment’s parcel.

•	 Shared drives shall be prohibited from being located within 1,350 feet of any interstate access ramp.

•	 Shared drives shall not include signage or monuments that reduce or completely block the vehicle 
sight triangle.

•	 All shared drives shall include pedestrian crossings as a part of their design.

Shared Drives

Any facilities that have multiple 
single-property access points 
create safety hazards and 
reduce the capacity of the 
facility. Shared access drives are 
key to reducing the number of 
curb cuts into the public right-
of-way, because these shared 
drives are especially useful 
in areas where parcel-limited 
frontage would otherwise place 
its legally required access point 
in conflict with intersections. 

Minimum Shared Drive Maximum Shared Drive

Figure 18: Example Shared Service Drives
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Drive Access Points 

Managing access drives adja-
cent to intersections within the 
study area will enable munici-
palities to better preserve the 
traffic flow on primary roads 
while simultaneously providing 
access to land developments. 
Therefore, the integrity of the 
public road system shall be 
preserved as the intersections 
become more urbanized. Lim-
iting access points will prevent 
the overall safety, capacity, and 
traffic speed of these facili-
ties from deteriorating in the 
future.

•	 Reduce conflict points immediately around intersections by closing and relocating existing curb cuts.

•	 New drive access points should be at least 1,350 feet from interstate off-ramps.

•	 New drive access points should be determined by the facility’s speed limit and be located at least 
130 feet from each other as well as all other intersections.

•	 New drive tapers are only to be permitted if they can be incorporated into the existing parcel front-
age.

•	 Temporary drive access points closer to intersections shall be allowed for construction access.

•	 Right-in right-out access configuration should be used where access drives cannot meet minimum 
distances from intersections. 

•	 If the property frontage is insufficient to allow for the minimum drive spacing, then drives shall be 
consolidated as a shared access point.

•	 Median openings should not be granted unless justified by a traffic impact analysis.

I-69

Interchange 
Off-ramp

Interchange 
On-ramp

1,350 Feet
Minimum Access Point 
Requirement From I-69

Off- or On-Ramps
65 Feet

Minimum Access Point 
Requirement

5 Feet
Minimum 

Distance to
Parcel

Boundary*

*A shared drive may be 
necessary if this standard 
cannot be met.

Drive 
Access 

Point

Drive 
Access 

Point

Drive 
Access 

Point

Figure 24: Drive Access
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Unacceptable & Uncontrolled Drive Access

Acceptable Right-in Right-out Drive with Full Median

Unacceptable Median Opening with Left Turn LaneAcceptable Right-in Right-out with Median Opening

Drive Access Conflict Points

Acceptable Drive Tapers

Striped ADA and Compliant CrossingRadial Return
(Curbed)

Flared
(Curbed)

3-foot Sidewalk 
Integrated into Taper

Striped ADA Compliant Crossing

Unacceptable & Uncontrolled Drive Access

Acceptable Right-in Right-out Drive with Full Median

Unacceptable Median Opening with Left Turn LaneAcceptable Right-in Right-out with Median Opening

Drive Access Conflict Points

Acceptable Drive Tapers

Striped ADA and Compliant CrossingRadial Return
(Curbed)

Flared
(Curbed)

3-foot Sidewalk 
Integrated into Taper

Striped ADA Compliant Crossing

Unacceptable & Uncontrolled Drive Access

Acceptable Right-in Right-out Drive with Full Median

Unacceptable Median Opening with Left Turn LaneAcceptable Right-in Right-out with Median Opening

Drive Access Conflict Points

Acceptable Drive Tapers

Striped ADA and Compliant CrossingRadial Return
(Curbed)

Flared
(Curbed)

3-foot Sidewalk 
Integrated into Taper

Striped ADA Compliant Crossing

Unacceptable & Uncontrolled Drive Access

Acceptable Right-in Right-out Drive with Full Median

Unacceptable Median Opening with Left Turn LaneAcceptable Right-in Right-out with Median Opening

Drive Access Conflict Points

Acceptable Drive Tapers

Striped ADA and Compliant CrossingRadial Return
(Curbed)

Flared
(Curbed)

3-foot Sidewalk 
Integrated into Taper

Striped ADA Compliant Crossing

Unacceptable & Uncontrolled Drive Access

Acceptable Right-in Right-out Drive with Full Median

Unacceptable Median Opening with Left Turn LaneAcceptable Right-in Right-out with Median Opening

Drive Access Conflict Points

Acceptable Drive Tapers

Striped ADA and Compliant CrossingRadial Return
(Curbed)

Flared
(Curbed)

3-foot Sidewalk 
Integrated into Taper

Striped ADA Compliant Crossing

Figure 25: Access Drive Taper

Figure 26: Acceptable Drive Access with Full Median

Figure 27: Uncontrolled Drive Access

Figure 29: Unacceptable Cross-median Access
Figure 28: Cross-median Drive Access
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Service Drive & Cross Property Access

Service drives provide shared 
access between two or more 
parcels and/or a connection 
between abutting land uses. All 
situations where the driveway 
spacing minimum standards 
cannot otherwise be met require 
a service drive. Moreover, ser-
vice drives may be required for 
all properties along Major or 
Minor Arterials. 

•	 Service drives are required to have a 30-foot setback from the public right-of-way.

•	 Service drives are required to provide safe access to pedestrians and cyclists by means of a paved 
path or sidewalk.

•	 All forms of parking on the service drive shall be prohibited.

•	 The minimum pavement width of a two-way service drive is required to be 26 feet, and 13 feet for a 
one-way drive.

•	 A service drive that intersects with another service drive for the purposes of interior site circulation 
shall be 36 feet wide at the intersection. 

•	 Service roads shall be constructed parallel to the front property line.

•	 PUDs and residential subdivisions shall incorporate future connection roads and sidewalk stubs as a 
part of their interior transportation network.

•	 Adjacent commercial and retail developments shall connect their parking lots to one another.

Major Arterial

St
re

et

St
re

et

Avoid

Promote
Cross Access
Joint Access
Complete Onsite 
Circulation

Cross Access

Increased Spacing

Property Lines

Temporary
Curb Cuts

Shared Access

Figure 36: Enabling Cross-site Circulation Figure 37: Side Street Cross-parcel Access Figure 38: Cross Access Through Shared Parking
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Figure 39: Cross Access Configurations

Development’s major 
entrance is signalized.

Secondary entrance is 
right-in right-out.

Cross lot access points 
are aligned.

Cross parking lot access 
serves many tenants.  

Internal circulator roads 
include center planting 
strips.

Internal intersections 
are roundabouts. 
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Curbs & Gutters
Curbs and gutters are vital 
elements to the function of 
any roadway by serving as hard 
boundaries between property 
access points and the roadway 
network. In addition, curbs 
and gutters also improve the 
aesthetics of a corridor, provide 
cost-effective drainage solutions, 
and can be an integral solution 
to right-sizing a facility to fit the 
community’s needs.

•	 Curbs shall be included in all non-interstate facilities within the study area.

•	 Curb crossing bump-outs or curb extensions shall be incorporated into intersections with heavy 
pedestrian traffic.

•	 Curb radii at intersections shall depend on the facility’s functional classification and designed speed 
limit.

•	 Gutters shall be included in all facilities within the study area.

•	 Combination rolled curb and gutter systems shall only be applied on roadways classified as Local 
and only within residential subdivisions.

•	 Valley gutter systems shall not span intersections.

•	 Surface drains shall be installed for all newly constructed roads and incorporated into the facility’s 
drainage system.

•	 Existing shoulder and ditch road configurations shall be retrofitted to include curbs and gutters.

Subdivision

Ideal for drainage and locations that do not need to be 
mounted.

Ideal for locations that need to be mounted such as 
driveways; however, these curbs are only acceptable on 
Local roads.

Ideal for street centerlines for flush curb situations on 
low-speed, Local-level roads. Curbs shall not span 
intersections.

Barrier Style Curb & Gutter Rolled or Mountable Style Curb Valley Style Curb 

Figure 19: Curb and Gutter Configurations



Minimum Standards

65

Figure 21: Standard Intersection Curbs Figure 22: Flare Curbs Figure 23: Pedestrian Bump-out Curbs

Figure 20: Retrofitting Rural County Roads

12’ Travel Lane 12’ Travel Lane 2’ Gravel Shoulder2’ Gravel Shoulder10’ Swale 10’ Swale

 Rural Road

12’ Travel Lane 12’ Travel Lane2’ Paved 
Shoulder

With Drain Cut

2’ Paved 
Shoulder

With Drain Cut

10’ Swale 10’ SwaleImproved Rural
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Intersections

Road intersections are a part 
of the greater transporta-
tion network as opposed to 
being individual instances of 
streets crossing and need 
to be designed as such. 
Well-designed intersections 
are necessary for the road 
network to function safely 
and efficiently. Intersections 
should be designed consis-
tently throughout the road 
network to make navigating 
intuitive and predictable for 
both motorists and pedestri-
ans. 

•	 No features, including but not limited to, access drives, driveways, signs, pedestrian amenities, orna-
mental plantings, and hardscapes shall be constructed such that they reduce or impede safe sight 
distances.

•	 Engineering studies for new intersections within the study area shall include a roundabout as an 
alternative to a standard signalized intersection.

•	 Signalized intersections that create a large vehicle queue or excessive turning conflict points shall be 
converted into roundabout intersections wherever feasible.

•	 All newly constructed intersections shall include Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and Public 
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) compliant sidewalks and crosswalks.

•	 Curb radii at intersections should be rounded no less than 25 feet for Major Collectors and no less 
than 30 feet for any Minor Arterial and above.

•	 All intersections within the study area shall incorporate consistent design elements. 

•	 Signalized intersections along Minor Arterials and above shall be synchronized with the facility’s 
speed limit to enhance traffic flow.

INDOT Safe 
Stopping 
Distance

X’

X’

Fixed Object 
Free Area 5’ Paved Shoulder

Offset from edge of vehicle 
to edge of traffic lane or 
edge of pavement.

Path of right 
edge of vehicle.

R is 30’ for Other 
Principal Arterial 
25’ for all other roads.

Edge of Pavement

Entry Width

R2’

2’

Diverging

Roadway Conflict Points

Merging
Crossing

Figure 30: Intersection Sight Triangle Figure 31: Intersection Radii Figure 32: Minimizing Roadway Conflict Points
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Loops: Electromagnetic sensors 
embedded in streets can tell the 
presence of vehicles and send a 
signal to the controller.

Controller: The traffic lights 
are turned by the engineers 
for efficent vehicle flow 
through the entire corridor.

Green Light: Upcoming 
traffic lights synchronize 
to allow traffic to flow

Pedestrian Crossing Signal: 
Pedestrian crossing button triggers 
signal interruption after platoon 
clearance.

Wireless or twisted pair copper cables
are used to relay signals to the hub.

ADA compliant 
sidewalks and crosswalks.

Incorporate consistent 
design elements into 
corridor intersections.

Hub

Platoon: A string of 
vehicles on a street.

Video
Detection
Camera Detects platoons. 

Vehicles on major streets have 
more priority than vehicles 
coming out of side streets.

Fiber-optic cable 
connects to the cameras.

Speed Limit Synchronized: Corridor traffic 
lights are synchronized to the time it takes for 
a vehicle traveling the speed limit. Speeding 
traffic will hit red lights. Minor crossroad 
left-turn traffic is sensor-actuated.

Align access drives.

Figure 33: Corridor Signal Synchronization
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Right-of-way

Maintaining the integrity of the 
right-of-way along the entire 
length of a roadway facility is 
vital to the future growth and 
development of the I-69 cor-
ridor. Irregular parcel setback 
and permanent structural 
encroachment into the front-
age-dedicated easement will 
pose significant hurdles if a road 
needs to be improved. Right-
of-way should be uniform for 
each facility to streamline any 
future roadway improvements, 
especially across jurisdictional 
boundaries and adjacent land 
uses.

•	 Minimum right-of-way widths shall be set according to functional classifications.

•	 Minimum right-of-way widths shall be consistent across jurisdictional boundaries.

•	 Roadway facilities serving as jurisdictional boundaries shall have a uniform width.

•	 The  amount required for right-of-way dedication is half the required right-of-way 
measured from the street centerline.

•	 Each newly constructed road shall be designated as Suburban and have the 
appropriate right-of-way width for its functional classification.

Non-uniform Right-of-way Width
Across Shared Facility

Varying Right-of-way Width
Between Parcels

Non-uniform Right-of-way Width
at Municipal Boundary

Municipal Boundary

Easement

Easement

Easement

Easement

Easement

Easement

M
un

ic
ip

al
   B

ou
nd

ar
y

Figure 34: Easement Issues
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Incomplete Sidewalk
Inconsistent Easements Put 

Existing Sidewalk on Private Property

Examples Where Right-of-way Dedication is Needed

Inconsistent Roadway Width

Municipal Boundary

Easement Easement

Easement

Right-of-way Dedication

Improving the integrity of a 
road’s existing right-of-way is 
a worthwhile, yet laborious pro-
cess. Existing developments 
often have easements and 
frontage that may not meet 
current right-of-way require-
ments, which will hinder future 
infrastructure improvements. 
All municipalities within the 
Integrate I-69 Corridor Study 
area shall adopt a right-of-way 
dedication ordinance requiring 
existing properties to dedi-
cate the frontage necessary to 
mitigate any existing issues or 
future impacts the land use 
will have on the public facility.

•	 Eminent domain should only be used as a last resort to rectify existing right-of-way conflicts within 
the study area.

•	 The right-of-way dedication ordinance shall include considerations for the necessary width required 
for reasonable maintenance to a roadway.

•	 The right-of-way dedication ordinance shall include considerations for including future pedestrian 
and/or cyclist improvements within the public right-of-way.

•	 The right-of-way dedication ordinance shall include considerations for including future frontage 
roads or frontage improvements. 

•	 The right-of-way dedication ordinance shall include establishing a design review committee that 
facilitates case-by-case design considerations for dedicating additional right-of-way. 

•	 Municipalities shall clearly identify when additional right-of-way dedication is necessary. 

Figure 35: Locations Where Right-of-way Dedication is Needed
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Shared Use Paths

Shared use path projects 
should be coordinated amongst 
jurisdictions to be implemented 
as a network. Connectivity 
in existing and proposed 
developments, road projects, 
park spaces, and natural areas 
shall be implemented where 
feasible. Shared use paths 
should accommodate all non-
motorized vehicle users and 
achieve ADA compliance 
standards. All shared use paths 
within the study area shall 
be designed to the following 
standards.

•	 Conflict points with intersections shall be avoided as much as possible.

•	 Shared use paths shall be 10 feet minimum in width.

•	 Shared use paths crossing jurisdictions shall have similar treatments and connect seamlessly.

•	 Shared use paths shall be included in all proposed housing developments to provide network links 
and fill gaps.

•	 Areas for dwell time shall be provided on path segments greater than .25 miles long.

•	 Paths shall be maintained frequently to ensure user safety.

•	 Directional/wayfinding signage must be incorporated into path segments greater than .25 miles 
long.

•	 Lighting shall be incorporated at key decision points along path segments.

Figure 40: Shared Use Path on Local Road

10.5’ Travel Lane10’ Shared Use 
Path

10.5’ Travel Lane 5’ Sidewalk
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11’ Travel Lane10’ Shared Use 
Path

1’ 
Buffer

1.5’ 
Curb/Gutter

11’ Travel Lane7’ Parking 
Lane

14’ Center 
Turn Lane

10’ Shared Use 
Path

5’ Planting
 Strip

5’ Planting
 Strip

11’ Travel 
Lane

11’ Travel 
Lane

10’ Shared Use 
Path

3’ Planting
 Strip

3’ Planting
 Strip

12’ Travel 
Lane

12’ Travel 
Lane

12’ Travel 
Lane

12’ Travel 
Lane

Figure 41: Shared Use Path on 
Collector Road

Figure 42: Shared Use Path on Arterial Road

Figure 43: Shared Use Path on Other Principal Arterial Road
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Sidewalks

Sidewalks play a vital role in the life 
of urban environments by serving 
as conduits for pedestrian access 
to commercial spaces, enabling 
economic activity, and creating 
spaces for social interaction. Side-
walks need to be well-maintained 
in a safe and accessible compre-
hensive network to fully benefit 
the community.

•	 All existing facilities from Minor Arterial and below within the study area shall have sidewalks.

•	 All proposed new construction facilities from Minor Arterial and below shall include pedestrian facil-
ities.

•	 Sidewalks shall be 1 foot within the right-of-way as measured from the interior edge of a property’s 
easement unless properties have structures built as a zero lot line.

•	 All sidewalks, both existing and newly constructed, shall be compliant with current ADA and PROWAG 
standards.

•	 All large commercial retail establishments shall be designed with direct sidewalk access from the 
establishment’s main entrance to the public sidewalk network and/or to public open spaces directly 
adjacent to the establishment.

•	 A sidewalk plan shall be prepared for every lot within newly platted subdivisions and commercial 
PUDs.

Figure 44: Subdivision Sidewalk Connections

Subdivision Sidewalk Connection  
Through Side Yard Easement

Subdivision Sidewalk Connection  
Through Cul-de-sac

No Subdivision Sidewalk Connection  

Figure 45: Public-to-Private Sidewalk Network

Sidewalk on All 
Sides of Structure
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Local

Minor Collector
Major Collector

Minor Arterial

Major Arterial
Other Principal Arterial 

Commercial Major Collector
Downtown Major Collector

Industrial Minor Arterial

Local Residential

Residential Major Collector

0’ 4’ 1’6”

3’ 5’ 6’

0’ 4’ 1’6”

3’ 5’ 6’

3’ 5’ 6’

4’ 6’ 6’

4’ 6’ 6’

6’ 8’ 6’

6’ 8’ 6’

6’ 8’ 6’

6’ 8’ 6’

6’

14’6”

6’

14’6”

14’6”

16’6”

16’6”

20’6”

20’6”

20’6”

20’6”

Pedestrian Through 
Zone

Street Furniture 
/Curb Zone

Frontage Zone
Desirable Width Minimum Width Minimum Width

Street Type Minimum Width
(Without Frontage)

Total

6”
 C

ur
b

Figure 46: Sidewalk by Functional Classification and Site Context
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Street Design

As the arteries connecting 
people to places, it is vital that 
the streets within the I-69 cor-
ridor provide context-sensitive 
design that supports multi-
modal mobility and access. 
Street design is informed by the 
purpose of the roadway, as well 
as the adjacent land uses. To 
ensure the proper right-of-way 
is obtained and preserved over 
time, standards are established 
based on the future street type 
and its associated design.

•	 All new streets shall be constructed with curbs and gutters.

•	 Rural county roads within the study area shall be upgraded to Urban cross-sections when feasible as 
a part of their regularly scheduled maintenance/improvement program or when adjacent properties 
are developed.

•	 Half-streets, single-lane roads, and/or one-way roads shall be prohibited within the study area.

•	 All newly constructed roads shall be built as Complete Streets that accommodate all users.

•	 The minimum pavement width should be based on the functional classification of the road facility.

•	 All street amenities and enhancements shall be determined by the facility’s street type.

•	 A street’s speed limit shall be determined by its functional classification and the adjacent land uses.

•	 Residential private streets shall be prohibited. 

•	 Private commercial and industrial streets shall be constructed according to the same minimum stan-
dards as public streets.

Green Infrastructure

Travel 
Zone

Wide 
Sidewalks

Outdoor
Seating

Dedicated or
Protected Bike 

Lanes

Vehicle 
Travel Lanes

Safe CrossingsTransit Vehicle 
Travel Lanes

Frontage
Zone

Pedestrian 
Through 

Zone

Street 
Furniture 

Zone
Buffer
Zone

Frontage
Zone

Pedestrian 
Through 

Zone

Street 
Furniture 

Zone
Buffer
Zone

Figure 47: Complete Street
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Figure 48: Street Amenities Figure 49: Right-of-way Widths

Figure 50: Recommended Street Amenities by Functional Classification and Area Context

Decorative street lights, street 
trees, and public trash cans.

Shared Use Path

Building awnings provide shade 
and shelter to pedestrians.

Public benches and 
planting boxes.

Sidewalk Shared Use Path Street TreesStreet Lights Public SeatingPlanting BoxesParking WayfindingPublic Trash Cans

Local

Minor Collector

Major Collector

Minor Arterial

Major Arterial

Other Principal Arterial 

Commercial Major Collector

Downtown Major Collector

Industrial Minor Arterial

Local Residential

Residential Major Collector

Street Type

Local 60 Feet

60 Feet

80 Feet

80 Feet

80 Feet

80 Feet

80 Feet

80 Feet

100 Feet

100 Feet

120 Feet

Minor Collector

Major Collector

Minor Arterial

Major Arterial

Other Principal Arterial 

Commercial Major Collector

Downtown Major Collector

Industrial Minor Arterial

Local Residential

Residential Major Collector

Street Type Right-of-way Width
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Parcel Frontage & Setbacks

Most of the land within the study 
area is currently zoned agricul-
tural but will likely be upzoned 
as the corridor develops. Land 
use metrics including but not 
limited to minimum frontage 
requirements, lot setbacks, and 
lot depths may differ between 
land uses throughout the study 
area because it is multijurisdic-
tional in nature. These metrics 
should be standardized for all 
land use categories to facilitate 
cohesive development.

•	 Frontage setbacks shall be uniformly based on the functional classification of the road the property 
has direct access to.

•	 All municipalities shall coordinate their land use codes and zones to ensure land use requirements 
are uniform.

•	 Residential land uses directly adjacent to the Interstate 69 (I-69) right-of-way shall have a lot set-
back of 500 feet.

•	 Zero lot line development shall be prohibited along all facilities classified above Major Arterial.

•	 Flag lots or parcels shall be prohibited throughout the study area.

I-69

Landscaped 
Buffer

Frontage Easement

500 Feet
Minimum 

Distance to
Rear of Structure

Private trees are discouraged in 
the frontage easement. 

Planting beds are allowed within 
the frontage easement.

No permanent signs or 
hardscaping are allowed within the 
frontage easement.

Flag Parcels are Prohibited

Figure 51: Rear Lot Setback from the Interstate
Figure 52: Flag Parcels
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Figure 53: Parcel Frontage by Functional Classification and Area Context
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Billboards are a long-standing 
form of traditional advertising 
that have been associated with 
the interstate system since the 
1960s. Billboards have evolved 
from their original purpose of pro-
viding motorists with information 
about approaching attractions 
and services to digitally advertis-
ing products and services that, 
at best, have nothing to do with 
motorists and, at worst, create 
active distractions and visual clut-
ter. Municipalities in the study area 
should incorporate additional reg-
ulations for billboards to create a 
cohesive corridor-wide sense of 
place.

Billboards

•	 New Electronic Messaging Center billboards shall be prohibited.

•	 Billboards shall have a maximum of two signs at any point in time.

•	 Billboards visible from the interstate shall have a minimum distance of 2,000 feet between each 
other.

•	 Billboards shall be no closer than 500 feet to merging on-ramps.

•	 Billboards shall not contain flashing, intermittent, or moving lights.

•	 Billboards shall not contain lighting that mimics emergency services vehicles, movable search lights, 
or brilliant directional light beams that shine directly into oncoming traffic.

I-69

2,000 Feet
Minimum Spacing Requirement

in all Directions

I-69

500 Feet
Minimum Spacing Requirement

to Merging On-ramps

Interchange 
Off-ramp

Figure 54: Billboard Spacing Figure 55: Billboard Spacing from Interchanges
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Single Face

Permitted Configurations
Maximum of 2 Signs

Back-to-back

V-type

Side-by-side

Stacked

1

1 2

1 2

1 2

1

2

Area to be Lit

Avoid Spillover Lighting

Billboards Shall Not Contain Distracting Brilliant Illumination

Single Face

Permitted Configurations
Maximum of 2 Signs

Back-to-back

V-type

Side-by-side

Stacked

1

1 2

1 2

1 2

1

2

Area to be Lit

Avoid Spillover Lighting

Billboards Shall Not Contain Distracting Brilliant Illumination

Single Face

Permitted Configurations
Maximum of 2 Signs

Back-to-back

V-type

Side-by-side

Stacked

1

1 2

1 2

1 2

1

2

Area to be Lit

Avoid Spillover Lighting

Billboards Shall Not Contain Distracting Brilliant IlluminationFigure 56: Billboard Configurations

Figure 57: Billboard Lighting
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Interchange Beautification

The I-69 interchanges are the 
primary gateways into Madison 
County and its municipalities. Over 
64,000 vehicles drive past the 4 
interstate exchanges within the 
study area per day, and half of this 
traffic enters or exits the interstate 
system within the study area. Cur-
rently, the land adjacent to and 
between the on- and off-ramps 
is unimproved. Improving this land 
will enable Madison County and 
its municipalities to present a uni-
fied sense of place throughout the 
corridor. For further reading, see 
Reference 8 in Appendix 5: Sup-
plemental Resources on p. 118.

•	 All landscaping improvements shall follow the Policy for Public Art and Landscaping on INDOT 
Right-of-Way.

•	 Landscaping shall be regularly maintained according to the Indiana Department of Transportation 
(INDOT) guidelines.

•	 Municipalities shall coordinate with each other to develop a consistent landscaping application for all 
interstate interchanges within the study area.

•	 Landscaping shall follow the approved planting lists outlined in Appendix 8: Approved Corridor 
Planting List on p. 124 of this document.

Maintained Area 

Right-of-way or Barrier

Mainline

Ramp

Fixed Object Free Area

Enhancement 
Area

Crossovers

Side Road

Maintained Area 

Figure 58: Operational/Clear Zone

Figure 59: Interchange Enhancement Areas

Operational/Clear Zone

Cut/
Spray

Spray

30‘ 20‘
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Figure 60: Exit 226 Potential Beautification

Edge Of 
Right-of-way

Fixed Object Free & 
Vegetation Man-
agement Zones

Enhancement 
Zones

I-69Shoulder30’20’

Mowing 
Area

Weed 
Control Area

50’ Fixed Object 
Clear Zone
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Lighting

Light poles are often the most 
common public infrastructure 
element within the public right-
of-way beyond street trees. Light 
poles present the opportunity to 
further establish a cohesive sense 
of place throughout the I-69 
corridor. In addition, coordinating 
lighting conditions along public 
roads will improve public safety 
and reduce unnecessary light 
pollution.

•	 Lighting within the public right-of-way shall meet all INDOT standards for permanently installed 
infrastructure.

•	 Street lighting shall be required to be installed along all facilities above Minor Arterial.

•	 Obsolete or substandard lighting within the study area shall be replaced with lighting that aligns with 
current INDOT standards.

•	 Lighting shall utilize LED or other low-energy cost lamps.

•	 Light poles shall include the capacity to hang public decorations including banners, flower baskets, 
and other seasonal decorations. 

•	 Lighting shall include light shielding to reduce the amount of unnecessary night sky light pollution.

Example Lighting DecorationsColor Temperature Intensity Timing

Figure 61: Street Lighting Configuration Figure 62: Street Lighting Illumination Figure 63: Street Lighting Decorations
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Pedestrian Crossings

There are 346 intersections 
within the I-69 corridor as of 
when this document was writ-
ten in spring 2024. This number 
will continue to increase as the 
corridor shifts from rural to 
more urban land uses, and each 
junction in the corridor needs to 
be safely navigable by pedes-
trians. To ensure the pedestrian 
transportation network remains 
safe and accessible as the corri-
dor develops, crosswalk design 
elements should be standard-
ized.

•	 All pedestrian crossings shall be ADA and PROWAG compliant.

•	 All pedestrian crossings shall include standardized design elements to foster a cohesive sense of 
place throughout the study area.

•	 Pedestrian crossings on facilities classified as Minor Arterial and above shall be signal actuated with 
their activation times synchronized with the facility’s traffic control system.

•	 Pedestrian crossings spanning a boulevard or median-divided facility shall have a pedestrian refuge 
island incorporated into the central median area.

•	 Pedestrian crosswalks shall be incorporated into the design of roundabout intersections.

•	 Crossings on high AADT facilities shall include traffic calming measures as a part of the crossing 
design.

Stack Bond Diamond

Running Bond Herringbone

Contrasting Pattern

Inlay

Figure 64: Crosswalk Patterns

Figure 65: Sidewalk Transitions

Perpendicular Parallel Depressed Corner

Slope is Too Steep Obstruction Too Small of a Landing
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Plant List

Landscaping can be used to tie 
distant and otherwise disparate 
elements of the I-69 corridor 
together into a cohesive design. 
Incorporating landscape plant-
ings into the public right-of-way 
and public amenities is a cost-ef-
fective solution to improving 
the corridor’s sense of place, 
reducing stormwater runoff, and 
providing interesting elements 
for pedestrians to enjoy. Commu-
nities must deliberately include 
landscaping into the public right-
of-way as a design element to 
take full advantage of its benefits.

•	 Landscaping in the public right-of-way shall be comprised of plants listed in Appendix 8: Approved 
Corridor Planting List on p. 124.

•	 Landscaping that is planted as a stormwater reduction solution shall be comprised of plants listed in 
Appendix 8: Approved Corridor Planting List on p. 124.

•	 Municipalities shall adequately maintain their public landscaping.

•	 Maintenance plans should be included for any landscaping included in the public right-of-way.

•	 Landscaping shall not be planted as a monoculture to ensure the long-term viability of the land-
scaped area.

Figure 66: Urban-tolerant Plants Figure 67: Planting Diverse Species Figure 68: Using Native Plants

Pollution, drought, and salt 
tolerant trees.

Plant pollinator species.
Avoid monoculture. 

Plant a broad range 
of native species.

Barberry Norway
Maple

Wisteria

Purple
Cone 

Flower

Red 
Maple

Fox 
Sedge

Invasive Plantings

Native Plantings
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Street Trees

Adding street trees to facilities 
within the Integrate I-69 Corridor 
Study area will increase the social 
and practical functionality of the 
study area’s roadways. Street trees 
offer several benefits, including 
but not limited to calming traffic on 
roads with higher-than-designed 
speeds, reducing the number of 
impervious surfaces to mitigate 
stormwater runoff, and providing 
aesthetically pleasing natural 
elements that improve an area’s 
sense of place. Communities 
must deliberately include street 
trees into the public right-of-way 
as a design element to take full 
advantage of their benefits.

•	 Only street trees identified in Appendix 7: Approved Street Trees on p. 122 shall be planted within 
the public right-of-way.

•	 Municipalities shall follow the Indiana Department of Natural Resources’ (IDNR’s) guidelines for 
planting new street trees.

•	 Municipalities shall adequately maintain public street trees.

•	 When an existing street tree dies, it should be replaced by a new tree from the approved street tree 
list identified in Appendix 7: Approved Street Trees on p. 122.

Medium Tree Zone
20’-50’ From Street
Tree Height 20’-40’

Small Tree Zone
Up to 20’ From Street
Tree Height 25’ or Less

Pruning Zone
            25’

2’

2’

3’

3’

Section
Plan View

Street Tree 
Planting Detail

for Sidewalk Areas with 
Brick Paving Band

Street Tree 
Planting Detail

for Sidewalk Areas Without 
Brick Paving Band

Street Tree 
Planting Detail

for Areas with Tree Lawns

Amended 
Native Soil

Engineered 
Soil

Undisturbed 
Soil

Non-mortared 
Brick Paving 

Band
Street Tree 
Centered 

Concrete 
Sidewalk

Street Curb

Amended 
Native Soil

Undisturbed 
Soil

Street Tree 
Centered 

Concrete 
Sidewalk

Street Curb

Tree Lawn 

Figure 69: Tree Planting Zones Figure 70: Street Tree Planting
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Signs

Signs are an important and 
ever-present feature of pub-
lic spaces allowing businesses 
to attract customers and pro-
vide important information to 
both motorists and pedestri-
ans. Signs can be regulated in 
various ways, and some munic-
ipalities are stricter about their 
regulations than others. Due to 
the multijurisdictional nature of 
the I-69 corridor, all municipali-
ties must consistently regulate 
signs to maintain the corridor’s 
sense of place. 

•	 The only signs allowed within the public right-of-way are posted by or on behalf of a governing body.

•	 Any sign attached to trees, shrubberies, or other vegetation shall be prohibited.

•	 Any sign simulating, or that is likely to be confused with, a traffic control sign, or the lights or markings 
on an emergency vehicle, shall be prohibited.

•	 Any building-mounted sign facing the side lot of an adjoining residential property shall be prohib-
ited.

•	 Any sign containing parts that rotate or move, or that appear to rotate or move, containing search 
lights, or emitting sound, smoke, flame, scent, mist, aerosol, liquid, or gas shall be prohibited. 

•	 Inflatable signs, devices, and balloons shall be prohibited.

•	 All permanent, non-regulatory signs within the public right-of way are prohibited on roads classified 
at or below Minor Collector.

•	 Municipalities shall coordinate their regulations for the lighting, area, height, landscaping require-
ments, and number of allowed signs.

In�atable signs should be avoided. Temporary signs should not be used along the interstate. Side mounted temporary building signs should be 
avoided. 

Temporary Sign

Side Mounted Temporary SignIn�atable 
Sign

Figure 71: Inflatable Sign Figure 72: Temporary Sign Figure 73: Side Mounted Building Sign
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Wayfinding System

Wayfinding systems are 
networks of signs, placards, 
and maps that all have a shared 
set of colors and iconography 
to help users navigate and 
orient themselves within 
the I-69 corridor’s complex 
multijurisdictional environment. 
When deployed correctly, 
wayfinding systems are a cost-
effective way to enhance how 
people interact with the public 
right-of-way.

•	 Wayfinding systems shall contain clear and concise directions to community amenities and govern-
ment facilities.

•	 Wayfinding systems shall contain information for routes to and from interstate interchanges.

•	 Wayfinding systems shall identify walking times to destinations.

•	 Wayfinding systems shall include local area maps at key community amenities.   

1’

2’

3’

4’

5’

6’

7’

9’

8’

10’

Interstate 69

Interstate 69Interstate 69 Interstate 69

Interstate 69

Park

Figure 74: Wayfinding
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Much of the Integrate I-69 Corridor 
Study area is projected to experi-
ence growth out to 2035, and this 
growth will include increased devel-
opment as well as road construction 
for new and improved facilities. All 
these activities discharge air pollut-
ants and greenhouse gas emissions, 
which will negatively affect the air 
quality of the study area. Minimiz-
ing the discharge of air pollutants as 
the corridor develops into a more 
urbanized area will help maintain 
and improve its air quality into the 
future. For more information about 
the EPA’s conformity guidance, 
see Reference 24 in Appendix 5: 
Supplemental Resources on p. 119.

Air Quality

•	 Construction equipment shall not idle more than 5 minutes in any 60-minute period.

•	  Equipment with Tier 0 diesel engines shall not be used for construction projects.

•	 Wet and dry cement manufacturing for new development shall utilize the Selective Catalytic 
Reduction (SCR) process to reduce and/or eliminate nitrogen oxides (NOx) and large particulate 
matter pollution.

•	 New developments shall seek to reduce carbon dioxide (CO2) and nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions.

•	 New developments shall not include any structures that are heated by fuel oil or wood pellet com-
bustion.

•	 Public green spaces shall be designed to minimize the amount of powered equipment needed for 
maintenance to reduce carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions.

Figure 75: Construction Equipment Idling Figure 76: Increasing Green Spaces Figure 77: Electric Equipment for Maintenance
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Green Area Ratios

Green Area Ratio (GAR) is a 
metric commonly used by munic-
ipalities to ensure the appropriate 
amount of natural landscaping is 
included in new developments. 
The GAR seeks to integrate envi-
ronmental considerations such 
as the reduction of stormwa-
ter runoff, mitigation of urban 
heat island effects, and overall 
improvements of local air quality 
by measuring the ratio of land-
scaped natural surface against the 
total project area. See Reference 
16 in Appendix 5: Supplemental 
Resources on p. 118 for more infor-
mation about how to score GAR.

•	 Environmentally functional and attractive landscapes shall be required elements of new develop-
ments.

•	 Environmentally functional and attractive landscapes shall be rated on a value-based system of 
requirements as a part of the standard design review process.

•	 Municipalities throughout the study area shall synchronize their GARs.

•	 Municipalities throughout the study area shall synchronize their site review scoring systems.

Green Space

G1G3

G2

G1 Public Green Space
G2 Productive Plantation Area

1 Story
(100% lot coverage)

2 Stories
(50% lot coverage)

4 Stories
(25% lot coverage)

GAR 30%

GAR 0% GAR 10%

G3 Green Space for 
Environmental Protection

Figure 78: GAR Figure 79: GAR Site Application Figure 80: GAR to Increase Green Space
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Human Health & Well-being

Equitable access to natu-
ral areas in daily life positively 
affects people’s mental health 
and facilitates social con-
nections, which are essential 
to healthy human habitats 
and include positive physical 
health outcomes. Incorporat-
ing accessibility, safety, and 
wayfinding elements into a 
development’s planned facil-
ities or amenities will help 
build stronger communities 
throughout the study area by 
providing economic and social 
enhancements.

•	 Common areas that are included as a part of a newly constructed site shall be clearly visible from the 
public right-of-way.

•	 Common green spaces that are included in a newly constructed site shall be directly visible from 
50% of the site’s regularly occupied buildings. 

•	 Seating shall be provided for 5% of the site’s total users.
•	 For sites with regularly occupied buildings, provide unobstructed views of vegetation from 50% of 

common spaces. 
•	 Newly constructed public spaces shall contain elements that support public health and safety includ-

ing but not limited to water fountains, public bicycle racks, and emergency call boxes.
•	 Developers shall clearly designate outdoor smoking areas and include adequate waste disposal in 

new development. 
•	 Permanent signage shall be installed on public structures indicating the smoke-free policy within 10 

feet of a building entrance.
•	 Universal design practices shall be incorporated into site designs of public spaces.

Outdoor seating.

Walkable space.

Plantings.

Figure 81: Public Right-of-way Shared Space Figure 82: Public Shared Space Figure 83: Public Trails Connecting Spaces

Shared outdoor 
public space.

Shade elements.

Public seating.
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Maintenance
Continual maintenance is an 
often-overlooked aspect of 
urban design. Public spaces, 
street trees, planters, and 
pedestrian furniture all require 
regular maintenance and will 
degrade if neglected, which 
negatively affects a community’s 
sense of place. Planned 
maintenance schedules need to 
be proactively prepared as public 
amenities are added within the 
Integrate I-69 Corridor Study 
area.

•	 A site maintenance plan shall be prepared for all new developments within the study area.

•	 New developments containing public green space elements shall have a long-term maintenance 
plan accounting for landscape, hardscape, equipment, and/or amenities.

•	 Newly planted trees shall be maintained for 3 years until they are established.

•	 Newly planted landscaping beds shall be maintained for 2 years until they are established.

•	 All landscaped areas within the public right-of-way shall be regularly maintained with necessary 
replanting, weed control, and trash removal.

•	 Decorations, plant containers, and pedestrian furniture within the public right-of-way shall be regu-
larly maintained.

Figure 84: Street Sweepers Figure 85: Litter Cleanup Figure 86: Planting Maintenance
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Renewable Energy

Utilizing local renewable energy 
sources provides opportuni-
ties to achieve a wide range of 
socioeconomic and environ-
mental objectives. Renewable 
energy sources support 
much-needed sense of place 
improvements in urban areas 
by reducing the total amount 
of power that is consumed 
from non-renewable sources. 
Implementing local solar power 
generation reduces municipal 
energy costs, and those savings 
can be used to fund additional 
sense of place improvements 
throughout the Integrate I-69 
Corridor Study area. 

•	 Amenities within the public right-of-way shall use solar-powered alternatives to conventional prod-
ucts, if available.

•	 Amenities within public green spaces shall use solar-powered alternatives to conventional products, 
if available.

•	 New developments that include public parking shall include an Electric Vehicle (EV) charging facility.

•	 Newly constructed public facilities shall include active solar heating elements to reduce overall 
energy consumption.

Cold 
Glycol

Hot 
Glycol

Pump

Heated 
Water Tank

Inverter

Forced Hot 
Air Heating 
Unit

Photovoltaic 
Roof Slates

Plastic Tubing Under Roof 
Slates Carries Glycol

Direct Current

A/C Electricity

Figure 87: Using Renewable Energy for Public Amenities Figure 88: Residential Scale Renewable Energy Figure 89: Renewable Energy Infrastructure
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Urban Heat Island

The urban heat island effect 
occurs where large land areas 
are covered with pavement 
or structures that absorb 
heat, which adversely affects 
the local climate and makes 
urbanized areas significantly 
warmer than the climate of 
a more natural space. This 
effect can be largely negated 
by incorporating sustainable 
design solutions into urban 
areas.

•	 New site plans shall include information about materials and landscaping strategies that will reduce 
the site’s total heat absorption by exterior surfaces.

•	 New site plans shall include a planting plan that will provide shade from appropriate trees, large 
shrubs, vegetated trellises, etc. to newly constructed impervious surfaces including but not limited 
to roads, sidewalks, and parking lots.

•	 Neither permeable concrete nor permeable asphalt meets the definition of an open-grid paving 
system because both are more than 50% impervious; however, the Solar Reflectance Index (SRI) 
value of permeable concrete may be greater than 0.33.

•	 New structures with pitched roofs shall have an SRI value greater than 39.

•	 New structures with flat roofs shall have an SRI value greater than 82.

•	 Architectural devices or structures that are designed to provide shade as a part of a new site shall 
have an SRI value greater than 0.33 at installation.

•	 Use new coatings and integral colorants for asphalt pavement to achieve light-colored surfaces 
instead of traditional dark surface materials when feasible.

Suburban Suburban  CommercialUrban Use high SRI materials 
in roofs.

Trees and greenspace provide 
shade and cooling through 
evapotranspiration.

Waste heat from air conditioners 
and vehicle exhaust warm the air. Dark, impervious surfaces 

absorb and retain heat.

Excessive surface parking 
absorbs and retains heat.

High SRI roofs, 
pavement, and walls 
help lower surrounding 
air temperatures.

Including shade elements 
in parking infrastructure 
reduces heat.

Lack of greenery decreases 
shade and evapotranspiration.

Figure 90: Urban Heat Island Effect
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Natural Habitat Management

Oftentimes, landscapes, infra-
structure, and buildings are 
designed without regard for 
their harmful impacts on natural 
habitats. All projects have the 
potential to protect, improve, 
and regenerate the benefits 
provided by healthy natural 
habitats. Decision makers for 
communities within the Inte-
grate I-69 Corridor Study area 
should utilize approaches that 
reflect and sustain natural hab-
itats while reestablishing the 
integral relationship between 
natural processes and human 
activities.

•	 Existing wildlands, forests, wetlands, and riparian areas shall not be removed or disturbed in any way. 

•	 If an existing natural habitat must be disturbed by development, then all restoration and mainte-
nance activities shall only occur during seasons where endangered animal species are not present.

•	 Protect all listed species from harm by performing construction activities that minimally impact site 
development. 

•	 If a proposed project site is in range of potential habitats for any animal species on US federal or 
state threatened or endangered lists classified as critically endangered or endangered, developers 
shall identify all species that will be affected by the development.

•	 If a proposed project site is in range of any listed threatened or endangered animal species, then 
developers shall conduct a habitat assessment for each identified species. 

•	 New development shall incorporate allowances for habitat corridors through the site and to adja-
cent sites to promote species connectivity.

Fast Growing Trees

Streambank Flora

GrassesShrubs

Slow Growing Trees

Figure 91: Enhancing the Natural Environment
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Downstream

Riparian Habitat Preservation Zone

Virgin Forest

Spring
Ephemeral Stream

Riparian Habitat
Intermittent Stream

Intermittent Stream: A stream that only flows during 
select parts of the year.

Ephemeral Stream: A stream channel that lies above 
the water table and only flows when water enters the 
channel faster than it can infiltrate the ground.

Perennial Stream

Canopy

UplandWetland

Fields

Regulated Drain 

Potential Natural Habitat 
Improvement Zone

Pond

Lake

Isolated Woods

Ephemeral Stream

A

A

Figure 92: Riparian Habitat System
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Stormwater Management

As the study area transitions 
from agricultural land uses to 
more urbanized land uses, the 
number of impervious sur-
faces will drastically increase. 
This increase in impervious 
surfaces will exacerbate any 
existing stormwater prob-
lems and may overwhelm the 
existing stormwater infrastruc-
ture. Stormwater mitigation 
practices must be reevalu-
ated and updated to consider 
the impacts of the study area 
becoming more urbanized to 
avoid further exacerbating 
existing stormwater problems. 

•	 New roads constructed within the study area shall have separate storm and sanitary sewers.

•	 New development constructed within the study area shall aim to treat all stormwater on site by 
adhering to all local stormwater ordinances and incorporating the best stormwater practices out-
lined by the Indiana Department of Environmental Management.

•	 New development shall be encouraged to include bio-infiltration basins where feasible as a part of 
GAR minimums. 

•	 Municipalities throughout the study area shall limit the amount of new impervious surfaces by reduc-
ing mandatory surface parking minimums.

Storm Drain Tunnel

Catch Basin

Sewer Pipe
Figure 93: Reducing Combined Sewer Overflows	

Figure 94: Separating Storm Sewers

Figure 95: Including Bioinfiltration
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Construct a rain garden or add 
rain barrels outside the home 
to catch stormwater runoff.

Store chemicals properly 
to avoid spills.

Pick up pet waste and 
dispose of it properly.

Have septic systems 
inspected and serviced 
at least every 3 years.

Sweep, compost, and/or 
recycle yard waste.

Check motor vehicles for 
leaks and spills then clean 
them up with absorbent 
material.

Dispose of chemicals, 
fuel, and other pollutants 
properly.Use a commercial car wash 

or wash car on the lawn.

Use pesticides and 
fertilizers sparingly.

Figure 96: Improving Stormwater Runoff Quality to Reduce Treatment
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The Integrate I-69 Corridor 
Study area is a complex and 
ever-changing area that is set 
to develop rapidly as the eas-
ily developable land in the 
Indianapolis metropolitan area 
diminishes. However, these con-
ditions create an environment 
where uncoordinated regula-
tions lead to issues that will be 
cost prohibitive and/or impos-
sible to correct in the future. 
The governing bodies within 
the study area need to increase 
their level of coordination to 
prevent future development 
issues.

•	 Municipalities shall notify each other prior to approving Planned Unit Development (PUD) uses, 
special exceptions, special uses, contingent uses, conditional uses, and use variances.

•	 Municipalities within the study area shall establish a multijurisdictional design review committee to 
provide input on development adjacent to shared jurisdictional boundaries.

•	 Municipalities shall notify each other prior to approving land use access to a shared non-INDOT-con-
trolled facility.

•	 Municipalities shall coordinate on approvals of projects with access via a roadway that crosses a 
shared municipal boundary within 1 mile of the municipal boundaries.

•	 Municipalities shall coordinate on the approvals of projects that abut a shared right-of-way along 
municipal boundaries.

•	 Municipalities shall coordinate to review zoning changes concerning land use developments includ-
ing apartments, retail, office, industrial, or institutional that may adversely affect shared local road 
conditions.

Figure 97: Administrating the Integrate I-69 Corridor Study 
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Introduction
The following is a list of infrastruc-
ture improvement projects that have 
been identified by each of the munic-
ipal planning departments in the 
study area. The study area is divided 
into three segments, because each 
segment contains unique communi-
ties with various goals for the future. 
Segment 1 stretches from Exit 214 
to Exit 219 and includes portions of 
unincorporated Madison County, 
Lapel, Ingalls, and part of Pend-
leton. Segment 2 stretches from 
Exit 219 to Exit 222 and includes 
parts of Pendleton, Anderson, and 
unincorporated Madison County. 
Segment 3 stretches from Exit 222 
to Exit 226 and only includes parts 
of Anderson and unincorporated 
Madison County. The following 
pages contain more information 
about the  details and locations of 
the projects in each segment.
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2044-2054

2044-2054
2044-2054

2044-2054

2044-2054

2034-2040

2034-2040

2044-2054

2030-2035

2030-2035
2030-2040

Urban Major Collector
Urban Major Collector

-

-

Urban Minor Collector
Urban Major Collector

Urban Minor Arterial

Urban Minor Collector
Urban Minor Collector

Urban Minor Collector

Other Principal Arterial

INDOT, Ingalls, Pendleton  Beautification, Signage, Wayfinding  

Beautification, Signage, Wayfinding  

Road Widening, Safety Improvement, Access Control  

Complete Street Treatments  

Complete Street Treatments  

Complete Street Treatments  

Complete Street Treatments, Access Control  

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

Madison County

Pendleton

Ingalls, Madison County

Pendleton

Pendleton

Pendleton

Pendleton

INDOT, Pendleton 
INDOT, Ingalls, Lapel, 

Pendleton 
 Ingalls, Lapel, Madison 

County, Pendleton 

Extend road north to SR 
38.

 Interchange aesthetic 
enhancement.Exit 214

Interchange aesthetic 
enhancement.Exit 219

Improve road to Urban Minor 
Collector cross-section.

CR 700 S from Atlantic 
Road to CR 750 W

North/south Segment 
of CR 750 W

Improve road to Urban Minor 
Collector cross-section.

S CR 600 W from Fall 
Creek Drive to CR 800 S

CR 700 S

Interstate Frontage Road

New Major Collector

Improve road to Urban Minor 
Collector cross-section.

CR 650 W from Pendleton 
Pike to CR 800 S

Improve road to Urban Minor 
Arterial cross-section.CR 800 S

Extend road from CR 
750 W to CR 600 W.

Construct a new Major Collector 
from SR 38 to CR 600 W.

Construct a new road from SR 38 
to the intersection of Old Indiana 

Route 132 and CR 525 W.

SR 13
Road to be uniform width 

from CR 700 S to Fall 
Creek Drive.

Low

Low

High

Medium

Low

Medium

High

Low

Low

Medium

Low

 TimelineJurisdictionsProject Improvements Priority Level Functional Class

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

9

10

11

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

8

9
10
11

Improvements 

New Construction 

Location Treatment

Segment 1 Segment 2 Segment 3

1

2

3

4 5 6

7

8
9

10

11Lapel

Pendleton

Ingalls

Anderson

38

236

109
38

32

13

13

9

36

36

I-69

I-69

Exit 214

Exit 219

Exit 222
Exit 226

Segment 1 - Recommended Improvements & Phasing

Figure 99
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2030-2035

2030-2035

2035-2045
2035-2040

Urban Minor Arterial
Urban Minor Arterial
Urban Minor Arterial
Urban Minor Arterial

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

Pendleton

Pendleton

Pendleton

Anderson, Pendleton

Extend south to Fall 
Creek Drive.

S Heritage Way

Extend north to intersection 
of CR 425 W and CR 600 S.

Extend north to Old Indiana 
Route 132.N Heritage Way

Extend south to connect to  
Old Indiana Route 132.67th Street

N Heritage Way

High

High

Medium

Low

 TimelineJurisdictionsProject Improvements Priority Level Functional Class

1

2

3

4

1
2
3
4

New Construction 

Location Treatment

Segment 1 Segment 2 Segment 3

1

2

3

4

Lapel

Pendleton

Ingalls

Anderson

38

236

109
38

32

13

13

9

36

36

I-69

I-69

Exit 214

Exit 219

Exit 222
Exit 226

Segment 2 - Recommended Improvements & Phasing

Figure 100
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2035-2040 Urban Minor Collector

Urban Minor Collector
Urban Minor Collector
Urban Minor Collector

Urban Minor Collector

Complete Street Treatments

Complete Street Treatments

Complete Street Treatments

New Construction

New Construction

Anderson, INDOT, 
Pendleton
Anderson

Anderson

Anderson

Anderson

Anderson

Anderson

Extend road east to 
Rangeline Road.

Interchange aesthetic 
enhancement.

Interchange aesthetic 
enhancement.

Exit 222

Improve from MLK Boule-
vard to Ridgeview Drive into 

an Urban Minor Collector.
Improve from 67th Street to 

Madison Avenue into an 
Urban Minor Collector.

Improve from Main Street to 
Rangeline Road into an 
Urban Minor Collector.

Exit 226

Ridgeview Drive

Extend road west to Main 
Street.

W 67th Street

E 60th Street

E 67th Street

E 59th Street

Low

Low

Low

Medium

Low

 TimelineJurisdictionsProject Improvements Priority Level Functional Class

1

2

3

4

5

7

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

6

Improvements 

New Construction 

Location Treatment

Segment 1 Segment 2 Segment 3

1

23
4

2044-2054

2044-2054
2044-2054

2044-2054
2044-2054

2044-2054

-

-

Beautification, Signage, Wayfinding  

Beautification, Signage, Wayfinding  

Low

Low

5

6

7

Lapel

Pendleton

Ingalls

Anderson

38

236

109
38

32

13

13

9

36

36

I-69

I-69

Exit 214

Exit 219

Exit 222
Exit 226

Segment 3- Recommended Improvements & Phasing

Figure 101
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING FOR INTERGOVERNMENTAL COOPERATION IN 
DEVELOPMENT AND ACCESS MANAGEMENT NEAR MUNICIPAL BOUNDARIES

BETWEEN THE (insert of names of LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES)

I. Purpose

The purpose of this Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”), effective this                     day of                                             , 20          , 
is to enhance cooperation between each of the Local Public Agencies within the Integrate I-69 Corridor Study area (hereafter 
referred to as the Study Area):  (insert names of LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES)                                                                                                                                   
(hereafter referred to as the LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES), and collectively referred to herein as “PARTIES” to serve the mutual 
interests of the parties. Implementing the agreements in this MOU should promote lasting coordination and help establish a 
cohesive sense of place for the whole Study Area.

II. Background

The Study Area includes the interstate right-of-way as well as a 1-mile offset, different parts of which the PARTIES have ju-
risdiction over. Utilizing this MOU should further multijurisdictional coordination and maintain existing collaboration between 
the PARTIES so they may continue building, maintaining, and operating a superior transportation system for enhancing safety, 
mobility, and economic growth.

III. AGREEMENTS 

A. PARTIES agree to meet or exceed the minimum development standards for Transportation, Administration, Land Use, 
Sense of Place, and Sustainability for the areas identified within the Integrate I-69 Corridor Study.

B. PARTIES agree to notify each other of cross-jurisdictional projects where appropriate to coordinate the review of all 
relevant parties to ensure the approval of one party does not occur without the knowledge and input of the other and 
to coordinate traffic patterns and access management on roadway facilities that cross municipal boundaries.

C. PARTIES agree to involve each other in design plan review processes of projects and/or developments prior to finalizing 
designs for cross-jurisdictional projects. Furthermore, PARTIES agree to involve each other in any public meetings or 
hearings to enable both parties to address design concerns that may affect conditions in a neighboring PARTY’s juris-
diction.
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IV. Duration of Agreements, Amendments, & Captions

A. This MOU shall have no termination date, unless amended or terminated as provided herein.

B. No alteration, modification, or amendment to this MOU is permitted, except by written agreement signed by all PAR-
TIES.

C. All captions, section headings, paragraph titles, and similar items are provided for the purpose of reference and conve-
nience and are not intended to be inclusive, definitive, or to affect the interpretation of this MOU.

V. Signed

ACCEPTED BY: 

(Insert Name of Local Pub-
lic Agency)

Known as PARTY ONE 

By:
(insert Name and Title)

Date: 

ACCEPTED BY: 

(Insert Name of Local Pub-
lic Agency) 

Known as PARTY TWO

 By: 

(insert Name and Title) 

Date: 

ACCEPTED BY: 

(Insert Name of Local Pub-
lic Agency)

Known as PARTY THREE

By: 

(insert Name and Title)

Date: 

ACCEPTED BY: 

(Insert Name of Local Pub-
lic Agency) 

Known as PARTY FOUR

By: 

(insert Name and Title)

Date: 

ACCEPTED BY: 

(Insert Name of Local Pub-
lic Agency) 

Known as PARTY FIVE

 By: 

(insert Name and Title) 

Date: 

ACCEPTED BY: 

(Insert Name of Local Pub-
lic Agency)

Known as PARTY SIX

By: 
(insert Name and Title)

Date: 

ACCEPTED BY: 

(Insert Name of Local Pub-
lic Agency) 

Known as PARTY SEVEN

 By: 
(insert Name and Title) 

Date: 

ACCEPTED BY: 

(Insert Name of Local Pub-
lic Agency)

Known as PARTY EIGHT

By: 

(insert Name and Title)

Date: 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING FOR INTERGOVERNMENTAL COOPERATION IN 
ACCESS MANAGEMENT

BETWEENTHE INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND (insert of name of LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCY)

This MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (“MOU”) is entered into this                      day of                                          , 20       , by and 
between the Indiana Department of Transportation (“INDOT”) and the (insert of names of LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES)                                         _                                                                                              
_                                                                                            (hereafter referred to as the LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES), and collectively re-
ferred to herein as “PARTY” or “PARTIES”.

RECITALS

WHEREAS, INDOT is responsible for building, maintaining, and operating a superior state transportation system to enhance 
safety, mobility, and economic growth; is responsible for access management on the state highway system to preserve trans-
portation carrying capacity and to improve safety; and is responsible for issuing driveway or right-of-way encroachment per-
mits affecting access to the state highway system; AND

WHEREAS, the LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCY is responsible for the review and approval of the subdivision and development of 
lands abutting and in proximity to the state highway system; AND

WHEREAS, INDOT and the LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCY find that it is in the mutual interest of both parties to coordinate the 
approval of the location, manner, and design of access to and from properties abutting and in proximity to the state highway 
system with the review and approval of development and subdivision of land;

NOW, THEREFORE, the PARTIES agree as follows:

1. INDOT’s Agreements.

a. INDOT agrees to notify the LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCY of applications for driveway or right-of-way encroachment per-
mits from developers to ensure the developer has or will comply with local land use regulations relative to the local 
development review and approval. (Note: This is intended to coordinate the review of INDOT and the LOCAL PUBLIC 
AGENCY to ensure the approval of one PARTY does not occur without the knowledge and input of the other.)

b. INDOT agrees to notify the LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCY of agreements with developers concerning future signalization, 
roadway improvements, and access control restrictions. (Note: This will enable the LOCAL PUBLIC AGNECY to help 
INDOT with agreement enforcement.)
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c. INDOT agrees to notify the LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCY about planned roadway improvements prior to the execution of 
design contracts so that existing and planned crossroad improvements, and access management to abutting proper-
ties, may be addressed in the scope of design.

d. INDOT agrees to involve the LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCY in the design plan review before the roadway design is finalized, 
and prior to any public meetings or hearings, so that the treatment of existing and planned crossroad improvements 
and access management to abutting properties may be reviewed.

2. LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCY Agreements.

1. The LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCY agrees to notify INDOT in the event of any of the following land use actions:

a. Proposed major residential subdivisions or land use rezonings of properties—

i. abutting the State right-of-way, or

ii. with access via a local crossroad that has property with access within a ¼-mile of the state-owned right-of-way, and 
meeting INDOT warrants for a traffic impact study.

b. New land use approvals (including special exceptions, special uses, contingent uses, conditional uses, or use varianc-
es) before the local board of zoning appeals when properties abut the State right-of-way.

c. Proposals for minor residential subdivisions with direct access to State roadways. (Note: INDOT needs to verify ad-
equate sight distance and driveway spacing. If the road has limited access, INDOT must verify entrance location is 
permitted and may require joint-use driveways or frontage roads if the proposed entrance is not permitted or violates 
spacing requirements.)

2. The LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCY agrees to notify INDOT of 

a. any local site plan reviews, and

b. any local review actions concerning commercial developments (apartments, retail, office, industrial, or institutional)

i. if the site abuts the State right-of-way, or

ii. if the site access is via a local crossroad that has property with access within a ¼-mile of the State right-of-way and 
the site trip generation meets INDOT warrants for a traffic impact study.
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c. For all new buildings abutting State right-of-way (as well as expansions and changes to existing commercial uses), the 
LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCY agrees to coordinate the local building permit process with INDOT to ensure the existing 
driveways can accommodate or be improved to accommodate additional site traffic. (Note: Sometimes, commercial 
drives cannot be improved to accommodate additional site traffic.)

d. The LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCY agrees to notify INDOT of dimensional variances (such as structure setbacks and 
height standards) on corner properties of State/crossroad intersections to ensure preservation of corner sight trian-
gles and to avoid conflicts with traffic control devices.

3. Duration and Renewal of MOU. This MOU shall have no termination date, unless amended or terminated as provided 
herein. 

4. Amendment. No alteration, modification, or amendment to this MOU is permitted, except by written agreement signed 
by the parties.

5. Dispute Resolution. Any dispute arising hereunder shall be submitted to the Indiana Department of Administration for 
final resolution.

6. Captions. All captions, section headings, paragraph titles, and similar items are provided for the purpose of reference and 
convenience and are not intended to be inclusive, definitive, or to affect the interpretation of this MOU.

7. Integration. This MOU and any documents or exhibits incorporated into this MOU represent the entire understanding be-
tween the PARTIES. Each PARTY hereby represents that it will not rely upon any agreement, contract or understanding not 
reduced to writing and incorporated into this MOU prior to the execution hereof or not reduced to writing and incorporated 
into written amendments of this MOU.

Non-Collusion and Acceptance

The undersigned attests, subject to the penalties for perjury, that he/she is the contracting party, or that he/she is the properly 
authorized representative, agent, member, or officer of the contracting party, that he/she has not, nor has any other member, 
employee, representative, agent, or officer of the contracting party, directly or indirectly, to the best of the undersigned’s 
knowledge, entered into or offered to enter into any combination, collusion, or agreement to receive or pay, and that he/she 
has not received or paid, any sum of money or other consideration for the execution of this MOU.

In Witness Whereof, the PARTIES have, through their duly authorized representatives, entered into this Contract. The PARTIES, 
having read and understood the foregoing terms of this Contract, do by their respective signatures dated below hereby agree 
to the terms thereof.
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 OFFERED BY STATE OF INDIANA:

Indiana Department of Transportation

By: 
(insert Name and Title)

Date:

ACCEPTED BY:

(Insert Name of Local Public Agency)

Known as LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCY

By:

(insert Name and Title)

Date:



Appendices

114

Appendix 3: Key 
Terms
Access Control: Defined by the 
FHWA as the proactive management 
of vehicular access points to land 
parcels adjacent to all types of road-
ways through various techniques 
that promote safe and efficient 
use of the transportation network. 

Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA): Federal civil rights legis-
lation for persons with disabilities 
signed into law in 1990 that pro-
hibits discrimination specifically 
in the areas of employment, pub-
lic accommodation, public services, 
telecommunications, and transpor-
tation. Transportation requirements 
include providing, “comparable 
paratransit service,” equivalent to 
public fixed-route service for per-
sons who are unable to use regular 
transit services due to a disability. 

Complete Streets: Streets with 
context-sensitve consideration to 
walking, cycling, and transit modes.

Connected Autonomous Vehi-
cles (CAVs):  Self-driving vehicles 
operated by artificial intelligence or 
a computer that can communicate 
with nearby vehicles and infrastruc-
ture to make driving decisions.

Curb Cut: A ramp cut into a 
street curb to provide pedes-
trian access between streets 
and sidewalks as well as vehicular 
access to drives or parking spaces.

Drive Taper: Located in transition 
and termination areas of temporary 
traffic control zones to move traf-
fic laterally from one path to another.

Eminent Domain: The power 
of a governing body to take 
private property for public use, fol-
lowing paying just compensation.

Flag Lot: The shape of a certain type 
of lot where most of the property 
is nested within a larger existing lot 
(flag) and legal access to the right-
of-way is provided by a narrow strip 
of property containing only a pri-
vate driveway (flagpole). This type 
of lot is popular in rural areas, par-
ticularly where a private residence is 
set back far away from the road and 
crops create a screen from the road, 
which becomes problematic when 
other flag parcels are attached to 
a single private drive, because the 
drive then functions as a shared drive 
but is not constructed to service 
traffic from multiple flag lots. Flag 
lots can also be nested under each 
other, each with their own private 
drives, which creates a situation that 
is a safety hazard to road users where 
multiple right-of-way curb cuts 
are directly adjacent to each other.

Greenfield: An undeveloped or 
agricultural tract of land that is a 
potential site for industrial, com-
mercial, or urban development.

Highway-oriented Retail: Busi-
nesses located immediately by the 
roadside that specifically cater to 
motorists traveling on the interstate 
including but not limited to fast food 
restaurants, drive-through restau-
rants, service stations, convenience 
stores, large franchise hotels, and 
small motels. These businesses do not 
require motorists to make a detour or 
move towards more crowded areas.

Induced Demand: The phenomenon 
where improvements to a road, espe-
cially capacity improvements, seem to 
result in an increased use of that road.

Infrastructure Investment and 
Jobs Act (IIJA): Also known as 
the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law 
signed into law on November 15th, 
2021 that authorizes $1.2 trillion 
for transportation and infrastruc-
ture improvements nationwide.

Intermodal Transportation: Moving 
freight and large-sized goods in the 
same steel-based containers through 
two or more modes of transport, includ-
ing but not limited to truck, ship, and rail.

Local Road: Roadway facilities that 
are two lanes, provide the most 
direct access to individual proper-
ties, and have the lowest speed of 
any facility in the network. Neighbor-
hood streets looping between Minor 
Collectors or dead ending in cul-
de-sacs are considered Local roads.

Location Quotient: A ratio referring 
to the concentration of an industry or 
number of jobs in an industry within 
a market area that is compared to 
the whole United States. A location 
quotient higher than 1.0 means that 
an industry is more concentrated 
in the market area than the national 
average, whereas a location quo-
tient lower than 1.0 means that an 
industry is less concentrated in the 
market area than the national average.

Major Collector: Roadway facilities 
that are between two to three lanes 
providing community connections to 
the larger regional roadway network. 
Major Collectors have lower travel 
speeds than Minor Arterials, have 
less traffic volume, and serve as an 
intermediate link between neighbor-
hoods and larger roadway facilities.  

Memorandum of Understand-
ing (MoU): Bilateral or multilateral 
agreements between parties that 
express a shared desire between 
parties and indicate an intended 
action. MoUs are often used when 
parties cannot create a legally 
enforceable agreement or a legal 
commitment. Many public and pri-
vate agencies use MoUs to define 
relationships between departments, 
agencies, or closely held companies.
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Minimum Standards: A recom-
mended framework of design 
elements for facilities within the 
Integrate I-69 Corridor Study area.

Minor Arterial: Roadway facilities 
that are between two and four lanes 
providing intracommunity connec-
tions, but generally not entering 
neighborhoods due to having lower 
travel speeds than Principal Arteri-
als, having less traffic volume, and 
being used for shorter trip lengths. 
These roads typically carry local 
bus routes and have grade-sep-
arated multi-use paths within the 
public right-of-way. Examples of 
Minor Arterials within the corridor 
study area include Pendleton’s State 
Street and Old Indiana Route 132.

Minor Collector: Roadway facili-
ties that are two lanes and typically 
have lower travel speeds than Major 
Collectors, have less traffic vol-
ume, provide direct property access 
to commercial properties, and 
limit access to residential prop-
erties. Neighborhood streets 
connecting two Major Collectors are 
an example of this type of facility.

Multi-modal Transportation: In the 
context of this document, “multi-
modal transportation” refers to the 
ability of a road or pedestrian facility 
to support the safe and comfortable 
use of various transportation modes 
including but not limited to motor 
vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian.

Next Level Roads: INDOT’s initia-
tive to elevate Indiana’s economic 
competitiveness and quality of life 
for all Hoosiers through an over $30 
billion investment in transportation 
infrastructure over the next 20 years. 

Overlay District: A special zon-
ing layer placed on top of the 
primary zoning district that may 
supplement or supersede those 
of the underlying zoning district.

Principal Arterial: Roadway facilities 
providing high-speed vehicle service 
between large urban areas and facil-
itating travel through the State of 
Indiana. To provide this high-speed 
vehicle service, this facility has limited 
access, and vehicles can only merge 
or exit at specific interchanges. I-69 is 
the only facility within the study area 
that falls within the Principal Arterial 
Interstate functional classification. 

Right-of-way: Includes all 
through lanes, turn lanes, park-
ing lanes, curbs, planting strips, 
sidewalks, trails, and public ease-
ments of transportation facilities.

Selective Catalytic Reduction 
(SCR): An add-on device that injects a 
reagent such as ammonia or urea into 
the gas stream with the presence of a 
catalyst to spur a chemical reaction. 
At the right temperature, 570⁰-750⁰F, 
the reagent and the catalyst convert 
nitrogen oxide (NOx) to nitrogen and 
water. When designed and oper-

ated properly, an SCR system can 
reduce NOx emissions by up to 97%.

Sense of Place: A combination of 
tangible and intangible elements that 
contributes to a community’s over-
all character. Tangible elements may 
include but are not limited to natural 
features, common building elements, 
wayfinding, signage, and public art. 
The primary intangible element 
that contributes to a community’s 
overall character is its public percep-
tion by both residents and visitors.

Solar Reflectance Index (SRI): 
The measure of a material’s abil-
ity to reject solar heat, as shown by 
a small temperature rise. Standard 
black material is a 0 with reflectance 
of 0.05 and emittance of 0.90, and 
standard white material is a 100 with 
reflectance of 0.90 and emittance of 
0.90. For example, a standard black 
surface has a temperature rise of 
90°F (50°C) in full sun, while a stan-
dard white surface has a temperature 
rise of 14.6°F (8.1°C) in full sun. Once 
the maximum temperature rise of a 
given material has been computed, 
the SRI can be calculated by inter-
polating between the values for 
white and black. Materials with the 
highest SRI values are the coolest 
choices for paving. Particularly hot 
materials can have slightly negative 
values, and particularly cool materi-
als can have values that exceed 100.

Sustainability: Defined by the 

EPA as meeting the social, eco-
nomic, and environmental needs 
of the current generation while 
not jeopardizing future genera-
tions’ abilities to meet their needs. 

Traffic Calming: A range of meth-
ods intended to slow cars without 
banning them from moving through 
commercial and residential neigh-
borhoods to create equilibrium 
amongst motorists, pedestrians, and 
cyclists so one mode of transporta-
tion does not dominate the facility 
at the expense of another mode.

UrbanFootprint: A mapping and 
analyzing tool that utilizes nation-
ally available datasets including 
census information to provide 
insight into the impacts of chang-
ing development patterns and 
densities through scenario comparisons.
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Appendix 4: 
Abbreviations
AADT – Average Annual Daily Traffic

AASHTO – American Association of 
State Highway Transportation Offi-
cials

ADA – Americans with Disabilities 
Act

BILG – Bipartisan Infrastructure Law 
Grant

CATS – City of Anderson Transit 
System

CAV – Connected Autonomous 
Vehicle

CDBG – Community Development 
Block Grant

CHIPS and Science Act – Creating 
Helpful Incentives to Produce Semi-
conductors and Science Act

CMAQ – Congestion Mitigation and 
Air Quality Improvement Program

COG – Council of Governments

CR – County Road

EDA – Economic Development 
Assistance

ESRI – Environmental Systems 
Research Institute

EV – Electric Vehicle

FEMA – Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency

FCRWD – Fall Creek Regional Waste 
District

FTA – Federal Transit Administration

GAR – Green Area Ratio

HUD – US Department of Housing 
and Urban Development

I-69 – Interstate 69

IDNR – Indiana Department of Natu-
ral Resources

INDOT – Indiana Department of 
Transportation

JFA – Joint Funding Agreement

LEAP Innovation District - Limitless 
Exploration/Advanced Pace Innova-
tion District

LPA – Local Public Agency

MCED – Madison County Economic 
Development

MoU – Memorandum of Under-
standing

MPO – Metropolitan Planning Orga-
nization

NRHP – National Register of Historic 
Places

PROWAG – Public Rights-of-Way 
Accessibility Guidelines

PUD – Planned Unit Development

RAISE – Rebuilding American Infra-
structure with Sustainability and 
Equity

SCR – Selective Catalytic Reduction

Section 108 – Section 108 Loan 
Guarantee Program

SIC – Standard Industrial Classifica-
tion Manual

SR – State Road

SRF – State Revolving Fund

SRI – Solar Reflectance Index

STBG – Surface Transportation 
Block Grant Program 

STIP – State Transportation 
Improvement Program

TEA-21 – Transportation Equity Act 
for the 21st Century

TIP – Transportation Improvement 
Program

TOD – Transit-oriented Develop-
ment

TRAM – Transportation for Rural 
Areas of Madison County 

USDA – United States Department 
of Agriculture
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Appendix 5: 
Supplemental 
Resources
“2022 Census of Agriculture: 
County Profile.” United States 
Department of Agriculture. 2022, 
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Pub-
l i c a t i o n s /A g C e n s u s / 2 0 2 2 /
Online_Resources/County_Pro-
files/Indiana/cp18095.pdf Web.

“23 CFR § 450.306 - Scope of 
the metropolitan transportation 
planning process.” Federal High-
way Administration, Department of 
Transportation. Current as of 29 
November 2017, https://www.law.cor-
nell.edu/cfr/text/23/450.306. Web.

City of Austin v. Reagan National Adver-
tising of Austin, LLC, 596 U.S. (2022).

“EDA Program List.” U.S. 
Economic Development Admin-
istration. 2024. https://www.eda.
gov/funding/programs. Web.

“Federal-aid Programs and Special 
Funding- Surface Transportation 
Block Grant Program (STBG).” Fed-
eral Highway Administration. Updated 
31 October 2022. https://www.fhwa.
dot.gov/specialfunding/stp/. Web.

“Federal Programs Directory: 
Congestion Mitigation and Air 
Quality (CMAQ) Improvement 
Program.” U.S. Department of Trans-

portation. Updated 10 October 2023. 
https://www.transportation.gov/
sustainability/climate/federal-pro-
grams-directory-congestion-miti-
gation-and-air-quality-cmaq. Web.

“Forestry BMP | Riparian Man-
agement Zones.” Indiana 
Department of Natural Resources. 
Copyright 2024, https://www.in.gov/
dnr/forestry/grants-and-help/for-
estry-best-anagement-practices/
forestry-best-management-practices/forestry-bmp-ri-
parian-management-zones/. Web.

Hartke-Tarr, Monica. “Policy for Pub-
lic Art and Landscaping on INDOT 
Right-of-Way.” Indiana Depart-
ment of Transportation. 02 April 
2020, https://www.in.gov/indot/
doing-business-with-indot/files/Pub-
lic_Art_Landscaping_Policy.pdf. PDF.

“Indiana Code Title 36. Local Govern-
ment § 36-7-4-506.” FindLaw. Current 
as of 08 June 2021, https://codes.find-
law.com/in/title-36-local-government/
in-code-sect-36-7-4-506/. Web.

Jackson, Stephen T. “Railroads part 
of ‘electrifying’ era.” The Herald Bul-
letin. 29 September 2012, https://
www.heraldbulletin.com/community/
railroads-part-of-electrifying-era/
a r t i c l e _ 0 5 efa 2 a c - d 1 70 - 5 f 0 5 -
b4ad-a4a6bf4c053d.html. Web.

“KABCO Injury Classification Scale 
and Definitions.” Federal Highway 
Administration. https://safety.fhwa.
dot.gov/hsip/spm/conversion_tbl/
pdfs/kabco_ctable_by_state.pdf. PDF. 

Lavine, John, et. al. “Forecasted & 
Future Land Use.” Forward Madison 
County 2035 Comprehensive Plan. 
Madison County Council of Gov-
ernments, published 20 April 2020, 
adopted 16 March 2021, p. 123-160. 
https://irp-cdn.multiscreensite.
com/252c0953/files/uploaded/
Final%2004_09_20_Web2.pdf. PDF.

National Complete Streets Coa-
lition & Smart Growth America. 
The Complete Streets Policy 
Framework. April 2023. https://
smartgrowthamerica.org/resources/
elements-complete-streets-policy/. Web.

“National Register of Historic 
Places.” National Park Service. 
Last updated 10 January 2024, 
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/
nationalregister/index.htm. Web.

“National & State Registers.” Indiana 
Department of Natural Resources. 
Copyright 2024, https://www.in.gov/
dnr/historic-preservation/nation-
al-and-state-registers/. Web.

Noonan, Margaret, et. al. “Green 
Area Ratio Guidebook.” Depart-
ment of Energy and Environment. 
November 2017, https://doee.dc.gov/
sites/default/files/dc/sites/ddoe/
service_content/attachments/GAR-
Guidebook_FINAL_November2017_0.pdf. PDF.

Reed v. Town of Gil-
bert, 576 U.S. 155 (2015).

Roberson, Samuel A., et al. Mad-
ison County Interim Report. 
Published by Pierson Print-
ing, published in October 1984, 
obtained from the Madison County 
Council of Governments. Print.

“Section 108 Loan Guarantee Pro-
gram.” U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development Exchange. 
2024. https://www.hudexchange.
info/programs/section-108/. Web.
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“SITES v2 Rating System For Sustain-
able Land Design and Development.” 
Green Business Certification Inc. 
The material on which the SITES 
v.2 Rating System is based was 
developed through a collaborative, 
interdisciplinary effort of the Ameri-
can Society of Landscape Architects 
Fund, The Lady Bird Johnson Wild-
flower Center at The University of 
Texas at Austen, and the United 
States Botanic Garden, 2014. https://
www.usgbc.org/resources/sites-rat-
ing-system-and-scorecard. PDF.

“Standard Industrial Classification 
(SIC) Manual.” United States Depart-
ment of Labor Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration. https://
www.osha.gov/data/sic-manual. Web.

“State Revolving Fund Loan Programs.” 
Indiana Finance Authority, 2024. 
https://www.in.gov/ifa/srf/. Web.

“Traffic Calming ePrimer.” Fed-
eral Highway Administration. https://
highways.dot.gov/safety/speed-man-
agement/traffic-calming-eprimer. Web.

“Transportation Conformity Guid-
ance for the South Coast II Court 
Decision.” Transportation and Climate 
Division Office of Transportation and 
Air Quality US Environmental Pro-
tection Agency. EPA-420-B-18-050, 
November 2018. https://nepis.
epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dock-
ey=P100VQME.pdf. PDF.

“What is smart growth?” Smart 
Growth America. 2024, https://
s m a r t g r o w t h a m e r i c a . o r g /
what-is-smart-growth/. Web.
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Appendix 6: 
Community Con-
tacts

Governing Bodies
City of Anderson

Ph: 765.648.6000

mayor@cityofanderson.com

INDOT Greenfield District

Ph: 1.855.463.6848

https://www.in.gov/indot/
about-indot/central-office/wel-
come-to-the-greenfield-district/

Fx: 317.462.7031

Madison County

Ph: 765.641.9470

tom.ecker@madisoncounty.in.gov

Town of Ingalls

Ph: 317.485.4321

Info@ingalls.in.gov

Fx: 317.485.5293

Town of Lapel

Ph: 765.534.3157

info@lapelindiana.org

Town of Pendleton

Ph: 765.778.2173

https://www.town.pendleton.in.us/

Utility Providers
Anderson Municipal Light & Power

Ph: 765.648.6480

tpochard@cityofanderson.com

Anderson Water Department

Ph: 765.648.6420

https://www.cityofanderson.
com/236/Water-Department

Anderson Utility Office

Ph: 765.648.6187

https://www.cityofanderson.
com/192/Utility-Office

Best Way Disposal Service

Ph: 765.649.7272

www.bestway-disposal.com

Fx: 765.649.7762

CenterPoint Energy

Ph: 800.227.1376

https://midwest.centerpointenergy.
com/contact

Citizens’ Energy Group

Ph: 317.924.3311

https://info.citizensenergygroup.
com/

Duke Energy

Ph: 800.774.1202

https://www.duke-energy.com/cus-
tomer-service

Fall Creek Regional Waste District

Ph: 765.778.7544

bhunter@fcrwd.com

Ingalls Water Department

Ph: 317.485.4321

mhiatt@ingalls.in.gov

Pendleton Utility Office

Ph: 765.778.2173

utilitybilling@pendleton.in.gov

Waste Management Inc.

Ph: 855.852.7110

https://www.wm.com/us/en/loca-
tion/in/anderson

Police Protection
Anderson Police Department

Ph: 765.648.6700

https://www.cityofanderson.
com/185/Police

Indiana State Police Pendleton 
District 51

Ph: 765.778.2121

https://www.in.gov/isp/districts/dis-
trict-51-pendleton/

Ingalls Police

Ph: 317.485.4321

cthompson@ingalls.in.gov

Lapel Police

765.534.4600

police@lapelindiana.org

Madison County Sheriff’s Office

Ph: 765.646.4070

kowen@madisoncounty.in.gov

Pendleton Police

Ph: 765.778.3933

mfarrer@pendleton.in.gov
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Fire Protection
Anderson Fire Department

Ph: 765.648.6600

cravensd@cityofanderson.com

Fx: 765.648.6625 

Lapel Stony Creek Township Fire 
Territory

Ph: 765.534.3747

https://www.lapelfd.com/

South Madison Fire Territory

Ph: 765.778.2400

info@pendletonstation80.org
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Appendix 7: 
Approved Street 
Trees Tree Lawn Specimens

Kousa Dogwood 
Cornus kousa 

Small
20’ Height and 

20’ Width

Hedge Maple 
Acer campestre 

Small
25’ Height and 

25’ Width

Ginkgo 
Ginkgo biloba 

Large
65’ Height and 

65’ Width

Japanese Zelkova 
Zelkova serrata 

Large
65’ Height and 

65’ Width

American Hornbeam 
Carpinus caroliniana 

Medium
30’ Height and 

30’ Width

American Linden 
Tilia americana 

Medium
50’ Height and 

40’ Width
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Tree Lawn Specimens

Kousa Dogwood 
Cornus kousa 

Small
20’ Height and 

20’ Width

Hedge Maple 
Acer campestre 

Small
25’ Height and 

25’ Width

Ginkgo 
Ginkgo biloba 

Large
65’ Height and 

65’ Width

Japanese Zelkova 
Zelkova serrata 

Large
65’ Height and 

65’ Width

American Hornbeam 
Carpinus caroliniana 

Medium
30’ Height and 

30’ Width

American Linden 
Tilia americana 

Medium
50’ Height and 

40’ Width
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Appendix 8: 
Approved Corridor 
Planting List

Littleleaf Boxwood

4’ Height and 4’ Width

Buxus microphylla
Small

Oak Leaf Hydrangea

8’ Height and 8’ Width

Hydrangea quercifolia
Medium

Yew

8’ Height and 8’ Width

Taxus x media
Medium

Arrowwood Viburnum

10’ Height and 10’ Width

Viburnum dentatum
Medium

Juniper

65’ Height and 25’ Width

Juniperus spp. 
Large

Bottlebrush Buckeye

12’ Height and 15’ Width

Aesculus parviflora
Medium

Arborvitae

20’ Height and 10’ Width

Thuja occidentalis
Large

Common Witchhazel

20’ Height and 20’ Width

Hamamelis virginiana
Large

Sweetspire

4’ Height and 6’ Width

Itea virginica
Small

Purple Coneflower

2’ Height and 2’ Width

Echinacea purpurea
Small
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Butterfly Milkweed

2’ Height and 1’ Width

Asclepias tuberosa
Very Small

False Blue Indigo

4’ Height and 4’ Width

Baptisia australis
Small

White Wild Indigo

4’ Height and 4’ Width

Baptisia alba
Small

Purple Prairie Clover

1’ Height and 1’ Width

Dalea purpurea
Very Small

Bee Balm, Wild Bergamot

4’ Height and 4’ Width

Monarda fistulosa
Small
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Appendix 9: 
Example Green 
Area Ratio Score 
Sheet

Address Zone District

Other 

Lot size (enter this value first) * #DIV/0!

Landscape Elements Square Feet Factor Total

A Landscaped areas (select one of the following for each area)
square feet

1 Landscaped areas with a soil depth < 24" 0.30 -                        
square feet

2 Landscaped areas with a soil depth ≥ 24" 0.60 -                        
square feet

3 Bioretention facilities 0.40 -                        

B Plantings (credit for plants in landscaped areas from Section A) Native Bonus
square feet square feet

1 Groundcovers, or other plants < 2' height 0.20 -                        
# of plants # of plants

2 Plants ≥ 2' height at maturity 0 0.30 -                        
 - calculated at 9-sf per plant

# of trees # of trees

3 New trees with less than 40-foot canopy spread 0 0.50 -                        
  - calculated at 50 sq ft per tree

# of trees # of trees
4 New trees with 40-foot or greater canopy spread 0 0.60 -                        

 - calculated at 250 sq ft per tree
# of trees # of trees

5 Preservation of existing tree 6" to 12" DBH 0 0.70 -                        
  - calculated at 250 sq ft per tree

# of trees # of trees
6 Preservation of existing tree 12" to 18" DBH 0 0.70 -                        

 - calculated at 600 sq ft per tree
# of trees # of trees

7 Preservation of existing trees 18" to 24" DBH 0 0.70 -                        
 - calculated at 1300 sq ft per tree

# of trees # of trees
8 Preservation of existing trees 24" DBH or greater 0 0.80 -                        

 - calculated at 2000 sq ft per tree
square feet square feet

9 Vegetated wall, plantings on a vertical surface 0.60 -                        

C Vegetated or "green" roofs
square feet square feet

1 Over at least 2" and less than 8" of growth medium 0.60 -                        
square feet square feet

2 Over at least 8" of growth medium 0.80 -                        

D Permeable Paving***
square feet

1 Permeable paving over 6" to 24" of soil or gravel 0.40 -                        
square feet

2 Permeable paving over at least 24" of soil or gravel 0.50 -                        

E Other
square feet

1 Enhanced tree growth systems*** 0.40 -                        
square feet

2 Renewable energy generation 0.50 -                        
square feet

3 Approved water features 0.20 -                        

sub-total of sq ft = 0
F Bonuses

square feet
1 Native plant species 0 0.10 -                        

square feet

2 Landscaping in food cultivation 0.10 -                     
square feet

3 Harvested stormwater irrigation 0.10 -                     
Green Area Ratio numerator = -                              

Total square footage of all permeable paving and enhanced tree growth. -                              
*** Permeable paving and structural soil together may not qualify for more than one third of the Green Area Ratio score.

Green Area Ratio Scoresheet

Lot area (sf) GAR ScoreMinimum Score

Square Lot

SCORE:

Multiplier

DOEE/WPD 09-2016

Example score sheet obtained by the Govern-
ment of the District of Columbia Department 
of Energy & Environment. For more infor-
mation, see: https://doee.dc.gov/service/
green-area-ratio-forms-and-documents.
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Address Zone District

Other 

Lot size (enter this value first) * #DIV/0!

Landscape Elements Square Feet Factor Total

A Landscaped areas (select one of the following for each area)
square feet

1 Landscaped areas with a soil depth < 24" 0.30 -                        
square feet

2 Landscaped areas with a soil depth ≥ 24" 0.60 -                        
square feet

3 Bioretention facilities 0.40 -                        

B Plantings (credit for plants in landscaped areas from Section A) Native Bonus
square feet square feet

1 Groundcovers, or other plants < 2' height 0.20 -                        
# of plants # of plants

2 Plants ≥ 2' height at maturity 0 0.30 -                        
 - calculated at 9-sf per plant

# of trees # of trees

3 New trees with less than 40-foot canopy spread 0 0.50 -                        
  - calculated at 50 sq ft per tree

# of trees # of trees
4 New trees with 40-foot or greater canopy spread 0 0.60 -                        

 - calculated at 250 sq ft per tree
# of trees # of trees

5 Preservation of existing tree 6" to 12" DBH 0 0.70 -                        
  - calculated at 250 sq ft per tree

# of trees # of trees
6 Preservation of existing tree 12" to 18" DBH 0 0.70 -                        

 - calculated at 600 sq ft per tree
# of trees # of trees

7 Preservation of existing trees 18" to 24" DBH 0 0.70 -                        
 - calculated at 1300 sq ft per tree

# of trees # of trees
8 Preservation of existing trees 24" DBH or greater 0 0.80 -                        

 - calculated at 2000 sq ft per tree
square feet square feet

9 Vegetated wall, plantings on a vertical surface 0.60 -                        

C Vegetated or "green" roofs
square feet square feet

1 Over at least 2" and less than 8" of growth medium 0.60 -                        
square feet square feet

2 Over at least 8" of growth medium 0.80 -                        

D Permeable Paving***
square feet

1 Permeable paving over 6" to 24" of soil or gravel 0.40 -                        
square feet

2 Permeable paving over at least 24" of soil or gravel 0.50 -                        

E Other
square feet

1 Enhanced tree growth systems*** 0.40 -                        
square feet

2 Renewable energy generation 0.50 -                        
square feet

3 Approved water features 0.20 -                        

sub-total of sq ft = 0
F Bonuses

square feet
1 Native plant species 0 0.10 -                        

square feet

2 Landscaping in food cultivation 0.10 -                     
square feet

3 Harvested stormwater irrigation 0.10 -                     
Green Area Ratio numerator = -                              

Total square footage of all permeable paving and enhanced tree growth. -                              
*** Permeable paving and structural soil together may not qualify for more than one third of the Green Area Ratio score.

Green Area Ratio Scoresheet

Lot area (sf) GAR ScoreMinimum Score

Square Lot

SCORE:

Multiplier

DOEE/WPD 09-2016
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Appendix 10: Current INDOT MS2 Output
ID Location Municipality Functional 

Classification
Year of Most 

Recent Count
Most Recent 

AADT

Cyntheanne Rd 
0.2 Mi N of 

136th St

E 136th St 0.1 Mi 
W of 

Cyntheanne Rd

Cyntheanne Rd 
0.1 Mi S of 136th St

136th St 0.1 Mi E of 
Cyntheanne Rd

CR 800 S 0.5 Mi 
W of SR 13

CR 800 S 300’ E 
of SR 13

I-69 214 Ramp A 
SW

I-69 214 Ramp B 
SE

I-69 214 Ramp C 
NE

I-69 214 Ramp D 
NW

SR 13 0.17 Mi N of 
I-69/BR 5321

CR 650 W (IR 25) 
100’ S of I-69/BR 

5323

I-69 2.5 Mi N of 
SR 13

W 800 S (IR 286)

SR 38 3.79 Mi E 
of SR 13

SR 38 
Roundabout at 
Heritage Way

State St 0.13 Mi E 
of I-69/BR 4370

I-69 219 Ramp D 
SW

Hamilton 
County

(Noblesville)

Hamilton 
County

(Fishers)

Hamilton 
County

(Fishers)

Hamilton 
County

Madison 
County
(Ingalls)

Madison 
County
(Ingalls)

Madison 
County
(Ingalls)

Madison 
County
(Ingalls)

Madison 
County
(Ingalls)

Madison 
County
(Ingalls)

Madison 
County
(Ingalls)

Madison 
County

(Pendleton)

Madison 
County

(Pendleton)

Madison 
County

(Pendleton)

Madison 
County

(Pendleton)

Madison 
County

(Pendleton)

Madison 
County

Madison 
County

Local

Major Collector

Major Collector

Major Collector

Major Collector

Minor Collector

Interstate

Interstate

Interstate

Interstate

Interstate

Interstate

Major Collector

Major Collector

Major Collector

N/A

Minor Collector

Minor Arterial

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2020

2024

2024

1,862

5,184

3,113

5,471

3,380

2,777

5,135

5,980

64,009

11,434

4,247

340

2,8833

2,9443

1,9823

4583

5,9113

12,4343

29w468

29w460

29w462

29w464

48w478

48w480

972081

972082

972083

972084

480370

480993

972090

48w122

480720

48v1054

481054

972094

ID Location Municipality Functional 
Classification

Year of Most 
Recent Count

Most Recent 
AADT

I-69 219 Ramp A 
SE

SR 38 
Roundabout at 
NB I-69 Ramps

I-69 219 Ramp B 
NE

I-69 219 Ramp C 
NW

SR 38 
Roundabout at 
SB I-69 Ramps

I-69 1.0 Mi N of 
SR 38

Old SR 132 (IR 
324) 100’ E of 
I-69/BR 4727

Old SR 132 (IR 
324) 100’ E of 
I-69/BR 4727

CR 400 W (IR 169) 
100’ S of 

I-69/BR 4728

I-69 at MM 221.4

Pendleton Ave 
(IR 321) 100 S of 

SR 9 N RT

SR 9 0.1 Mi N of 
Pendleton Ave LT

I-69 222 Ramp A 
SW

I-69 222 Ramp B 
SE

I-69 222 Ramp C 
NE

I-69 222 Ramp D 
NW

State St 0.13 Mi E 
of I-69/BR 4370

Martin Luther 
King Blvd 0.1 Mi N 
of I-69/BR 4729

Madison 
County

(Pendleton)

Madison 
County

(Pendleton)

Madison 
County

(Pendleton)

Madison 
County

(Pendleton)

Madison 
County

(Pendleton)

Madison 
County

(Pendleton)

Madison 
County

(Pendleton)

Madison 
County

(Pendleton)

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

(Pendleton)

Madison 
County

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

(Pendleton)

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

(Pendleton)

Interstate

Local

Interstate

Interstate

Local

Interstate

Major Collector

Major Collector

Minor Collector

Interstate

Other Principal 
Arterial

Interstate

Major Collector

Other Principal 
Arterial

Interstate

Interstate

Interstate

Minor Arterial

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2024

2024

2023

2024

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

4,391

3,1873

2,126

2,188

2,231

7613

65,122

1,892³

7,094

7,265

20,098³

3,794

2,130

3,1873

63,681

10,7903

3,726

12,4343

972091

48v07202

972092

972093

48v07201

972100

48w260

481039

481037

953800

481038

480210

972101

972102

972103

972104

481054

481041
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53rd St (Seybert 
Rd) 100 E of 

Southern Ave LT

ID Location Municipality Functional 
Classification

Year of Most 
Recent Count

Most Recent 
AADT

67th St 0.25 Mi E 
of Martin Luther 

King Bvd

CR 100 W (IR 67) 
0.1 Mi S of 

I-69/BR 4731

I-69 1.0 Mi N of 
SR 9

Madison Ave 0.2 
Mi N of I-69

Main St (IR 75) 
100’ N of I-69/BR 

4732

Columbus Ave 0.1 
Mi S of 

I-69/BR 4733

Columbus Ave 
100’ N of E 53rd St

53rd St (Old SR 
109) 100’ E of 
Columbia Ave

Columbus Ave E S 
of E 53rd St

53rd St (Old SR 
109) 100’ E of 
Orlena Dr RT

SR 9 100’ N of SR 
236 RT

SR 236 0.1 Mi E of 
SR 9

Whetstone Rd 
100’ W of SR 9

SR 9 100’ N of 
Whetstone Rd

E 59th St 100’ E of 
SR 9

SR 9 0.1 Mi N of 
I-69/BR 4734

SR 109 3.47 Mi N 
of US 36

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

Madison 
County

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Major Collector

Minor Arterial

Interstate

Minor Arterial

Minor Arterial

Minor Arterial

Minor Arterial

Minor Arterial

Minor Arterial

Minor Arterial

Minor Arterial

Minor Arterial

Minor Arterial

Other Principal 
Arterial

Other Principal 
Arterial

Major Collector

Major Collector

Other Principal 
Arterial

2023

2024

2023

2024

2024

2024

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

1,411³

3,310

55,164

13,508³

8,699³

14,5733

5,086³

13,922

13,062

2,877³

17,425³

5,743³

4,124

2,198

4,145

24,894

28,492

23,5753

48w472

481035

972110

48x342

481036

481048

481033

481034

481049

48s012

481052

480240

480930

481002

480230

48w460

480220

480850

ID Location Municipality Functional 
Classification

Year of Most 
Recent Count

Most Recent 
AADT

I-69 226 Ramp A 
SW

I-69 226 Ramp B 
SE

I-69 226 Ramp C 
NE

I-69 226 Ramp D 
NW

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Madison 
County

(Anderson)

Interstate

Interstate

Interstate

Interstate

2023

2023

2023

2023

7,706

2,213

2,060

8,223

972111

972113

972112

972114
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Appendix 11: 
Photo Credits
(p. 8 second column) W.H. Bass Photo 
Company, Central Electric Rail-
way Association Map of Interurban 
Railways, Bass Photo Co Collec-
tion, Indiana Historical Society, 1910.

(p. 9 top) Indiana State Library- 
Images from Madison County, 
Indiana Union Traction #135, Alex-
andria City Car, https://www.in.gov/
library/collections-and-services/
m a n u s c r i pt s / i m a g e s - of - i n d i -
ana-92-counties/counties-k-m/, 1905.

(p. 9 bottom) Ted Vinson, Delco-Remy 
Plants in Anderson, IN, https://www.
delcoremyhistory.com/Plant%20
Photos/acrepltphotos.htm via the 
Madison County Historical Society.

(p. 14 first column) John P. Cleary, Rid-
ers board their CATS bus, The Herald 
Bulletin: “City adding tracking system 
for buses in Anderson,” 13 June 2024. 

(p. 14 fourth column bot-
tom) Don Knight, I-69 Corridor 
Construction & Traffic, The Herald 
Bulletin: “The Madison County Coun-
cil of Governments doing study 
of I-69 corridor,” 08 August 2023.

(p. 16) City of Mountlake Terrace, Traf-
fic Calming- Bulb-outs, https://www.
cityofmlt.com/213/Traffic-Calming.

(p. 20 second column 
top) Greenfield District 
Building, https://www.in.gov/indot/
about-indot/central-office/wel-
come-to-the-greenfield-district/.

(p. 22 second column) Richard Sitler, 
The IMPA Anderson Solar Park 2 on 
the north side of Anderson, The Her-
ald Bulletin: “County adopted new 
solar ordinance in 2024,” 19 April 2024. 

(p. 26 third column) Hamilton Town 
Center Management, Hamilton Town 
Center Clock & Traffic Circle, https://
www.tripadvisor.com/Attraction_
Review-g37389-d6898806-Re-
views-Hamilton_Town_Center-No-
blesville_Hamilton_County_Indiana.
html#/media-atf/6898806/413735654:p/?albu-
mid=-160&type=0&category=-160. 

(p. 30) Leonardo, Holiday Inn 
Express Hotel & Suites Ander-
son, https://www.kayak.com/
Anderson-Hotels-Holiday-Inn-Ex-
press-Suites-Anderson.288981.ksp.

(p. 31) Dutro, Kathleen M., Nes-
tle Plant & Nesquik Bunny, https://
m y - i n d i a n a - h o m e.co m /f a r m /
nestle-plant-uses-indiana-milk-to-
produce-top-products/, 30 January 2016.

(p. 32) Pendleton Falls Park, 
https://www.visitindiana.com/list-
ing/pendleton-falls-park/14894/.

(p. 33) Samuel A. Roberson, et. al, 
004 Outstanding Greek Revival 
Farmhouse, Madison County 
Interim Report- Fall Creek Town-
ship (60001-031), p. 74, 1984.

(p. 35 second column) Trisha 
Shetty, Northern riffleshell, https://
a l c h e t ro n .c o m / N o r t h e r n - r i f -
fleshell, updated 27 October 2023.

(p. 35 third column) Brian Sullivan, 
Adult Loggerhead Shrike, Macaulay 
Library, California, 06 January 2018.

(p. 37 bottom) Fall Creek Regional 
Waste District, District Collec-
tion System, https://fcrwd.com/. 

(p. 38) Ron Sheppard, Hartman Road/
Foster Park Relief Sewer Construc-
tion 3, https://utilities.cityoffortwayne.
org/hartman, updated 01 May 2024.

(p. 39) CATS Bus Terminal, https://
www.cityofanderson.com/136/City-
of-Anderson-Transit-System-CATS.

(p. 40 top) Before construction 
of the railroad overpass, https://
www.columbus. in .gov/redevel-
opment/railroad-project/, 2016.

(p. 40 bottom) After construction 
of the railroad overpass 7, https://
www.columbus. in .gov/redevel-
opment/railroad-project/, 2020.

(p. 43) Carmanah, What Is 
Traffic Calming?, https://
carmanah.com/resources/traf-
fic-calming/, 20 November 2018.

(p. 122 top left) Japanese Zelkova 
trees lining a walkway, https://
extension.okstate.edu/programs/
oklahoma-proven/plant-profiles/
japanese-zelkova.html, 2024.

(p. 122 top middle) SEWilco, Ginkgo 
biloba MN 2007, https://commons.
wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Ginkgo_
biloba_MN_2007.JPG, 17 June 2007.
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(p. 122 top left) Fossil Creek Nurs-
ery, Tilia americana ‘Sentry,’ https://
plant s. j imwhit ingnurs er y.com/
Plant-Name/Tilia-americana-Sen-
try-American-Sentry-Linden, 2018. 

(p. 122 bottom left) Bobby Williams, 
American hornbeam - Carpinus car-
oliniana - Zone 3b - Mature size, 
https://www.pinterest.com/pin/
patios--172755335696593633/.

(p. 122 bottom middle) Hedge 
Maple Tree, https://facts.net/
nature/plants/19-hedge-maple-
tree-facts/, updated 21 July 2024.

(p. 122 bottom right) Dave Marcin-
iak, Kousa Dogwood | Cornus kousa, 
https://www.revolutionarygardens.
c o m / k o u s a - d o g w o o d - c o r -
nus-kousa/, 15 February 2019. 

(p. 124 top far left) Buxus micro-
phylla var. jarponica ‘Green Beauty,’ 
https://www.saundersbrothers.com/
plant/Buxus-microphylla-var-ja-
ponica-Green-Beauty, 2024.

(p. 124 top second left) 
Hicks Yew, https://www.
thetreecenter.com/hicks-yew/?at-
tr ibute_pa_size=5-container&-
sku=7384-5 &gad_source=1&g-
c l i d = C j 0 KC Q j w - 5 y 1 B h C - A R I -
sAAM_oKn_JFcLSERMk4DRxHgl-
JqllX6nMjawd_ptC9jKDMay4quI-
YQ5RTrDYaAvoKEALw_wcB, 2024.

(p. 124 top middle) Sarah Yule, 
Planting Juniper, https://morningc-
hores.com/growing-juniper/, 2024.

(p. 124 top second right) thu-
ja-cheer-drops-1, https://www.
p ro v e n w i n n e r s . c o m / i m a g e s /
thuja-cheer-drops-1jpg, 2024.

(p. 124 top far right) Virginia Sweetspire 
- Itea virginica 1, https://www.
longislandnatives.com/product/itea-vir-
ginica-virginia-sweetspire/, 2024.

(p. 124 bottom far left) Hydrangea 
quercifolia (Oak Leaf Hydrangea), 
https://www.gardenia.net/plant/
hydrangea-quercifolia,  2024.

(p. 124 bottom second left) 
Arrowood-Viburnum Dentatum, 
https://plantingjustice.org/products/
arrowood-viburnum-dentatum?_
pos=1&_sid=1ab925eb0&_ss=r,       2024.

(p. 124 bottom middle) plant habit, 
summer flowering, https://land-
s capeplant s.oregonstate.edu /
plants/aesculus-parviflora, 2024.

(p. 124 bottom second right) 2 Witch 
Hazel Trees/Shrubs - 8” Tall - 4” 
Pots - Live Plants - Hamamelis vir-
giniana, https://www.amazon.com/
Witch-Hazel-Trees-Shrubs-Re-
strictions/dp/B0B52P7R71 2024.

(p. 124 bottom far right) Echi-
nacea purpurea (NGN), https://
www.midwestgroundcovers.com/
plant/purple-coneflower/, 2024.

(p. 125 far left)  ASCLE-
PIAS TUBEROSA 
(Butterflyweed), https://www.
pinelandsnursery.com/asclepias-tu-
berosa-butterflyweed-2-plug, 2024.

(p.  125 second left) Bapti-
sia australis - Blue Indigo, https://
sugarcreekgardens.com/product/bap-
tisia-australis-blue-indigo-2/, 2024.

(p. 125 middle) Baptisia alba var. 
macrophylla (NGN), https://www.
midwestgroundcovers.com/plant/
baptisia-alba-leucantha-ngn/, 2024.

(p. 125 second right) Purple Prai-
rie Clover (Dalea purpurea) 
12-pack of plugs, https://www.blaz-
i n g st a rg a rd e n s.co m /p l a nt s/p/
purple-prairie-clover-dalea-pur-
purea-native-plant-plugs, 2023.

(p. 125 far right) Monarda fistu-
losa - Wild Bergamot, https://www.
bumbees.com/product/monar-
da-fistulosa-wild-bergamot/, 2024.




