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Figure S-1: Study Area 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This Alternatives Planning Study investigates a new I-64 interchange in the vicinity of Gilliland Road in 
eastern Jefferson County, along with a new or improved north-south connector road between KY 
155/KY 148 (Taylorsville Road) and US 60 (Shelbyville Road). The study analyzes the project’s 
feasibility and defines the extent of improvements best suited to meet the current and future needs of 
this area between I-265 (Gene Snyder Freeway) in Jefferson County to the west and KY 1848 
(Simpsonville) in Shelby County to the east. (See Figure S-1.) 

The area has experienced significant growth in recent years, rapidly transitioning from rural residential 
to residential suburban neighbor-hoods. Continued rapid growth and development are expected in and 
surrounding the study area.  

In light of existing and anticipated growth, local and regional access via the interstate system and local 
roadway network is gaining importance. At present, I-64 bisects the study area and I-265 is to the west; 
however, there is no access to I-64 between I-265 and KY 1848, a distance of about 9 miles. This 
distance creates one of the longer gaps between interchanges on Kentucky’s rural interstate system.  

The development of the area now accentuates this lack of access. Road users crowd existing 
highways. Limited access to I-64 has contributed to ever increasing traffic volumes on US 60 and KY 
155/KY 148. The existing highways, interchanges, and intersections service a region much larger than 
the study area, and have met or exceeded their original design capacity.  

The Alternatives Planning Study was developed using a project study team approach consisting of 
representatives from the Transportation Cabinet Central Office and District 5; Kentuckiana Regional 
Planning and Development Agency (KIPDA); and Qk4 
(consultant). Public involvement activities included 
project team meetings, resource agency coordination, 
key person interviews, public information meetings, and 
website information.  

Project Goals and Issues  
The Project Team developed the following project goals:   

1) Congestion Mitigation 
2) Connectivity of the Road and Interstate Network 
3) Future Planning 
4) Safety Improvements 
5) Environmental Preservation 
6) Proactive and Joint Planning 

Traffic congestion overshadowed all other issues identified by local officials and citizens, and was 
regarded as an already serious problem likely to worsen in the future. Closely associated with traffic 
congestion was the lack of interstate connectivity that results in bottle-necks on the existing road 
network, especially on US 60 between Eastwood and I-265, the US 60/I-265 interchange, and I-265 
between I-64 and US 60.  

Within the center of the study area, the road network consists mainly of very narrow two-lane rural 
roads with no shoulders, winding through rolling terrain, providing few travel options and very limited 
connectivity. While local citizens expressed a strong desire to preserve the area’s rural character and 
minimize impacts to existing property, they considered the lack of connectivity and interstate access a 
hindrance to fully accessing destinations, opportunities, and services available in Jefferson and Shelby 
Counties. Improving connectivity would play an important role in terms of serving the region’s future 
growth and development; projected traffic demands; and access to emergency services, jobs, health 
care, education, retail, and other travel destinations in the region.  

Local officials and the public generally viewed a new I-64 interchange and connector road as needed to 
add capacity, alleviate congestion, and improve safety for the traveling public. Statistically, both an 
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interstate and a divided facility (such as the proposed connector) are safer than the rural roads. 
Therefore, safety would be improved by constructing the connector to shift traffic from the existing rural, 
substandard roads to the interstate. 

Alternative Analysis  
In addition to the Do-Nothing Alternative, several Build Alternatives were considered.  Transportation 
System Management (TSM), Operational Improvements, Spot Improvements, and Transit Options were 
not examined in detail since none would address the goal of improved connectivity with the interstate 
network. The Build Alternatives include a full interchange with I-64 and a connector road to the north 
and south.   

Many connector road alternative locations were considered and three corridors emerged that contained 
one or more alternatives: (1) Eastern Corridor containing several alignments near the Shelby County 
line, (2) Western Corridor containing several alignments linking Eastwood and Fisherville, and (3) 
Southwest to the Northeast Corridor containing a single alignment crossing diagonally through the study 
area.  Regardless of location, the traffic analysis shows that an ultimate four-lane connector road would 
be needed to serve existing and future traffic.   

Operational Analysis 
An operational analysis was conducted to address the eight policy points of an FHWA Interchange 
Justification Study (IJS). This analysis verifies that a new interchange in eastern Jefferson County 
would generally satisfy the policy points, provide a benefit to the traveling public, and mitigate 
conditions at the existing interstate interchanges.   

Recommendations  
The state’s Six-Year Highway Plan FY 2007-2012 includes funding for preliminary engineering and 
environmental documentation for this project.   

This Alternatives Planning Study concludes that a new interchange and connector road would reduce 
congestion and improve safety on the area highway network, especially on US 60 between Eastwood 
and I-265 and on I-265 between US 60 and I-64.  

Based on the results of this study, it is recommended that a new interchange with I-64 in eastern 
Jefferson County and a north-south connector road be advanced into the preliminary 
engineering and environmental analysis stage, during which feasible Build Alternatives and the 
No-Build Alternative would be explored in greater detail.   

The location of the connector road should be within the Western Corridor, which links the community of 
Fisherville in the south and Eastwood in the north. This corridor is recommended because it would 
serve existing and future travel needs more effectively than a corridor farther east. The exact alignment 
of the road would be determined after detailed environmental and alternatives analyses.     

Regarding the design of the connector road, an urban typical section should be considered north of I-64 
and a rural typical section should be considered south of I-64. Bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be 
an asset to the new road, the local communities, and the visitors to the existing and planned park 
facilities in the area.  Likewise, creative design elements should be considered to allow the road to 
serve as a gateway to the Floyds Fork Park area and associated community and land use changes 
north and south of I-64.  

Public involvement in this project increased significantly as the project developed.   Therefore, it is 
recommended that an extensive public involvement plan be implemented in future project stages. 
During the planning process, the following entities have demonstrated a keen interest in being involved: 
community groups in Eastwood; state and local elected officials; Floyds Fork preservation interest 
groups; 21st Century Parks (the non-profit group implementing the Floyds Fork Greenway Plan); local 
government agencies including Metro Parks, Metro Public Works, Metro Planning and Design Services, 
and KIPDA; and the citizens who live in the area. 
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Figure 5: Image From 1969 Vogt, Ivers Plan 

1.4 What Is the History of the Project? 
The proposal for a new I-64 interchange east of I-265 in Jefferson County was first identified in 
1969 as part of the first long-range transportation plan prepared for the Louisville area.  
Following is a list of the various local plans and their inclusion of the proposed project:  

• January 1969 – Metropolitan Louisville Transportation Report –– Vogt, Ivers and 
Associates (a scan of the plan map is shown in Figure 5): “The two recommended 
new interchanges west and east of Jefferson Freeway (now the Gene Snyder 
Freeway) reflect the expectation of rapid growth in this area. The recommended 
interchange at Blankenbaker Road will serve anticipated industrial growth between 
Jeffersontown and I-64. The proposed Echo Trail interchange will be a very needed 
addition to the system because it provides local service access for anticipated growth 
resulting from the Ford Motor 
Company development north of I-64 
near the county line.  Of equal value is 
the service provided to the large 
potential residential area east of 
Floyd’s Fork and south of Kentucky 
Route 155. This area has exceptional 
potential for planned residential 
development on a major scale. When 
this occurs, the justification for the 
Echo Trail Interchange will be 
evident.” (Page 5-5).  

 
• December 1978 (Revised September 

1981) Louisville Metropolitan 
Transportation Study Update –– KIPDA: Interchange deferred until after 2000. 

 
• September 1999 Horizon 2020 Transportation Plan Update Number II –– KIPDA: 

Project is added to the Plan’s “Illustrative List” as an amendment by the Kentucky 
Transportation Cabinet. 

 
• 1999 Jefferson County Thoroughfare Plan.  Project is identified as a long-term 

project.  (See Appendix E.) 
 
• October 2002 Horizon 2025 Regional Mobility Plan –– KIPDA:  Project is included in 

Plan as “New interchange and connector road from KY 148 to US 60 (Shelbyville 
Rd.) with interchange on I-64. Corridor would be in vicinity of Gilliland Rd.” 

 
• November 2005 Horizon 2030 - The Long-Range Transportation Plan for the 

Louisville (KY-IN) Metropolitan Planning Area –– KIPDA: Project is included in the 
Plan as described above.  (See Appendix E.) 

 
In 2005 study funds were included in the addendum, dated May 6, 2005, to the Fiscal Year 
2005-2010 Six-Year Highway Plan (SYP), approved 2005; and again in the FY 2007-2012 
SYP, approved May 2006. No specific alternative locations or operational analysis have been 
initiated until this Alternatives Planning Study. 
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2.0 WHAT ARE THE PROJECT GOALS AND ISSUES? 

The six project goals were developed through discussions with KYTC officials, key 
persons/local officials interviews, public comments, resource agency comments, on-site visits, 
traffic records and other studies, and project team meetings. Traffic congestion from a lack of 
the roadway connectivity was consistently the top identified issue and concern.    

Following are the project goals:   

1) Mitigate Congestion: Reduce congestion of US 60, KY 155/KY 148, and the I-265 
interchanges with US 60, I-64, and KY 155. 

2) Connectivity of the Road and Interstate Network: Improve the local road network and 
its connectivity to the interstate network to provide travel options for local people 
seeking access to the employment, educational, health care, retail, and other travel 
destinations. 

3) Plan for the Future: Provide a facility that is capable of serving recent growth and 
sustaining current and projected (year 2030) traffic demands. 

4) Improve Safety: Provide a facility that meets current design standards, and diverts 
traffic from the substandard roads to the interstate network.  Statistically, both a 
divided facility (such as the proposed connector) and an interstate have lower crash 
rates than rural surface streets.   

5) Environmental Preservation: Identify alternative locations that avoid or minimize 
impacts to community resources, natural resources, and historic properties and 
districts.  

6) Proactive and Joint Planning: Provide a roadway network consistent with local and 
regional land use, community, and transportation plans, and identify a preferred 
alternative corridor local officials can preserve from development or other land use 
changes in the study area. 

These goals are described in further detail in Appendix B. 

3.0 WHAT ARE THE EXISTING CONDITIONS? 

3.1 What Are the Roadway Characteristics?  
The road network in the study area includes significantly more capacity for east-west travel 
than for north-south travel. I-64 is a four-lane facility with full access control. US 60, KY 155, 
and KY 148 are major arterials that provide east-west travel. North-south travel, however, is by 
way of the following substandard two-lane rural roads: Eastwood-Fisherville Road (KY 1531), 
Clark Station Road, and Echo Trail. Each of these follows the hilly topography and has poor 
horizontal and vertical sight distances, narrow pavement ranging from 18 to 22 feet wide, no 
shoulders, no passing opportunities, utilities often located adjacent to the travel lanes, and 
residences offset at various distances.    

The existing roadway network is limited, served mainly by the east-west roadways consisting 
of one interstate (with no access from the study area) and the two state highways located 
along the study area’s north and south boundaries. Other roads present are minor local/rural 2-
lane roads, winding through the hilly terrain. Roadways and interchanges surrounding the 
study area are routinely congested with traffic, especially to the west at the Gene Snyder 
Freeway.   

East-west travel is virtually non-existent, except for KY 155/KY 148 and US 60. In the western 
part of the study area, two waterways―Floyds Fork and Long Run―run generally north-south, 
acting as natural barriers and further limiting local travel options. For a detailed discussion of 
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study area roadways and their characteristics, refer to Appendix C, which includes Tables C.1 
and C.2 (Existing Highway Systems, and Geometric and Traffic Characteristics of Existing 
Highways). The shaded boxes in Table C.2 indicate those roadway sections having narrower 
widths than those set by current design standards, which call for 12-foot-wide driving lanes and 
8-foot-wide shoulders. Also, refer to the color photographs in Appendix D illustrating typical 
examples of existing roadway sections.  

3.2 What Other Highway Projects Are Proposed in the Area?   
There are several other KYTC highway projects and KIPDA planned highway projects within or 
surrounding the study area. In addition, the community of Eastwood has a neighborhood plan 
and a transportation plan. Selections from the Eastwood plans are included in Appendix E.  

Other KYTC highway projects listed in the Six-Year Highway Plan FY 2007-2012 are identified 
below and illustrated on Exhibit 1 in Appendix A. Each of these is also included in both 
KIPDA’s Long-Range Plan and Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP).     

• 05-21.00, Gene Snyder Freeway. Reconstruct the I-265/I-64 interchange.  The 
first phase would be a flyover ramp from northbound I-265 to westbound I-64.  
Other stages would include a total of four flyover ramps. 

• 05-41.00, Gene Snyder Freeway. Reconstruct the I-265/US 60 interchange to 
enhance capacity and safety. This would include a double or triple-left turn from 
I-265 northbound to US 60 westbound.   

• 05-65.00 and 65.01, I-64, Jefferson and Shelby Counties. Widen I-64 to 6-lanes 
from near the Gene Snyder Freeway to the KY 53 interchange at Shelbyville.  
This project was scheduled to be under construction in 2007, but has yet to be 
authorized.  

• 05-208.00, US 60. Extend left-turn lane on US 60 at I-265 to improve safety.  

• 05-266.00, Gene Snyder Freeway. Reconstruct the I-265/KY 155 interchange to 
include dual-left turns from I-265 southbound to KY 155 eastbound, as 
recommended by KIPDA’s interchange study to improve safety.  

• 05-348.00, KY 1848, Shelby County. Widen KY 1848 to five lanes from the I-64 
interchange to US 60 at Simpsonville.  

In KIPDA’s Horizon 2030, The Long-Range Transportation Plan for the Louisville (KY-IN) 
Metropolitan Planning Area, adopted November 29, 2005, by the Transportation Policy 
Committee, the KIPDA Transportation Planning Division identified the following roadway 
projects in the study area as regional priorities:  

• KIPDA ID # 958, I-265 (Gene Snyder Freeway). Widen I-265 from four to six 
lanes from I-64 to I-71, approximately 9.25 miles. 

• KIPDA ID # 959, I-265 (Gene Snyder Freeway). Widen I-265 from four to six 
lanes from US 31E to I-64, approximately 8 miles. 

• KIPDA ID # 411, KY 1531 (Johnson Road north of US 60). Relocate and 
reconstruct KY 1531 as a two-lane road (no additional lanes) with improved 
geometry from US 60 to Aiken Road.  

• KIPDA ID # 953, US 60 (Shelbyville Road). Widen US 60 from two to three 
lanes (third lane will be a center left turn lane) from Spring Drive to Clark Station 
Road, approximately 2 miles, to enhance safety and reduce congestion.    

• KIPDA ID # 956, KY 155 (Taylorsville Road). Widen KY 155 from two to three 
lanes (third lane will be a center left turn lane) from I-265 to KY 148, 
approximately 2 miles, to reduce congestion.   
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3.4 What Does the Crash Data Show?  
Crash data is always an important factor in the analysis conducted for a transportation 
planning project. The data can identify not only where crashes are occurring, but also why.  
The crash data analyzed for this study was from January 2001 through December 2005.  The 
detailed crash data for the study area is included in Appendix F, along with a description of the 
methodology for analyzing the data.  Exhibit 2 in Appendix A provides a graphic presentation 
of the crashes. 

The data identified the following high crash areas: US 60 through Eastwood, US 60 at the I-
265 interchange, and I-64 at the I-265 interchange. Several fatalities and high crash spots 
have been recorded along I-64.  The two I-265 high crash interchanges and the mainline of I-
64 are programmed reconstruction projects by KYTC, as described above, and the 
reconstruction of US 60 through Eastwood is identified as a project in KIPDA’s Long-Range 
Plan.  These reconstructions would address any substandard geometrics that could possibly 
contribute to the crash causes. The data also shows that “potential high crash areas” exist 
along KY148 through Fisherville and KY 1531 (Eastwood-Fisherville Road). 

3.5 What Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Are in the Area?  
At present, no pedestrian or designated bicycle facilities are located within the study area 
limits. However, an off-road bicycle and pedestrian project is being implemented in the study 
area along Floyds Fork.  This will be a 27-mile-long, multi-use trail linking parks along Floyds 
Fork. The linear park corridor is located between US 31E (Bardstown Road) in the south and 
US 60 in the north. Floyds Fork meanders generally north-south through eastern Jefferson 
County. Floyds Fork crosses through the southwest corner of the study area and then parallels 
the western side of the study area. Floyds Fork and the associated trail will be a major 
consideration in the selection of a location for a connector road.  

It should be noted that Louisville Metro Council recently adopted a “Complete Streets Policy” 
that states pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicle traffic should be planned for with any new roadway 
or roadway reconstruction within Jefferson County.  

Public as well as agency comments requested that bicycle and pedestrian facilities be 
considered for incorporation into the proposed design of a new connector roadway. These 
facilities are viewed as important features of the locally identified vision for the area—a vision 
that includes the Floyds Fork Park and Trail System as well as continued residential growth.    

3.6 What Railroads Are in the Area? 
There are two railroad corridors that cross the study area east-west. The Norfolk-Southern 
(NS) railroad is located in the south, north of and parallel to KY 155/KY 148 throughout the 
study area. The CSX railroad is located in the north, south of and parallel to US 60 between 
Eastwood and Shelby County. At Eastwood the CSX railroad tunnels under the community and 
roadways, as shown in the aerial photograph and picture, Figure 6, below.     
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located just south of I-64, and the amenities from the planned Floyd’s Fork Park area. The 
proposed connector road and the interchange, which has been in local plans for many years, 
are also contributing elements in the forecasted growth, as well as necessary elements to 
manage the growth. According to local officials, future land use in Shelby County is anticipated 
to remain rural within and adjacent to the study area. Shelby County’s plan is for future growth 
to be concentrated around existing urbanized areas, such as Shelbyville and Simpsonville.    

Parkland: Existing and future parks are important features of the local vision for this study 
area.  Three publicly owned park sites in or near the study area were identified: 

• Eastwood Park (about 5 acres) is located south of Eastwood Cutoff Road on the east 
side of Eastwood.  

• William F. Miles Park (about 130 acres) borders outside the study area’s 
northwestern boundary, and is located south of US 60, between Floyds Fork and the 
study area.  

• Floyds Fork Park (about 102 acres) is located outside the study area boundaries, 
west of the southwest corner, and south of Old Taylorsville Road.  

In May 2006, Louisville Metro and non-profit organizations (21st Century Parks and Future 
Fund) began acquiring hundreds of acres for future parkland development along Floyds Fork 
between US 60 and US 31E.  Most, but not all, of this corridor is outside but adjacent to the 
study area boundaries. Some parts of the land acquired and planned to be acquired are within 
the study area and could cause Section 4(f) involvement for the proposed project.   

Cultural Historic Resources: Historic resources are always an important consideration in the 
planning of highway corridors. Section 4(f) of the 1966 Department of Transportation Act 
includes historic properties (i.e., properties listed or eligible for listing on the National Register 
of Historic Places [NRHP]) among the resources that must be avoided if a prudent and feasible 
alternative exists. The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 requires federal agencies to 
take into account the effect of an undertaking upon historic properties. This involves making a 
“reasonable and good faith effort” to identify and evaluate historic properties, to document the 
effects upon these properties, and to determine measures to mitigate any adverse effects.  

An overview of historic resources in the study area was conducted by a KYTC-qualified 
consultant. The overview consisted of a literature search and windshield survey of the study 
area. Six NRHP-listed resources were identified in the study area, five of which are located in 
Jefferson County and one in Shelby County. Also identified were two potential historic districts: 
12 contributing properties and 1 NRHP-listed site in Fisherville, and 23 contributing properties 
in Eastwood. The survey also identified 12 potentially eligible individual resources located 
outside the potential historic district boundaries.  

The potential Fisherville district is located in the southwest portion of the study area, along Old 
Taylorsville Road, and consists of residential dwellings and commercial sites. The potential 
Eastwood district is located in the northwest portion of the study area, south of Shelbyville 
Road (US 60), along Eastwood Cutoff Road. It consists of residential dwellings, churches, and 
commercial sites. Additional individual sites are located to the east along Shelbyville Road and 
the railroad tracks. Several other individual sites are clustered around the vicinity of the I-64 
crossings of Gilliland Road and Fisherville-Eastwood Road. The remaining individual sites are 
south of I-64, scattered throughout the study area. Preliminary NRHP boundaries for individual 
sites and districts follow the property lines on record at the respective PVA offices. 

Streams: Perennial streams include Floyds Fork and Long Run, and their tributaries South 
Long Run, Shakes Run, and Brush Run. Floyds Fork and Long Run flow from north to south in 
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the study area’s western portion, whereas the tributaries flow from east to west in the eastern 
portion. Approximately 57 intermittent streams were identified, the majority of which are in the 
study area’s eastern portion and tributary to the perennial streams.  

Approximately 13 ephemeral streams were identified, with most channels serving as drainage 
ways that flow into intermittent or perennial streams. A more detailed field survey would likely 
identify additional intermittent and ephemeral channels within the study area.  

Floodplains: Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) developed by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) were consulted. Jefferson County FIRM maps encompassing 
the project area are map numbers 21111C0115D, 21111C0185D (include Floyds Fork), 
21111C0120D, and 21111C0205D (include Long Run), all with an effective date of February 2, 
1994. The Shelby County FIRM map encompassing the project area is map number 
2102090004B. The flood hazard boundary map was revised in July 15, 1977, and converted 
by letter to FIRM effective September 1, 2001.  

Approximately 1,080 acres of the study area are located within the 100-year floodplains of 
Floyds Fork, Long Run, Shakes Run, Brush Run and other streams.  

Wetlands: National Wetland Inventory (NWI) map reconnaissance revealed numerous 
wetlands and open water (ponds/lakes) within the study area, totaling about 90 acres. Most are 
small ponds used for livestock or aesthetic purposes. About 25 acres are permanently flooded 
wetlands within the Floyds Fork floodplain located in the study area’s southwestern portion. 
Windshield surveys located several small areas of emergent and forested wetlands.  

No field investigations were conducted, nor were size and jurisdictional status determined. 
More intensive field surveys would be required to confirm and delineate NWI map wetlands, as 
well as identify any wetlands not appearing on the maps, and to determine jurisdictional status.  

Threatened and Endangered Species (TES): The following databases for TES were reviewed: 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Resources (KDFWR), and the Kentucky State Nature Preserves Commission (KSNPC). Table 
G.1, in Appendix G, Environmental Overview, provides a list of protected species identified by 
the federal and state agencies as potentially occurring in the study area.  In all, 16 species 
were identified as potentially occurring or known to occur in Jefferson or Shelby Counties.      

Per Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), additional coordination with the USFWS 
will be required, as will field surveys to confirm the presence or absence of species and 
suitable habitat and to ascertain potential impacts and mitigation requirements.   

Hazardous Materials: Data was collected from numerous sources, including federal and state 
databases, and a windshield survey was conducted within the study area. The database 
search and survey identified seven possible contamination sites (see Table G.2 in Appendix 
G). Most of these sites involve current or former fuel distribution facilities, and/or 
vehicle/equipment storage and maintenance facilities, and have similar potential contamination 
concerns (e.g., underground storage tanks [USTs], fuel spills/leaks, soil contamination, waste 
petroleum products, heavy metals, miscellaneous debris piles, etc.).  

Air Quality: Jefferson County is located within the Louisville Interstate Air Quality Control 
Region. The study area is designated as a Non-Attainment Area for PM2.5, per the 1990 Clean 
Air Act Amendments. Transportation control measures are not likely to be required for the 
project. The project is listed on page 114 of KIPDA’s FY 2006-FY 2008 Transportation 
Improvement Program, adopted in November 2005, and on page 10-135 of KIPDA’s Horizon 
2030 Long-Range Transportation Plan, adopted in November 2005. Further advancement of 
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this project would require more detailed analysis and interagency review.  If implemented, the 
project is not expected to adversely impact air quality in the region.    

Traffic Noise: Highway traffic noise, or unwanted sound, is one of the most common citizen 
complaints regarding highways. Inducing a new road in a rural and transitioning area will 
generate concern over highway noise. Although several options exist for addressing noise 
impacts, none are more effective than noise barriers, and even they have limited effectiveness. 
Barriers can only be effective if no openings exist, as noise will bend and infiltrate openings. 
Therefore, noise barriers can only be installed along roadways that either have full access 
control or have a significant stretch of roadway that has no driveway openings or intersecting 
roads. Other noise mitigation measures that should be considered include quiet pavements, 
horizontal and vertical alignment shifts, and the acquisition of property along the roadway to 
create a buffer zone. Louisville Metro has a noise policy that restricts the placement of 
residential developments within a buffer of interstate facilities.  Although the new road would 
not be an interstate facility, similar restrictions could be considered by local jurisdictions.   

Environmental Justice: KIPDA prepared the Environmental Justice Community Impact 
Assessment for the proposed interchange project. The report concluded:  “… the community 
impact assessment did not uncover any significant concentrations of Environmental Justice 
populations, i.e., race, ethnicity, minorities, and low-income persons, elderly, or persons with 
disabilities within the study area.” The report is provided in Appendix H.  

Geotechnical Overview: The KYTC Division of Structural Design, Geotechnical Branch, and 
the University of Kentucky, Kentucky Geological Survey, provided comments about the 
geotechnical nature of the study area as it relates to the project (see Appendix M). Neither 
agency anticipated any geotechnical problems associated with the project. 

4.0 WHAT ARE THE CABINET, AGENCY, AND PUBLIC COMMENTS?   

4.1 The KYTC Project Team  
The I-64 Alternatives Planning Study Project Team met five times during the course of the 
study. The Project Team consists of FHWA-KY Division, KYTC Central Office and District-5 
staff, KIPDA, and the consultant team.  Each meeting was held at KYTC District 5 offices in 
Louisville and was documented with meeting minutes (see Appendix I). A brief summary of the 
major topics discussed at each meeting follows:  

1. February 6, 2006. At this initial meeting, the scope of work was defined and the 
anticipated tasks that would be accomplished during the planning study were identified.   

2. July 18, 2006. The project activity to date was reviewed in terms of the scope of work 
and status of study. Team members reviewed the environmental footprint/overview 
results, the traffic and crash information, and the key person interview 
results/comments. The team identified a preliminary set of project goals.  Preparation 
for the first public informational meeting was discussed. 

3. March 26, 2007. The project was reviewed in terms of the latest traffic information and 
forecasts, and select screening criteria for the numerous alternatives.  Team members 
reviewed the public meeting comments/responses, and the resource agency’s 
comments/responses. Preparations for the next Project Team meeting and public 
informational meeting were discussed.  

4. May 21, 2007. The project was reviewed in terms of the project status and corridor 
recommendations. The project team discussed the alternative corridors to carry forward 
for further consideration and those to eliminate from further consideration. Also 
reviewed were the typical section and operational analysis approaches. Preparations 
for the next public informational meeting and project team meeting were discussed. 
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5. October 1, 2007. The comments from the second public informational meeting were 
reviewed, as well as the recommendations to be included in this planning document.  
The traffic forecasts, interchange operational analysis, and cost estimates were also 
reviewed.   

4.2 Key–Person Interviews  
Seventeen Jefferson and Shelby County officials were interviewed in May – July 2006 by six 
Project Team members.  Each interview included discussion of the overall project, as well as 
specific issues related to traffic, the environment, land use, and other topics of note/concern 
within the study area. The team documented each response and summarized the key the 
information received.  That summary can be found in Appendix J.  

4.3 Public Informational Meetings  
Public information meetings were held August 29, 2006, at the Highview Baptist Church, East 
Campus, and June 26, 2007, at the same location. Appendix K provides the public information 
meeting comments summaries, and Appendix L includes newspaper articles about the public 
meetings. A Public Involvement Summary Notebook for each public meeting is on file with 
KYTC.  

Public Information Meeting #1: The August 29, 2006 meeting was conducted to inform the 
public of the proposed alternatives planning study for a new I-64 interchange with a connector 
road, and to receive input concerning issues to consider and problems to correct. Citizens 
were provided a handout consisting of a project fact sheet, draft project goals, and an aerial 
photograph of the project study area.   

Sixty-nine (69) people attended the meeting and 20 comment forms were submitted or 
returned. On the survey/comment form, most attendees answered “yes” to the question, “Do 
you think new access to I-64 is needed in eastern Jefferson County?” Traffic congestion was 
identified as the greatest problem in the area, and relief of traffic congestion was cited as the 
primary objective of the project. The Floyds Fork watershed/corridor was identified as the most 
important area to protect. 

While attendees were generally supportive of a new I-64 interchange with a connector road, 
comments were received both favoring and opposing the project. Those favoring a new I-64 
interchange with a connector road (the majority opinion) primarily envisioned it as a means to 
reduce “bottlenecks” at the existing interchanges, enhance the community’s ability to attract 
people and employers with more convenient access to main roads, and improve emergency 
response times and safety. Those opposed to a new I-64 interchange with a connector road 
were mostly concerned about creating more sprawled development/growth and disturbing the 
rural character of the community.  

Public Information Meeting #2: The June 26, 2007 meeting was conducted to inform the public 
to provide the citizens with the broad range of alternative locations for the interchange and the 
connector road. Corridors were identified as either “recommended to be carried forward” or 
“not recommended to be carried forward.” Comments received included concern over the 
alignments and recommendations, support for the project regardless of its location, and 
opposition to the project in total.    

In summary, there were 89 attendees and 44 filled out comment forms. 34 of the comments 
were in support of the overall project but differed in preference to the location options. The 
public generally commented on the alignments that are recommended to be carried forward. 
Of those comments, more favored alternatives in the eastern part of the study area (alternative 
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Segments 27, 28, 10, etc.) than in the western part (alternative Segments 1, 2, 4, etc.).1 Few 
comments addressed the alignment options that were not recommended to be carried forward. 
Several comments noted other roadway improvements that need to be made regardless of the 
alternative selected, including improvement to Eastwood-Fisherville Road, US 60 and KY 155. 

4.4 Resource Agency Coordination  
In August 2006, eighty local, state, and federal agencies were contacted to obtain their input 
regarding the study area and any possible I-64 interchange improvements. The mailing 
identified the study corridor but not the alternative alignments. Twenty (20) responses were 
received, many of which noted “no comments or concerns,” or recommended use of Best 
Management Practices (BMPs). Only project-specific or substantive comments are 
summarized below.  Appendix M contains the full text of all responses received.  

Louisville Metro Planning and Design Services: PDS stated its general support for a connector 
road between Shelbyville and Taylorsville Roads. The letter referenced the Eastwood 
Neighborhood Plan and the Quest Transportation Study recommendations, stated the 
importance of existing and new traffic to the economic stability of the Eastwood Village Center, 
and noted a desire to retain the Center’s “pedestrian oriented character.” Concerned that 
development around the Taylorsville Road connection could result in the need for additional 
transportation improvements, the agency recommended the project’s potential consequences 
in this regard be studied. The agency also noted that PDS will initiate a study of the rural 
character of southwest Jefferson County.  

Transit Authority of River City (TARC): The agency stated that increased roadway connectivity 
and additional pedestrian and bike infrastructure could lead to growth in TARC ridership. 
Therefore, the interchange project and connector road would be best served by park-and-ride 
lots that could be tied into express bus service and carpools in the area. 

Simpsonville Rural Fire Protection District: This project will provide the Eastwood Fire 
Department a quicker response route to I-64 and another exit to divert traffic onto when an 
accident occurs on I-64. The District noted it will shorten the bottleneck area from Simpsonville 
and Middletown when accidents occur on I-64. It also stated that the concrete median barriers 
proposed on the widened I-64 will make it difficult to reach the opposite side of the road. The 
District indicated the proposed interchange will help solve that problem but the connector road 
could increase the potential for more accidents in that location. 

Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Services: The gray bat, Indiana bat, sharp-shinned 
hawk, Bachman’s sparrow, Henslow’s sparrow, great blue heron, little blue heron, dark-eyed 
junco, clubshell, pied-billed grebe, Bewick’s wren, and barn owl are listed species that could 
occur in the project area.  Specific BMPs were identified for project area construction, wetlands 
and stream mitigation, and the need for future coordination with USACE was noted. 

Kentucky State Police, Post 4: The proposed interchange will be beneficial to the community 
and for the motoring public that travels I-64. 

University of Kentucky, Kentucky Geological Survey (KGS): KGS noted the project area has 
karst features such as sinkholes, unconsolidated sediments and rock units, and recommended 
testing to identify potential impacts and areas best avoided. KGS also stated there is no 
potential for landslides, no prior mining activities, no fault potential, and only minimal potential 
for earthquake ground motion.   

                                                 
1    Section 5.0 of this study describes the corridors and alternative segment alignments within each. In addition, the section discusses the 
alternatives recommended to be carried forward and those not recommended for further consideration. 
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Commerce Cabinet, Department of Parks: The agency stated that the proposed interchange 
and connector road will improve access to Taylorsville Lake State Park. 

5.0 WHAT ARE THE ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS?  
The following alternatives concept options were developed and evaluated against the goals 
and objectives formulated as part of this study process. Three general concepts were 
identified:  

• Do Nothing 

• Transportation System Management (TSM), Spot Improvements, and Transit 
Alternatives 

• New Interchange and Connector Road    

5.1 Do-Nothing Alternative 
This alternative involves no action to construct a new interchange or a connector road. The 
Do-Nothing Alternative would include routine roadway maintenance (e.g., resurfacing, 
restriping, patching, etc.) and other committed projects with the KYTC Six-Year Highway Plan 
and local planning efforts. In the short-term, the Do-Nothing Alternative is the least expensive 
improvement option, since no funds would be expended for right-of-way acquisition, 
displacement of residences or businesses, utility relocations, or improvement construction. 
There would also be no construction period traffic disruptions, or construction-induced 
environmental impacts. 

However, the Do-Nothing Alternative should not be construed as a continuation of the status 
quo. Traffic volumes and characteristics, and development inside and outside the project area 
will change. Normal growth in the area would contribute to increases in traffic volumes and a 
worsening of existing conditions. Traffic from existing and future development, as well as 
through traffic, would continue to use the existing roadways, with forecasts predicating 
substantial growth. The Do-Nothing Alternative would leave the area with a deficient 
transportation network that progressively deteriorates as traffic demands increase.  Additional 
traffic congestion and an increased potential for crashes could be expected. This alternative 
was presented and discussed by the Project Team members, who concluded it was not in the 
public’s best interests. The long-term benefits from implementing a proposed build alternative 
are expected to be substantially greater than any negative factors associated with the 
construction and operation.  The Do-Nothing Alternative was not recommended because it did 
not address the project goals, namely that of mitigating congestion and improving connectivity 
to the existing interstate network.    

5.2 TSM, Spot Improvements, and Transit Alternatives  
Transportation System Management (TSM) and Spot Improvements alternatives involve 
relatively low-cost options. TSM options generally refer to such activities/features as signing, 
striping, traffic lights, and simple roadway improvements such as removing vegetation to 
improve visibility or improving the radius of a street corner. Spot Improvements include 
concepts such as reconstructing relatively short substandard curves, hills, intersections, etc. to 
address a safety concern, and then reconnecting with the existing roadway. Transit options 
could include higher cost activities/features ranging from the addition of High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV) lanes and park-and-ride lots to the construction of light rail/commuter train 
facilities.  

Although such alternative concepts could be implemented in the area, none would address the 
top goals of mitigating congestion, connectivity of the road and interstate network, and safety 
by shifting traffic to facilities that are statistically safer than the existing rural road network. A 
thorough analysis of the statistical crash rates for different types of roadways is included in 
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Appendix B, Project Goals. Therefore, the low-costs TSM and Spot Improvements were not 
studied in detail as part of this planning effort.   

Improvement of transit services would also not meet the goal of improving the connectivity to 
the interstate network. However, comments from TARC noted that increased roadway 
connectivity and additional pedestrian and bike infrastructure would be expected to increase 
TARC ridership, and that a new interchange and connector road would be best served by park-
and-ride lots that could be tied into express bus service and carpools in the area.  

5.3 New Interchange and Connector Road Build Alternatives  
A new interchange with I-64 and a new connector linking KY 155/KY 148, I-64, and US 60 
would meet the key objectives of improving congestion on the existing roads by…  

• Providing a new network connection.  

• Improving the connectivity of the road network to the interstate network. 

• Improving safety by providing a facility built to current design standards that would 
shift traffic to the statistically safer interstate network.   

Therefore, a majority effort of this study was focused on alternative locations for this alternative 
concept.   

Based on the future traffic volumes, safety goals, and design considerations for the proposed 
road, the Project Team recommends that a four-lane divided facility be constructed within the 
roadway corridor. A four-lane divided facility can handle more traffic than other types of 
facilities, is statistically safer, and can be designed to manage access points.  North of I-64, 
because of the land use and community setting, an urban typical section with curb and gutters 
is recommended. South of the I-64, because of the existing rural setting and future Floyds Fork 
park plan, a rural typical section is recommended. Both the urban and rural typical sections are 
illustrated on Figures 7a and 7b, below, and both were used as the basis for the cost 
estimations.  
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5.3.1 Broad Range of Alternative Locations 
The alternative location process began at the first public meeting on August 29, 2006. At this 
meeting, maps of the area were provided on the tables in a workshop format. On these maps 
were the existing conditions, including streams, floodplains, wetlands, subdivisions, other land 
use, historic sites and districts, parks, topography, etc., that should be taken into account when 
trying to identify a new road corridor. After a short presentation about the project, the people in 
attendance were invited to draw possible alternative locations on the maps. After the meeting, 
the engineering team modified those alignments to meet design criteria, and then the Project 
Team identified other potential alignments. In this manner, the alternative location process 
began with a comprehensive, broad-range set of options, as shown on the map, Figure 8, 
below.     

As the map shows, many of the proposed alignments intersect, thereby creating numerous 
combinations of options. To address the complex alternative naming process, each individual 
segment was given a number. This process produced 28 individual segments that could be 
combined to form a broad range of end-to-end alternatives extending from KY 155/KY 148 
north to US 60.  This approach provides the flexibility to eliminate an undesirable segment(s) 
and then connect to an intersecting segment(s) to maintain an alignment that has a locational 
advantage.   

The broad range of alternative locations was screened in this planning study based on their 
ability to meet the project goals, their environmental and community impacts, and their cost.  

5.3.2 Alternative Screening Process  
Alternative screening for highway projects is typically a three step process. This Alternatives 
Planning Study includes two of those three steps. The first step was to identify the alternative 
concept that should be advanced—TSM/Spot Improvement/Transit or Build Alternative in a 
New Corridor. After the selection of a New Corridor, the second step was to reduce a 
comprehensive set of location options to a short list of options. The subsections that follow 
describe the key issues examined that allowed the Project Team to complete the second 
phase of the screening process. The key issues include traffic, environmental and community 
impacts, and costs.     

The final step of the alternatives screening process will be during the preliminary engineering 
and environmental documentation stage, when the short list of alternatives will be studied in 
greater detail, in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This third 
stage will conclude with either the selection of a specific alignment location as the Build 
Alternative, or conclude that the Do-Nothing Alternative is the best option.   
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  Figure 7a: Proposed Urban Typical Section North of I-64 

Figure 8: Alignments Within the Three Corridors  



New I-64 Interchange Alternatives Planning Study 
Final Report,  Item No. 5-8200.00  19 

5.3.2.1 Traffic Analysis for Broad Range of Alternatives 
Because alleviation of traffic congestion is one of the primary project goals, the broad range of 
alternative locations was first analyzed to determine their effects on travel patterns on the area 
roadway. The KYTC, Division of Planning prepared a traffic model for the study area road 
network, including the I-64/KY 1848 interchange in Simpsonville, and the following three 
interchanges with I-265: US 60, I-64, and KY 155. The report can be found in Appendix N. The 
larger area was studied to address the effect of a new interchange on the existing interchanges. 
The study has been used in the Interchange operational analysis conducted for this study (see 
Section 6.0, herein).     

For purposes of the traffic analysis, the alignment segments were grouped by proximity 
according to their locations in the study area. Three distinct corridors emerged: Western 
Corridor segments linked the Eastwood and Fisherville communities, Eastern Corridor 
segments were near the Jefferson-Shelby County line, and a diagonal corridor crossed from the 
southwest (near Fisherville) to the northeastern (US 60 east of Long Run). The KYTC traffic 
model was calibrated for the known existing conditions and updated with build-out 
socioeconomic conditions. A representative “end-to-end” (i.e., US 60 Shelbyville Road to KY 
155/148 Taylorsville Road) alignment was selected within each corridor. Year 2030 forecasts 
were then generated for the Do-Nothing Alternative and the end-to-end alignment alternatives.    

The traffic analysis shows that Western Corridor alternative would attract more traffic from the 
existing roads to I-64 via the new interchange than the alternative in the Eastern or the 
Southwest-to-Northeast Corridor. North of I-64, for the year 2030, the Western Corridor 
alternative would attract 28,200 vehicles per day (vpd) between US 60 and I-64, compared to 
11,400 vpd for Southwest-to-Northeast Corridor alternative and 13,000 vpd for Eastern Corridor 
alternative. South of I-64, for the year 2030, the Western Corridor alternative would attract 
between 5,400 and 13,600 vpd, compared to 5,400 to 9,100 for the Southwest-to-Northeast 
Corridor alternative, and 3,700 for the Eastern Corridor alternative.   

These trips would be attracted from the existing surface streets to the new road and I-64, most 
notably from US 60 between Eastwood and I-265 and I-265 between US 60 and I-64 — the two 
sections of the existing road network that would experience the most benefit (i.e., reduction in 
congestion) from the proposed new connector road and interstate connection. The converse of 
this benefit is the addition of traffic to I-64 between the new corridor and I-265.   

It is important to note that the traffic forecasts for Southwest-to-Northeast Corridor show an 
increase of traffic volumes on KY 1531 (Eastwood-Fisherville Road) over the current volume of 
500 vpd and No-Build volume of 1,100 to 8,000 vpd. The increase would occur because traffic 
would take KY 1531 from Eastwood, cross over I-64, and then turn onto the new alignment to 
access I-64. This undesirable traffic pattern is one reason this corridor option is not 
recommended to be advanced.   
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The Western Corridor alignment Segments 26 and 29 would result in an interchange located at 
or near the I-64 bridge over Long Run. This would potentially require the relocation of that 
stream and could have direct and indirect impacts resulting from the interchange ramps. Nearly 
the entire interchange would be located within the floodplain of Long Run. This is one reason 
these segments are not recommended to be carried forward.    

The Floyds Fork corridor, including the floodplain, has been avoided as much as possible, but a 
crossing would be required by Segment 1, which would connect with KY 155 at the existing KY 
155/KY 148 intersection. The Segment 1 crossing would also encounter a notable topographical 
change between the cliffs south of Floyds Fork and the floodplain to the north.     

Each NRHP-eligible/potentially eligible historic site and district would need to be avoided if 
prudent and feasible alternatives exist. This is the primary reason no alternatives recommended 
to be carried forward bisect the potential historic districts of Eastwood and Fisherville.  

Section 4(f) properties are protected from federally-funded highway projects if they can be 
avoided by prudent and feasible alternatives. Publicly owned parklands are among the 
resources that are considered to be Section 4(f) properties. Floyds Fork Park, south of KY 155 
and east of the study area, would be considered a Section 4(f) property as would Miles Park, 
north of I-64 and also east of the project area. Because these Jefferson County-owned parks 
are outside the study area, they would not be directly impacted by any alternatives currently 
under consideration. The city-owned Eastwood Park is within the Western Corridor and, 
because it is publicly owned, it would be a Section 4(f) resource. As such, it has been avoided 
by alignments developed for this study.   

The alignments of Segments 4 and 5 in the Western Corridor encounter land that has been 
acquired by 21st Century Parks—the non-profit organization managing the acquisition of land for 
a linear park and trail along Floyds Fork. The organization submitted a letter noting general lack 
of opposition to the project overall, but also expressing concern about several of the alternative 
alignments being considered. The letter (see Appendix M) included a resolution stating that the 
corporation “unanimously opposes…Routes Numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5,” which are in the 
Western Corridor (see Exhibits 6 and 7, Appendix A). Segments 1, 2, and 3, also in the Western 
Corridor, would not use any parkland; however, the segments are adjacent to the lands being 
acquired for the park and trail system. Because it is expected that 21st Century Parks will retain 
ownership and management of the parkland as it is acquired, rather than put it in public 
ownership, the land would not be a Section 4(f) resource. 

These segments are recommended to be carried forward because of the traffic benefit they 
would provide. It is recommended that close coordination with 21st Century Parks occur during 
future stages of project development.   

Community: Community resources include the town centers of Eastwood and Fisherville, the 
number existing and planned residential subdivisions in the corridor, fire and EMS service, 
churches and parkland, the Floyds Fork Greenway Corridor, and farming (including equine) 
operations.   

Existing subdivisions occupy more than 60 percent of the land in the study area. Avoiding 
bisecting existing platted subdivisions was a priority when identifying the original set of 
alternative corridors and screening the broad range of options. As Exhibits 6 and 7 show, 
alignments that bisected existing subdivisions (e.g., Segment 17, which bisected Ashmore 
Woods) are not recommended to be carried forward. Other segments that have been eliminated 
because of community/residential subdivision impacts are Segments 26, 29, 16, and 13.  
Derbyshire Estates and the recently approved but not yet constructed Shakes Run are in the 
middle of the study area. Avoidance of these subdivisions is the reason no alignment segments 
were located in the area.   
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5.3.3 Alternative Screening Recommendations 
After consideration of the traffic forecasts and travel patterns, environmental and community 
considerations, and costs, the following are the recommendations from the alternatives 
screening process:     

Build Alternative Segments Not Recommended to Be Carried Forward 

• Eastern Corridor, Segments 19-25: Segments in this corridor would not best meet the 
primary goal of reducing congestion on the existing roadways, especially the I-265/US 
60 interchange. The lack of a notable benefit to traffic is especially true in the south, 
between KY 148 and I-64. This corridor is also not recommended because it would 
require bridging the CSX railroad track south of US 60.    

• The Southwest-to-Northeast Corridor, Segment 12: This corridor, which has only one 
segment, is not recommended to be carried forward because it too would not best 
meet the primary goal of the project. In addition, this corridor would result in a 
significant amount of traffic being added to KY 1531 as a cut-through from Eastwood.  
This corridor would also require bridging the CSX railroad track.   

Build Alternative Segments Recommended to Be Carried Forward 

• The Western Corridor, Segments 1-10, 14, 2 and 28: Segments in this corridor would 
best meet the primary goal of reducing congestion on the existing roadways. The 
alignments that could be formed using various segment combinations would link the 
community centers of Eastwood and Fisherville and best serve the traveling public.  In 
addition, no alignment in this corridor would require a costly bridge over the CSX 
railroad. While bridging the railroad could be required on the east side of Eastwood, 
east of the railroad tunnel, the bridge could be located where the railroad is at a 
significant cut in the topography, thereby reducing the cost by eliminating the need for 
a 30-foot-high structure.  

Preliminary cost estimates (2007 dollars) have been prepared for alternatives 
recommended for further study (see Appendix O). To provide a meaningful 
comparison of costs that would be associated with the total project rather than just the 
individual segments, eight end-to-end alternatives were developed using all feasible 
combinations of segments within the corridor. The estimates include the costs 
associated with construction of the roadway (including bridges, drainage structures, 
the I-64 interchange, etc.); right-of-way acquisition; utilities relocations; and design and 
environmental tasks. The total preliminary costs ranged from approximately $48.8 
million to $61.9 million. In general, the amount of excavation/embankment work and 
the number of major structures (most notably bridges) were the primary causes of the 
range of costs. 

There are special considerations that must be taken into account with placing an 
alignment in this corridor, including: 

o Continued coordination with:  

 The residents and leaders of Eastwood and Fisherville and other residents in 
the corridor. 

 State and Louisville Metro elected officials.  

 State and local agencies, including Louisville Metro Public Works, Metro Parks, 
and Planning and Design Services. This is especially important when 
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considering future land use changes and proposed subdivisions that could 
develop in the path of a possible alignment location.    

 Developers proposing land use changes in the area. 

 Stakeholders involved in the Floyds Fork linear park and trail project, including 
Louisville Metro Parks and 21st Century Parks.  

 CSX and NS railroad companies.  

o Consideration of the impacts to and use of the 21st Century Floyds Fork linear park 
and trail system. This includes direct impacts and indirect impacts, as well as 
visual impacts, i.e., employing contest sensitive design to create a “parkway” that 
visually and operationally is a linear extension of the park system. 

o Topographical constraints and designs of the roadway near Fisherville: specifically, 
the bridging of the railroad; and the topographic constraints of the river valley 
including the tributaries and the grade variances between the floodplain, cliffs, and 
hilly terrain.   

In summary, it is the recommendation of this Alternatives Planning Study that the Western 
Corridor segment alignments be carried forward into the next stage of the project development, 
which would include preliminary engineering, environmental documentation, and a full 
Interchange Justification Study (IJS). The objective of this stage will be to conduct a complete 
alternatives analysis to identify the location and design of a selected alternative. The Do-
Nothing Alternative will also be carried forward to provide a basis for comparing build 
alternatives, even though the Do-Nothing Alternative would not meet the project goals.  

The alternatives “recommended to be carried forward” and “not recommended to be carried 
forward” are illustrated on Figure 9, below, and on Exhibits 6 and 7. A map illustrating the traffic 
volumes and levels of service for the recommended corridor is included as Exhibit 5. This 
exhibit includes traffic data for the “worst case” scenario for increasing traffic volumes on I-64. 
This data was used in the operational analysis described in Section 6.0, below.   

The traffic analysis that was completed for this project was prepared by KYTC because the 
study area extended into Shelby County, which is outside the KIPDA traffic model area.  For the 
next stage, because the recommended corridor of alternatives is within Jefferson County, it is 
recommended the traffic modeling be conducted by KIPDA and that the model include updated 
programmed transportation projects and updated socioeconomic variables. 

The current Six-Year Highway Plan includes funding for preliminary engineering and 
environmental analysis, only. There is as yet no committed funding for future stages such as 
right-of-way acquisition, utility relocation, and construction. Additional funds would need to be 
identified in the Six-Year Highway Plan for these stages.   

Should the Project Team agree to implement the project in construction phases, it is 
recommended that the interchange and the northern segment be constructed first, as it is 
shorter and would attract more traffic and provide more traffic benefit than the southern section.   
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6.0 WHAT DOES THE PRELIMINARY INTERCHANGE JUSTIFICATION STUDY 
INDICATE? 

The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) contains requirements for 
planning a proposed interchange to the existing Interstate Highway system. These requirements 
are implemented in FHWA policy and through Federal regulation located in 23 CFR part 450.  
The policy for Additional Interchanges to the Interstate System contains eight points that must 
be taken into consideration. This section discusses each policy point that would be addressed in 
greater detail in a full Interchange Justification Study (IJS) that would be required by FHWA prior 
to approval of funding for the new interchange. 

 Policy Statement No. 1: Existing Facilities Capability  

“It is demonstrated that the existing interchanges and/or local roads and streets in the corridor 
can neither provide the necessary access, nor be improved to satisfactorily accommodate the 
design-year traffic demands while at the same time providing the access intended by the 
proposal. “   

The existing interstate interchanges with surface streets in the area are: I-265/US 60 (Exit 27, 
Middletown) in the northwest, I-265/KY 155 (Exit 23, Taylorsville Road) in the southwest, and I-
64/KY 1848 (Exit 28, Simpsonville) in the east in Shelby County. The spacing of these 
interchanges prohibits them from being able to provide interstate access to/from the study area. 
Further, they are either at or projected to be at capacity, and limited improvements to them are 
proposed. The improvements were included in the traffic model, and they still fail to provide for 
the access and interstate connection needs for eastern Jefferson County.   

The existing north-south local roads in the study area include Eastwood-Fisherville Road (KY 
1531) and Gilliland Road/Echo Trail and Clark Station Road. These three local north-south 
roads are substandard and could not be improved to handle the local north-south travel in the 
area. The width of these roads ranges from 18 to 22 feet, and they follow the topography, with 
very poor sight distance and geometrics.  Further, a new interchange would not be able to 
connect to these substandard roads; therefore, a new connector north to US 60 and south to KY 
155 or KY 148 would be necessary.   

 Policy Statement No. 2: Transportation System Management   

“All reasonable alternatives for design options, location and transportation system 
management type improvements (such as ramp metering, mass transit, and HOV facilities) 
have been assessed and provided for, if currently justified, or provisions are included for 
accommodating such facilities if a future need is identified.”   

In Section 4.0, above, the various design options, including TSM and Spot Improvements, are 
described. None of these types of low-cost options would provide the relief to the current 
network and interchanges that would be provided by a new interstate interchange on I-64 in far 
eastern Jefferson County.  No mass transit (TARC) service is currently provided for in the study 
area.  In this area, all service is west of I-265. Coordination with TARC indicated that improved 
access to I-64 with additional pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure would anticipate a growth in 
TARC ridership. HOV lanes are not provided in any Louisville area interstates. I-64 is currently 
proposed to be widened from four to six general purpose lanes, but provisions for HOV lanes 
are not included.     
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Policy Statement No. 3: Operational Analysis  

“The proposed access point does not have a significant adverse impact on the safety and 
operation of the Interstate facility based on an analysis of current and future traffic.  The 
operational analysis for existing conditions shall, particularly in urbanized areas, include an 
analysis of sections of Interstate to and including at least the first interchange on either side.  
Crossroads and other roads and streets shall be included in the analysis to the extent 
necessary to assure their ability to collect and distribute traffic to and from the interchange with 
new or revised access point.”   

The traffic operational analysis has been performed for the proposed interchange, and it 
included the mainlines of I-64, I-265, US 60, KY 155, KY 148, and the surface streets in the 
area. It also included the following interchanges: I-64 Exit 28, KY 1848 at Simpsonville; I-64 Exit 
19, at I-265; and I-265/US 60 at Middletown. It should be noted that the traffic forecasts provided 
different traffic volumes for different locations of the interchange and connector road; therefore, 
the operational analysis was based on the option that would attract the most traffic to I-64 (i.e., 
the “worst case” scenario for I-64 and the proposed interchange, and the “best case scenario” 
for the surface streets). The traffic data for the analysis is illustrated on Exhibit 5. 

In general, the analysis for this alternative indicates the proposed interchange would provide 
improved operations to the I-265/US 60, I-265/KY 155, and I-64/I-265 interchanges.  Regarding 
the mainlines, the proposed interchange would provide improved operations to US 60, I-265, 
and KY 155. On I-64, the 2030 volumes would increase between the connector and I-265 by 
approximately 20,000 vpd as compared to the No-Build option.  These additional vehicles would 
be attracted from US 60, KY 155 and I-265. This shift in traffic from these roads to I-64 via the 
new connector would cause a reduction in LOS from E to F on this section of I-64.  This is based 
on the existing planned widening on I-64 to a six-lane facility. The addition of auxiliary lanes 
along I-64 is one option that could address this concern. East of the new connector there would 
be a negligible increase of approximately 2,000 vpd with the LOS remaining at E for both the 
No-Build and the Build options.    

The merge, diverge, and weave analysis are illustrated in Appendix P. This analysis is 
conducted for the peak-hour conditions, based on and reflective of the traffic volumes discussed 
above.  In general, because of the long spacing of the interchange, the merge, diverge, and 
weave analysis illustrates that the movements would operate in a safe and efficient manner.   

Regarding crossroads and surface streets, the analysis indicates that a new four-lane facility 
would be needed to collect and distribute traffic north and south from I-64 to US 60 and KY 
155/KY 148, respectively. The existing surface streets are not designed to handle the proposed 
volumes of traffic. The connector road has been included as part of this project.   

 Policy Statement No. 4: Access Connections and Design  

“The proposed access connects to a public road only and will provide for all traffic movements.  
Less than “full interchanges” for special purposes access for transit vehicles, for HOVs or into 
park and ride lots may be considered on a case-by-case basis.  The proposed access will be 
designed to meet or exceed standards for Federal-aid projects on the Interstate system.”   

The proposed interchange would connect to a new public road, which would terminate at US 60 
and KY 155 or KY 148.  The interchange would be a full interchange, and would be designed to 
meet or exceed current design standards for Federal-aid projects on the Interstate System. 
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 Policy Statement No. 5: Transportation and Land Use Plans 

 “The proposal considers and is consistent with local and regional land use and transportation 
plans.” 

The proposed interchange was identified in the first metropolitan transportation plan published in 
1969. In various forms it has been included in local and regional plans since, including the 
current KIPDA Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) and Long-Rang Plan, local thoroughfare 
plans, and the State Six-Year Highway Plan. Select pages from these plans are included in 
Appendix E. 

 Policy Statement No. 6: Comprehensive Interstate Network Study  

“In areas where the potential exists for future multiple interchange additions, all request for 
new or revised access are supported by a comprehensive Interstate network study with 
recommendations that address all proposed and desired access within the context of a long-
term plan.”   

The proposed interchange is the only new interchange proposed for I-64 in either Jefferson or 
Shelby County. However, on I-265 there is currently a proposal for a new interchange at Rehl 
Road, which is located approximately at milepost (MP) 24, between the interchanges with KY 
155 to the south and I-64 to the north. The planning for the interchange at MP 24 is relatively 
new (as compared to the I-64 interchange proposed herein). The traffic model will be prepared 
by KIPDA and coordinated with the proposed I-64 interchange to ensure a coordinated study of 
the interstate network.   

Future traffic analysis for both of these planned new interchanges will undergo a full IJS and 
NEPA analysis, which will involve coordination with Louisville Metro, KIPDA, KYTC, and FHWA. 
Coordination among these agencies also will be required for the development of the traffic 
model and traffic assumptions in future stages of this project.   

 Policy Statement No. 7: Coordination with Transportation System Improvements  

“The request for a new or revised access generated by new or expanded development 
demonstrates appropriate coordination between the development and related or otherwise 
required transportation system improvements.”   

The proposed interchange and connector road project is not generated by any specific new or 
expanded development; rather, the need for these facilities is the result of past, current, for 
foreseeable residential and neighborhood-related commercial development throughout the study 
area. There are currently several proposed residential subdivision developments in the study 
area.  Coordination with the developers has occurred as part of this planning study and, in 
certain cases, the developers have agreed to consider preserving rights-of-way in case the 
connector road should traverse their properties. These developments are not dependent on the 
proposed interchange or connector road. Further, any preserved corridors would not preclude or 
influence a comprehensive alternatives analysis during NEPA documentation and decision-
making process.   

Under a separate planning effort, Louisville Metro is currently preparing a transportation 
thoroughfare plan as part of the Floyds Fork Linear Park Plan.  The large study area for that 
project encompasses the proposed interstate and connector road study area.  This thoroughfare 
plan considers the proposed interchange and connector road as a “committed project,” and 
identifies other long-term east-west and north-south corridors need to generate a 
comprehensive roadway network in eastern Jefferson County.  It should be noted that the 
interchange and connector road, as well as the corridors identified in the thoroughfare plan, 
have separate and independent utility.   
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 Policy Statement No. 8: Status of Planning and NEPA  

“The request for new or revised access contains information relative to the planning 
requirements and the status of the environmental processing of the proposal.”  

One goal of the planning process and planning objectives, herein, was to obtain, analyze and 
document information that would expedite the NEPA process and IJS requirements of the 
FHWA, should this project be advanced. The planning level analysis herein concludes the 
interchange would be beneficial to area traffic and not harmful to the interstate network.  
Regarding the NEPA process, no significant impacts are anticipated with the recommended 
interchange; therefore, either a Categorical Exclusion or an Environmental Assessment/Finding 
of No Significant Impact (rather than an Environmental Impact Statement) should be 
appropriate. 

 

 



















Appendix B 
 

I-64 Interchange and New Connector Alternatives Study  
Project Goals  

 
The project goals were developed through discussions with KYTC officials, key persons/local 
officials interviews, public comments, resource agency comments, on-site visits, traffic records 
and other studies, and project team meetings.  Traffic congestion from a lack of the roadway 
connectivity was consistently the top identified issue and concern.    

Following are the project goals:   

1) Mitigate Congestion 

2) Connectivity of the Road and Interstate Network 

3) Plan for the Future 

4) Improve Safety 

5) Environmental Preservation  

6) Proactive and Joint Planning  

 

These project goals are addressed below.   

1) Mitigate Congestion  

The goal is to reduce congestion of US 60, KY 155/KY 148, and the I-265 
interchanges with US 60, I-64, and KY 155.  Existing traffic congestion concerns (and 
the anticipated future increases) emerged as a key project issue among those 
interviewed and others familiar with the area roadways. The study area and the region 
surrounding it has been actively growing and developing for many years, with a 
corresponding increase in traffic volume.  Existing highways and interchanges are at or 
near their capacity, and backups are common.  Public officials expressed a growing 
concern that the ever-increasing traffic volumes will soon adversely impact roadway and 
interchange functionality even more, thereby generating additional congestion concerns.  
A new I-64 interchange with a connector road would provide additional capacity to the 
existing road network. The increased capacity and interstate access would relieve some 
of the pressure on the existing roadways and interchanges, thereby improving their 
effectiveness to service the region.  

2) Connectivity of the Road and Interstate Network 

The goal is to improve the local road network and its connectivity to the interstate 
network to provide travel options for local people seeking access to the 
employment, educational, health care, retail, and other travel destination.  
Improving the local road network servicing the area, and its interstate access, is a key 
goal of the proposed project, and was strongly endorsed by local officials and others 
familiar with existing conditions.  There is no access to the existing I-64 interstate for 
approximately 9-miles between I-265 and KY 1848. This is one of the larger gaps in 
access to an interstate highway anywhere in the state. The study area is situated at 
approximately the midpoint of this length, near the periphery of a rapidly growing region 
of eastern Jefferson County. The study area and surrounding area, especially to the 
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west, is projected to continue its rapid growth and development. Commuters using the 
existing road network are provided limited options for east-west travel; north-south travel 
options are even more restricted.  Specifically, bottlenecks occur at the existing I-265/KY 
155 (Taylorsville Road) interchange and the I-265/US 60 (Shelbyville Road) interchange.  
These are the only two nearby points of access to the interstate network for the study 
area and beyond.  These two interchanges and approach roads are already heavily 
congested, with backups routinely occurring.  These interchanges and intersections 
service a region much larger than the study area, and have met or exceeded their 
original design capacity.  A new I-64 interchange and connector road would add 
additional capacity, taking pressure off these existing facilities.  

While local citizens expressed a strong desire to preserve the area’s rural character and 
minimize impacts to existing property and resources, the lack of connectivity and 
interstate access was also considered a hindrance to meeting the travel needs of the 
area.  Improving connectivity would play an important role in serving not only the existing 
transportation needs but also the region’s future growth and development, projected 
traffic demands, and access to emergency services, jobs, health care, education, retail, 
and other travel designations in the region. Local officials and the public generally viewed 
a new I-64 interchange and connector road as necessary to add additional capacity and 
take pressure off the existing facilities.  

Louisville and Shelbyville are regional economic activity, employment, health care, and 
educational centers. I-64 is the major interstate connector between Louisville Metro and 
Shelbyville, and to other destinations beyond; while US 60 and KY 155/KY 148 are the 
major state and county connector roads. Commuters in and surrounding the study area 
have limited opportunities for other north-south, and east-west travel. Consequently, all 
three roadways attract a substantial amount of commuter, employee, and commercial 
traffic from throughout Jefferson County and Shelby County.. Because I-64 cannot be 
accessed between I-265 and KY 1848, traffic proceeds along the local road network 
toward the I-64 interchanges, creating a funneling effect and generating heavy traffic 
congestion on major roads and at the interchanges. A new I-64 interchange and 
connector road would provide an additional access point to I-64, relieve traffic congestion 
pressure on local major roadways and interstate interchanges, thereby, improving local 
commuters’ access to the opportunities available in the urban activity centers.  

 

3) Plan for the Future  

The goal is to provide a facility that is capable of serving recent growth, and 
sustaining current and projected (year 2030) traffic demands.  The study area, and 
much of the area surrounding it, has experienced, and is expected to continue to 
experience, continual growth.  Multiple subdivisions are already established in the north, 
with others are under construction or planned throughout the area. At least two new 
major subdivisions are planned for the heart of the study area. Many existing parcels are 
for sale, and the area is already zoned for R4 (approximately 4 single family dwellings 
per acre).   Located outside the study area to the east and west, especially in the north 
along the Shelbyville Road corridor, multiple residential subdivisions are already well 
established, rapidly expanding, and more are planned.  Louisville Metro, along with 
several non-profit organizations, are acquiring thousands of acres of land along Floyds 
Fork to construct a multi-mile, multi-use recreational area that will extend between US 
31E and US 60.  This effort is changing the landscape, and generating a significant 
amount of interest in residential development along this corridor.  Traffic forecasts 
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side, and prevailing weather conditions, additional travel time by the responding unit may 
be required to reach the incident site. Emergency incidents occurring during peak traffic 
congestion events (e.g., morning or evening commuter traffic, or I-64 traffic diversions 
onto US 60) render a timely and rapid emergency response very difficult. The return trip 
to the department’s home station usually requires driving to the next interchange to exit I-
64 and then re-enter in the opposite direction (round trips of 20-25 miles are common). 
Additionally, this nine-mile stretch of I-64 itself has few crossing points and thus acts as a 
barrier to hinder north-south travel. A new I-64 interchange in the study area would 
provide emergency response crews convenient and rapid access to I-64 incidents, 
drastically reducing both distance traveled and response time. Additionally, a new 
interchange and connector road would also improve access to properties located south 
of I-64. Emergency response to these locations within the study area is hampered by 
limited access points, sub-standard roadways, limited connectivity, and circuitous routes. 

5) Environmental Preservation  

This goal is in regard to identifying alternative locations that avoid or minimize 
impacts to community resources, natural resources, and historic properties and 
districts.  Historic cultural resources in the area are considered significant links to the 
past and represent a rich cultural heritage. Discussions with local officials and citizens 
indicated a desire to preserve these areas and the traditions they represent. Local 
officials and citizens also expressed a desire to avoid or minimize impacting established 
residential neighborhoods and communities. Efforts will be made to avoid community 
impacts, and to minimize property impacts in general by following property lines to the 
maximum extent possible. Natural resources are also recognized as valuable 
commodities, important not only to the communities themselves, but to the health of the 
natural environment. State and federal guidelines will be followed to minimize impacts to 
the natural resources.  

6) Proactive and Joint Planning  

This goal is in regard to providing a roadway network consistent with local and 
regional land use, community, and transportation plans, and identifying a 
preferred alternative corridor local officials can preserve before development and 
land use changes occur in the study area. 

Local, county, and regional land use plans and transportation plans were consulted in the 
development of this alternatives planning study. Elected officials at various government 
levels, as well as county planning and design representatives, were consulted to ensure 
the alternatives planning study was complementary to future plans.  

The proposed new interchange and connector road is situated in a rapidly developing 
area, which, in turn, has generated the need for the project. The area is developing so 
rapidly that, in order to minimize residential and property impacts, facilitate an optimal 
alignment, and balance future associated expenses, it is important to identify and 
preserve a preferred alternative corridor early on. Identifying and preserving a preferred 
corridor now will permit development to continue in a fashion harmonious with a future 
interchange and connector road, which would ultimately be less disruptive to area 
residents. Several elected officials also remarked about the need for a sense of urgency 
to identify and preserve a preferred alternative corridor to avoid “missing opportunities” to 
reduce costs and minimize impacts, while simultaneously serving the public good by 
providing an essential road network. 



Appendix C 
Roadway Characteristics 

 
 

Overview 

The existing roadway network is limited, served mainly by the east-west roadways consisting of 
one interstate (with no access from the study area) and the two state highways located along 
the study area’s north and south boundaries. Floyds Fork and Long Run are effective natural 
barriers in the western portion preventing east-west travel. Other roads present are minor 
local/rural 2-lane roads, winding through the hilly terrain, providing limited access to the major 
roads leading to the employment, education, health care, and economic activity centers in 
Louisville Metro and Shelbyville. Other area roadways and interchanges surrounding the study 
area are routinely congested with traffic, and emergency response times and access are a 
growing concern.   

A map reconnaissance and windshield survey of the project study area reveals it to be 
bracketed on the north and south by primary roadways running east-to-west, specifically 
KY 155/KY 148 (Taylorsville Road), I-64, and US 60 (Shelbyville Road). The only north-south 
“through connector road” is KY 1531 (named Eastwood-Fisherville Road south of US 60), a 
narrow and winding 2-lane rural secondary road. All other roadways within the study area are 
narrow rural local roads, generally serving residential dwellings, and north-south travel is limited 
to connecting a series of roads together. East-west travel is virtually non-existent, except for 
KY 155/KY 148 and US 60. Two waterways run generally north-south in the study area’s 
western side ― Floyds Fork and Long Run ― which tend to act as natural barriers and further 
limit local travel options. For the following discussion of study area roadways and their 
characteristics, refer to Tables C.1 and C.2 (Existing Highway Systems, and Geometric and 
Traffic Characteristics of Existing Highways). The shaded boxes in Table C.2 indicate those 
roadway sections with widths less than the current design standards of 12-foot wide driving 
lanes and 8-foot wide shoulders. Refer to Exhibits 1 and 2, Environmental Footprint, in 
Appendix A, and the color photographs in illustrating typical examples of existing roadway 
sections.  

Existing Major Roads 

• I-64.  According to the KYTC Highway Information System (HIS) database, the existing I-
64 through the study area is a 4-lane divided highway with fully controlled-access, a 
depressed 54-foot wide median, 12-foot wide lanes, paved shoulders (10-feet wide, right, 
outer side), an average right-of-way width of 200-feet in Jefferson County, 300-feet in 
Shelby County, and a posted speed limit of 65 miles per hour (mph). There is no access 
to I-64 within the study area. The roadway is identified as a Rural Interstate on the 
Functional Classification System, and a State Primary (Interstate) on the state’s system. It 
is part of the National Highway System and the Defense Highway Network, and a 
federally designated truck route with a weight classification of “AAA” (80,000 pounds 
gross weight). Regionally, I-64 is a major interstate highway and a major transportation 
roadway within the Louisville Metro Urbanized Area, and the major east-west roadway 
through Shelby County.  I-64 is the major connector between Louisville, Frankfort, 
Lexington, and Ashland, each a major population and economic activity center.  

I-64, under KYTC item number 5-65.00, is programmed for reconstruction and widening 
from I-265 (Gene Snyder Freeway) to KY 53 (Shelbyville). The proposed highway project 
would widen the I-64 mainline to the inside from four lanes to six lanes to meet current 
design standards. The typical section consists of three 12-foot wide lanes, 12-foot wide 
outside shoulders (10-feet paved), and a 30-foot wide paved median with a centerline 



concrete barrier wall. The project widens the I-64 mainline primarily within its existing 
right-of-way. The purpose for the project is to increase the capacity of the highway to 
meet existing and projected traffic demands, and to provide a safe and efficient 
transportation solution along the I-64 corridor. The needs for the project are to relieve 
congestion along I-64, and the interchanges; to reduce crash rates and improve safety; 
and to provide a roadway meeting current safety design standards. The project would 
serve the recent and planned growth eastern Jefferson County and Shelby County are 
experiencing.  

The I-64 roadway under study has existing (i.e., year 2006) Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 
volumes of about 50,000 vehicles per day (vpd), which are projected to increase to about 
92,000 vpd by the year 2030. This represents a projected traffic volume increase of about 
84 percent along I-64 by the year 2030. Other study area highways are projected to 
experience even larger percent increases in traffic volumes.  

• US 60 (Shelbyville Road) is the northern east-west roadway in the study area, and 
considered a major highway through Jefferson and Shelby Counties. Within the study 
area, US 60 is a 2-lane undivided highway traversing rolling terrain with 11-foot wide 
lanes, a 45 mph speed limit (changing to 55 mph just west of the Shelby County line), and 
4-foot wide shoulders. Passing sight distance is unavailable for most of the study area, 
and ranges from 0 to 34-percent near the county line. US 60 is a State Primary (Other) 
system, functionally classified as a Rural Minor Arterial, with an “AAA” truck weight class 
rating. It is not listed on the National Truck Network or the National Highway System.  

• KY 155/KY 148 (Taylorsville Road) is considered a major highway through Jefferson and 
Spencer Counties, and composes the southern east-west roadway in the study area. KY 
155 enters Jefferson County from the south (Spencer County), intersecting KY 148 at MP 
4.257 in the southwest corner of the study area, and continues west into Jefferson 
County. KY 148 begins at its intersection with KY 155 (MP 0.000) and continues east into 
Shelby County. Within the study area, KY 155 is a 2-lane undivided highway traversing 
rolling terrain with 11-foot wide lanes, a 55 mph speed limit, 4-foot wide shoulders, and an 
8-percent passing sight distance. KY 148 makes up the majority of Taylorsville Road in 
the study area, and is a 2-lane undivided highway traversing rolling terrain with 10-foot 
wide lanes in Jefferson County, 9-foot wide lanes in Shelby County, a 55 mph speed limit, 
3-foot wide shoulders, and an undetermined passing sight distance. KY 155 is a State 
Secondary system, functionally classified as an Urban Principal Arterial, with an “AAA” 
truck weight class rating. It is a state designated route on the National Truck Network, and 
not listed on the National Highway System. KY 148 is a Rural Secondary system, 
functionally classified as an Urban Collector Street and Rural Minor Collector, with an “A” 
truck weight class rating. It is not listed on the National Truck Network or the National 
Highway System.  

• KY 1531 (Eastwood-Fisherville Road) is the only “direct” north-south roadway in the study 
area, and winds through the natural terrain. KY 1531 enters Jefferson County from the 
south, intersecting KY 155 about MP 5.6. Within the study area, KY 1531 is a 2-lane 
undivided highway traversing rolling terrain with mostly 9-foot wide lanes (it enters the 
study area as 10-foot wide lanes, and exits as 8-foot wide lanes), a posted 55 mph speed 
limit (although driving conditions limit 25 to 35 MPH), 1 to 3-foot wide shoulders, and an 
undetermined passing sight distance. KY 1531 is a Rural Secondary system, functionally 
classified as a Rural Local, with an “A” truck weight class rating. It is not listed on the 
National Truck Network or the National Highway System.  
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Photographs of Study Area 

 
 
 
 
 
Photo 1 
US 60 East Bound near Eastwood Cutoff 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 2  
US 60 East Bound at 
Eastwood Cutoff 
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Photo 3 
US 60 EB at Eastwood Cutoff 
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Photo 4  
US 60 West bound at Eastwood 
Cutoff 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 5  
US 60 West bound at Eastwood Cutoff 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 6  
US 60 West bound at KY 1531 in 
Eastwood 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 7  
US 60 West Bound at KY 1531 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 8  
KY 1531 at US 60 looking 
south in Eastwod. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 9  
Eastwood Cutoff East bound 
at KY 1531 
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Photo 10  
Eastwood Cutoff West 
bound at KY 1531 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 11  
KY 1531 South bound at 
Eastwood Cutoff 
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Photo 12  
Gilliland Road North bound 
bridge over I-64 
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Photo 13  
Gilliland Road South bound South of  
I-64 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 14  
I-64 East bound from 
Gilliland Road bridge 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 15  
I-64 West bound from 
Gilliland Road bridge 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 
 
 
 

Photo 16  
Industrial property West bound 
English Station Road at KY 148 
in Fisherville 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Photo 17  
Typical terrain South west 
English Station Road at       
KY 148 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 18  
Industrial prop on South bound 
English Station Road at KY 
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Photo 19  
English Station Road North bound near 
KY 148 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 20  
KY 148 West bound near 
KY 155 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 21 
Railroad parallel to KY 148 
West bound near KY 155 
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Photo 22 
KY 148 East bound at 
English Station Road 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 23  
KY 148 West bound at     
KY 155 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 24  
KY 155 South bound at KY 148 
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Photo 25  
KY 148 East bound at KY 155 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 26  
KY 1531 Routt Road,      
South bound at KY 155 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 27  
KY 1531 North bound at 
KY 155 vic Sec 27 
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Photo 28  
KY 148 West bound at KY 1531 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 29 
KY 148 West bound at Floyds Fork 
Bridge 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 30  
KY 148 East bound at KY 1531 
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Photo 31 
KY 1531 North bound at KY 
148 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 32  
KY 1531 South bound at KY 
148 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 33  
KY 148 West bound at KY 1531 
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Photo 34 
KY 1531 North bound at Fisherville 
Woods Dr. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 35 
KY 1531 North bound 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 36 
KY 1531 North bound 
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Photo 37 
KY 1531 South bound near Eastwood 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 38 
Gilliland Road South bound at Eastwood 
Cutoff 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 39 
Gilliland Road South bound vic Section 6 
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Photo 40 
Gilliland Road North bound vic Muir 
Chapel 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 41 
Gilliland Road South bound vic Muir 
Chapel 
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FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

 Eastwood village transportation planning study         18 

 

NEW I-64 INTERCHANGE 

While the Eastwood Neighborhood Plan recommends that any new 

interchange at I-64 be located east of Eastwood, it is this reports 

recommendation that an Interchange at Eastwood – Fisherville Road 

may be beneficial to the Village development.   

 

With an Interchange at Eastwood – Fisherville Road and land use 

plans that prescribe where new commercial development can occur, 

the new traffic volumes will provide incentive for commercial 

development within the Village Center that will serve both residents 

and visitors to the area.  New connector roadways outlined in following 

sections are also recommended to allow strictly pass through traffic to 

bypass the Village Center so that the Village character can be 

retained. 

… 

Eastwood – Fisherville Road 

 

The Kentucky Transportation Cabinet has funded a study to look at 

locations for a new Interchange on I-64 east of the Snyder Freeway (I-

265) and one alternative to be evaluated is Eastwood - Fisherville 

Road. If this location is selected, it will require its upgrade to a three to 

five-lane facility from I-64 north to Shelbyville Road.  Due to the 

existing topography in the area, the right of way dimension may be well 

over the 130’ needed for the typical section.  The roadway access 

should be partially controlled with access points no closer than 600 – 

700’ apart.   
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An alternative alignment of Eastwood – Fisherville Road should also 

be considered, curving the existing alignment to the east to intersect 

the Outer Collector connecting back to the Eastwood Cut Off Road.     

 

Residential development adjacent to Eastwood - Fisherville can take 

the form of more dense, multi-family type developments, giving the 

community a more extensive choice in housing types.   

 

New Outer Connector Loop Road 

 

The existing roadway network outside the Village Center needs to 

establish additional collector level streets to foster development in a 

way that supports the neighborhood plan.  With the possible 

introduction of traffic off a new I-64 Interchange, there also needs to be 

alternative routes around the Village Center to allow strictly through 

traffic to access the Interstate system. 

 

The large tract properties south of the Village Center must introduce a 

new east - west connection that will collect future development traffic 

and route it to Eastwood-Fisherville or Gilliland Road.  At a point east 

of Eastwood-Fisherville Road, this new connector road should either 

curve to the north, or intersect a new north-south connector that would 

intersect the Eastwood Cut-Off Road at a point just west of the new 

Eastwood-Lockhart multi-family development.  This new north-south 

connection will extend across the Eastwood Cut-Off Road and 

intersect Shelbyville Road at a point across from the new Glen Lakes 

Subdivision Section 5 and 6. 

 

At Gilliland Road, the new east-west connector road should continue 

west and north, intersecting Shelbyville Road at a point just west of the 

Village.  This connection will provide for future development within the 
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western portion of Eastwood, and will also provide a by-pass for traffic 

entering or leaving the Interstate system via Eastwood – Fisherville 

Road.    

 

Extension of this western connection at US 60 northwardly to intersect 

Johnson Road was evaluated, however grades in the area appear too 

steep to allow any reasonable grade with which to make that 

connection (an approximate 11% + grade would be the minimum 

possible).  Any extension would have to have a structure and cross 

over the railroad to provide new access into the furthest northwest 

section of Eastwood. 

 

Consistent with other corridors within the area, this connection will 

function as a minor collector requiring an 80’ right of way to allow for 

development of the roadway section and such amenities as bike and 

pedestrian paths. 

… 
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Appendix F 
Crash Data Analysis Methodology 

 

2.4 Crash Analysis  
Safety on project study area roadways was analyzed using crash analysis. Crash analysis is an 
analysis tool for finding roadway sections with abnormally high crash rates and, therefore, 
sections with potentially correctable hazards to traffic safety. Historical crash data from the five-
year period January 2001 – December 2005 was used to identify study area roadway sections 
with abnormally high crash rates, thus indicating a possible need for safety improvements. Only 
crashes with a valid mile-point listing were considered in the analysis. Crash analysis 
procedures involve assigning reported crashes to roadway locations by mile-point. Crashes are 
normally classified by severity into one of three categories:  fatal, injury, or property damage 
only (PDO). Then, the average crash rate for roadway sections of various lengths is determined. 
Generally, the analysis procedure includes analyzing the entire roadway length under study, 
followed by analyzing successively smaller roadway sections, especially those containing higher 
concentrations of crashes. Roadway sections are classified as either spots or segments 
depending on their length — sections less than 0.30 miles are classified as a spot location, and 
sections over 0.30 miles are classified as a segment. Roadway section crash rates were 
normalized for comparison by either hundred-million-vehicle-miles traveled (HMVM) for 
segments, or millions-of-vehicles (MV) for spots. Using the average crash rate, the critical crash 
rate is obtained from Kentucky Transportation Research Center’s (KTRC) Analysis of Traffic 
Crash Data in Kentucky (2000-2004). The critical crash rate is the maximum crash rate 
expected to occur on a roadway section, given the statewide average crash rate for that 
functional road class, the average daily traffic (ADT) volume, and the roadway section length. 
The ratio of these two rates (i.e., the actual annual crash rate to the critical crash rate) produces 
a critical rate factor (CRF), or a measure of crash frequency for each segment or spot location. 
If the roadway section’s actual crash rate exceeds the critical rate (i.e., the CRF is greater than 
1.0), then that section is classified as a high crash location. In other words, if the CRF exceeds 
1.0, then that highway section has more crashes than is statistically probable in the absence of 
an unsafe condition or conditions. If the CRF is between 0.90 and 1.0, then that section is 
considered a potentially high crash location, with the potential increasing as 1.0 is approached.  

Table E.1, Crash Analysis Summary, provides a summary of the crash analysis. The study area 
crash analysis contains the detailed crash analysis for the primary roadways in the project study 
area.  The Traffic and Crash Locations Exhibit provides a graphic presentation of the crashes. 
The analysis considered an area somewhat larger than the actual study area boundaries, 
reflecting the fact that a new interstate interchange would affect traffic conditions at key 
locations outside the study area.  The analysis identified several high and potentially high crash 
locations, as indicated by the different colored shading.  

 



























 



Appendix G 
Environmental Overview 

 
This environmental overview identifies project study area issues likely to require consideration 
during this and future studies. It summarizes the results of several environmental 
investigations, based primarily upon literature, archival, known database, and map research. 
Limited amounts of fieldwork were conducted, consisting mainly of windshield surveys to 
confirm identified sites, and visually identify previously unknown sites. This environmental 
overview does not provide a detailed analysis and assessment of any potential impacts. 
Additional information was collected through correspondence with other state and federal 
agencies. The study area is about 3.8 miles long (i.e., north-south), and about 3.6 miles wide, 
as indicated by the highlighted area on Exhibits 1 and 2. Refer to Exhibits 1 and 2 in Appendix 
A, and Appendix B, color photographs of existing study area features, for the following 
environmental discussions concerning the study area.  

Geographic Characteristics.   The study area is located mainly in far eastern Jefferson 
County, and overlaps into western Shelby County. Jefferson and Shelby Counties are located 
in north central Kentucky, which is within the Bluegrass Region of the Interior Low Plateau 
physiographic region, a gently rolling plain of the eastern United States. The project study area 
lies within the Outer Bluegrass Subregion, which is further characterized by low to moderate 
topographic relief, with thick to thin soil cover over limestone and dolomite, respectively. 
Sinkholes may develop in the underlying limestone and shale. The US Department of 
Agriculture in the Soil Survey for Jefferson County describes the study area soils as gently 
sloping or sloping on narrow ridges, and strongly sloping or steep, shallow soils over limestone 
hillsides. Jefferson County has a land area of 385 square miles, and Shelby County has 384 
square miles. Gently to moderately sloping dissected uplands landforms (ridges and slopes) 
characterizes the study area. Wide floodplain and terrace landforms associated with Floyds 
Fork and its tributaries occur in the western half.  Elevation in Jefferson County ranges from 
383 to 902 feet above sea level, and Shelby County 550 to 1,188 feet above sea level. 
Numerous east-to-west flowing small streams and tributaries are present throughout the study 
area, which feed into the dominant north-to-south flowing water features of Floyds Fork and 
Long Run Creek. Floyds Fork lies mostly just west of the study area, while Long Run Creek 
winds through the western half. Elevation within the study area ranges from about 560-780 
feet above mean sea level, with the lowest elevations occurring in the vicinity of Floyds Fork 
and the highest on hill tops. No sinkholes were identified in the study area.  

Culturally Sensitive Locations.   This preliminary study identified the following culturally 
sensitive locations in the study area:  5 churches, and 5 cemeteries. No public or private 
schools, pre-schools, or libraries are located within the study area. The churches are generally 
situated near the northern and southern study area boundaries:  3 churches along Eastwood 
Cutoff Road, 1 on Shelbyville Road east of Long Road, and 1 on Old Taylorsville Road in the 
southwest corner.  No hospitals, emergency care facilities, nursing homes, or other heath care 
facilities are located within the study area. No retirement communities are located within the 
study area.  

Land Use, Existing and Future.  Land use in the study area over the last few years has been 
transitioning from a rural area to a residential suburban area.  For example, during the course 
of this highway planning process single-family neighborhoods have been proposed, approved, 
and some developed during the study area.  They are located both within the interior of the 
study area and along US 60 and KY 155.  More intense land use, including multi-family 
developments and a commercial area have been proposed and approved within the larger 
Eastwood area along US 60.   
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Within the interior of the study area (i.e., excluding the US 60 and KY 155/KY 148 corridors), 
existing land use mostly sing-family residential subdivision, rural residential homes, and a 
combination of open, undeveloped rural agricultural and forested land.  Some crop and 
pastureland is present.   The Floyds Fork and Long Run floodplains, and the land use in the 
east, within and near Shelby County, are account for the majority of the less intensive, rural 
land uses.  The planned Floyds Fork park system has, when land is acquired, included deed 
restrictions that such land will remain in a rural, parkland state for perpetuity.  One unique are 
to note is a small industrial area located off English Station Road in Fisherville, just north of KY 
148 and the NS railroad.      

It is anticipated by Louisville Metro that the land use in the Jefferson County portion of the 
study area will continue the trend of rapid suburban development based on the existing 
zoning, which is mostly R4 (approximately 4 houses per acre), the recent expansion of the 
sewer service in the area, especially the expansion of the Floyds Fork Treatment Plant located 
just south of I-64, and the amenities from the planned park lands.  The planned connector 
road and interchange, which has been in local plans for many years, is also a contributing 
element in the forecasted growth, as well as a necessary element to manage the growth.  
Future land use in Shelby County, according to local officials, is anticipated to remain rural 
within and adjacent to the study area.  Shelby County’s plan is for future growth to be 
concentrated around existing urbanized areas, such as Shelbyville and Simpsonville.    

Scenic Corridors.  Several roads within the study area have been designated as “Scenic 
Corridors” by local ordinances. The Louisville Metro Legislative Council approved ordinances 
designating Eastwood-Fisherville Road, Clark Station Road, Flat Rock, and Long Run as 
Scenic Corridors. The 2005 Eastwood Neighborhood Plan identified Gilliland Road and 
Eastwood-Fisherville Road as “Scenic Corridors from I-64 to the Village Center boundary” 
(i.e., south of Eastwood Cutoff Road).   No state-designated scenic corridor are located within 
the study area.   

Parkland.  Existing and future parks are an important part of this study area.  Three public 
park sites in or near the study area were identified: 

• Eastwood Park (about 5 acres) is located south of Eastwood Cutoff Road on the east 
side of Eastwood.  

• William F. Miles Park (about 130 acres) borders outside the study area’s northwestern 
boundary, and is located south of US 60, between Floyds Fork and the study area.  

• Floyds Fork Park (about 102 acres) is located outside the study area boundaries, west 
of the southwest corner, and south of Old Taylorsville Road.  

In May 2006, Louisville Metro and several non-profit organizations (21st Century and Future 
Fund) began acquiring hundreds of acres for future parkland development along Floyds Fork 
between US 60 and US 31E.  Most, but not all, of this corridor is outside but adjacent to the 
study area boundaries. Some parts of the land acquired and planned to be acquired are within 
the study area and could cause Section 4(f) involvement for the proposed project.   

Cultural Historic Resources.   The historic cultural resources overview identified 6 National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) listed sites in the study area, 5 located in Jefferson 
County, and 1 in Shelby County:  East Cedar Hill Institute (Site AA, JF-235), Robert Fisher 
House (Site K, JF-250), Robert Hord House (Site AAA, JF-377), Masonic Hall in Fisherville 
(Site N, JF-245), Frederick-Sturgeon Farm (Site 7, JF-739), and Sturgeon-Gregg House (Site 
QQ, SH-10). The East Cedar Hill Institute and the Masonic Hall have been torn down, but the 
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properties remain NRHP listed. The NRHP sites are listed below, and identified on the exhibits 
as National Register properties. (A number in parentheses indicates the county site number of 
a previously identified site.)  

A windshield survey and preliminary assessment identified an additional 47 properties that 
appear potentially eligible to meet NRHP criteria, consisting of:  12 individual historic sites 
located outside potential historic district boundaries, and 2 potential historic districts. The two 
potential historic districts are Fisherville Historic district (12 contributing properties and 1 
NRHP site) and Eastwood Historic District (23 contributing properties). The potentially eligible 
sites are listed below, and identified on the exhibits as National Register Potential properties. 
Preliminary NRHP boundaries for individual sites and districts follow the property lines on 
record at the respective PVA offices.  

As would be expected, the historic properties tend to be concentrated in and around the 
potential historic districts. The potential Fisherville Historic District is located in the study 
area’s southwest corner, just inside the southern boundary, along Old Taylorsville Road, and 
consists of residential dwellings and commercial sites. Additional individual sites are located to 
the east along Taylorsville Road (KY 155/KY 148). The potential Eastwood Historic District is 
located in the study area’s northwest corner, south of Shelbyville Road (US 60), along 
Eastwood Cutoff Road. It consists of residential dwellings, churches, and commercial sites. 
Additional individual sites are located to the east along Shelbyville Road and the railroad 
tracks. Several other individual sites are cluster around the vicinity of the I-64 crossings of 
Gilliland Road and Fisherville-Eastwood Road. The remaining individual sites are south of I-
64, scattered throughout the study area.  

An additional 26 sites were surveyed for documentation only (i.e., no apparent NRHP 
potential; identified on the exhibits as “S” for survey); and 5 sites documented in SHPO 
surveys apparently have been torn down (i.e., identified as “NA” for not applicable). The 
historic resource overview is preliminary in nature, and should not be considered a detailed, 
all-inclusive survey of historic sites in the study area. The study area historic resource survey 
included buildings visible from public roads only; buildings or structures inaccessible due to 
locked gates or farm fields were not included in the survey. No buildings were inspected in 
detail. This preliminary assessment was based primarily on Criterion C, architecture. NRHP 
eligibility determination will require additional research, photography, physical examination, 
and evaluation relative to integrity standards established by similar properties in Jefferson and 
Shelby Counties, and consultation with the SHPO.  
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Historic  Property  Survey  Results 

Individual  Historic  Sites Historic  District  Sites  

Site Property Name/Description Site Property Name/Description 
 NRHP  Listed  Fisherville Potential Historic District 

AA East Cedar Hill Institute (JF-235, torn down) E Netherton House (JF-252) 
K Fisher House (JF-250) F Curry House (JF-251) 

AAA Robert Hord House (JF-377) G Bungalow (JF-249) 
N Masonic Hall in Fisherville (JF-245, torn down) H Gilliland House (JF-248) 

Site 7 Frederick-Sturgeon Farm  (JF-739) I Dwelling (JF-247) 
QQ Sturgeon-Gregg House  (SH-10) J Pound Oak Gallery 

  K Fisher House (JF-250, NR) 
 Potentially  NRHP  eligible L T-Plan (JF-246) 

W Concrete Bridges (JF-231) O Dwelling (JF-242) 
Y Clark Station  (JF-234) P Dwelling (JF-243) 

CC Central Passage House  (JF-237) Q Country Trading Post (JF-241) 
LL Bungalow R Dwelling 
MM Long Run Station  (JF-721) S Dwelling 
PP John Hume House  (JF-382)   
SS Dave’s Market and Deli  Eastwood Potential Historic District 
UU Roadside Grocery  (JF-1050) BBB Eastwood Christian Church (JF-710) 
WW Long Run/Boston Store  (JF-719) CCC Eastwood Cemetery (JF-725) 
XX Major J.G. Malone House  (JF-380) DDD Eastwood Methodist Church (JF-711) 

Site 3 Muir Chapel  (JF-709) EEE Barq House (JF-712) 
Site 9 Hobbs House  (JF-330) FFF Dwelling 

  GGG Dwelling 
  HHH Dwelling 
  III Dwelling 
  JJJ Bungalow  (JF-1044) 
  KKK Eastwood Post Office (JF-715) 
  LLL Fire House Grill (JF-716) 
  MMM Interurban Power Station (JF-1043) 
  Pearce House (JF-378) 
  

NNN 
Floyd’s Defeat Battle Site Marker (JF-714) 

  OOO Eastwood School (JF-713) 
  PPP Dwelling 
  QQQ Dwelling 
  RRR Bungalow 
  SSS Bungalow 
  TTT Dennis House (JF-729) 
  UUU First Baptist Church  (JF-718) 
  VVV Dwelling 
  WWW Dwelling 
  XXX Lambdin House (JF-731) 

 

Archaeological Resources.  The archaeological overview identified 7 previous professional 
phase I archeological surveys conducted in or within a 1.2-mile radius of the study area 
between 1976 and 2004; and 66 recorded archaeological sites in or within a 1.2-mile radius of 
the study area. Thirty-eight (38) of those sites are within the study area. Only 3 sites appear 
recorded in connection with the phase 1 archaeological surveys, and no survey reports are on 
file for the remaining 63 sites. It appears none of the sites were evaluated for NRHP eligibility. 
Nearly all the archaeological sites are prehistoric open habitations without mounds; located 
primarily on floodplains, with some others found on hillsides, dissected uplands, and terraces. 
The precise locations and current conditions of the sites were not assessed for this study; 
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therefore, additional archaeological investigation will be needed if a known site is impacted by 
roadway improvements.  

The archaeological overview concluded the site patterns were probably geographically and 
chronologically biased. Investigations may have only occurred near Floyds Fork and Long Run 
(i.e., floodplains), and excluded the dissected upland eastern half of the study area. There is 
almost a complete absence of historic sites, indicating the survey focus may have been on 
prehistoric sites. Based on the distribution of known archaeological sites, prehistoric sites 
should be expected throughout the study area on a variety of landforms. Prehistoric sites 
probably occur in low density in the dissected upland eastern half of the study area; and in 
higher density in the western half along the floodplains and terraces associated with Floyds 
Fork and Long Run. Since sites located on floodplains and terraces of major streams are likely 
to have intact cultural deposits buried under alluvium, and, hence, archaeological integrity, 
there is high probably sites eligible for NRHP listing will be located in these areas.  

The Kentucky Historical Society database contained no information on cemeteries for the 
study area. A review of historic mapping identified 8 unnamed cemeteries on two maps (years 
1937 and 1982), of which 3 are presumed to be the same, resulting in 5 cemeteries in the 
study area. Two cemeteries are located east of Eastwood, one cemetery north of where KY 
1531 crosses Shakes Run, and two cemeteries in Fisherville.  

Historic mapping review revealed a high density of structures near the communities along the 
northern and southern study area boundaries (i.e., Boston, Clark, Fisherville, and Eastwood) 
and historic sites should be expected in those areas. The oldest communities appear to be 
Boston and Fisherville, therefore historic sites in these areas probably have the highest 
probably of NRHP eligibility. Isolated farms/residences indicated on the earliest maps could 
also have associated archaeological sites eligible for NRHP listing. NRHP listed properties 
may also have associated archaeological remains eligible for the NRHP.  

 

Aquatic Resources.  Topographic maps and a windshield survey of the study area indicate 
the presence of jurisdictional waters, wetlands, and ponds. Blue-line streams include perennial 
(water always present), intermittent (water present except in late summer and fall), and 
ephemeral (water present only during or immediately after precipitation events) streams. (see 
Section 2.6.5 for wetlands and ponds discussion)  

Perennial streams include Floyds Fork and Long Run, and their tributaries South Long Run, 
Shakes Run, and Brush Run. Floyds Fork and Long Run flow from north to south in the study 
area’s western portion, whereas the tributaries flow from east to west in the eastern portion. 
About 57 intermittent streams were identified, with the majority in the study area’s eastern 
portion and tributary to the perennial streams.  

About 13 ephemeral streams were identified, with most channels serving as drainage ways to 
or from wetlands and ponds, and flow into intermittent or perennial streams. A more detailed 
field survey would likely identify additional intermittent and ephemeral channels within the 
study area.  

No aquatic macro-invertebrates, fishes, or water quality sampling was conducted. If 
construction of a new I-64 interchange with a connector road were implemented, then all 
streams in the study area may be impacted by sedimentation resulting from roadway 
construction. Soil from exposed and erodible surfaces may directly enter surface water, 
temporarily increasing turbidity levels. Surface and ground water may also experience 

  Appendix G -  
  Environmental Overview    

5



temporary increases in specific conductance, suspended solids, and nutrients. Streams could 
experience a loss of riparian vegetation and habitat for aquatic species. Any rechannelization 
could disturb stream flow and water quality.  

Jurisdictional waters, as defined by the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), are 
located within the study area. Potential ephemeral stream impacts will require assessment 
prior to submission of a permit packet to USACE. Section 404 and Section 401 permits may 
be required.  

Kentucky Division of Water (KDOW) will require a non-point source pollution control plan, and 
an erosion control plan. Application of Kentucky Transportation Cabinet’s (KYTC) Specific 
Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction and the Federal Highway Administration’s 
(FHWA) Best Management Practices for Erosion and Sediment Control can be used to 
alleviate most sedimentation problems.  

No nationally listed wild and scenic rivers are located within the study area. No other rivers or 
streams are listed on the Kentucky Wild River System. No “special use” designated waters are 
located within the study area.  

The KDOW implemented a policy change and now regards the location of municipal water 
supplies and groundwater protection areas as classified information. Therefore, only a limited 
amount of information is available, which mainly originates from other public information 
sources. No outstanding resource waters, or municipal/public surface water intakes, were 
identified in the study area.  

According to the KDOW website concerning ground-water resources, public drinking water is 
supplied to about 99-percent of Jefferson County’s residents, and to about 91-percent of 
Shelby County’s residents. Of the Jefferson County residents not serviced by public water, 
about half use wells and half use other sources; while in Shelby County about one-third of the 
residents not on public water use wells, and the remainder use other sources. If all proposed 
public water line extensions are implemented by 2020, then virtually 100-percent of Jefferson 
County will be served by public water, and over 94-percent of Shelby County.  

Jefferson County’s water is supplied by the Louisville Water Company, which obtains its water 
from the Ohio River. Most water is drawn directly from the river, and some water is obtained 
through riverbank infiltration (RBI) wells located near the river. Louisville Water Company’s 
Wellhead Protection Area (WHPA, i.e., the area surrounding a well that supplies water to the 
well) is located in northeastern Jefferson County, well outside the study area, and in a different 
watershed/drainage area. Construction or operation of the proposed project would not present 
any risk of pollution or contamination to this water supply.  

Shelby County is served by six water districts:  Shelbyville Municipal Water System, North 
Shelby Water Company, West Shelby Water District, Henry County Water District No. 2, US 
60 East Water District, and Taylorsville Water System. Guist Creek Lake is the drinking water 
source for the majority of Shelby County, and a designated environmentally sensitive area. 
Guist Creek Lake is located east of Shelbyville, just north of US 60, and far removed from the 
study area. Guist Creek Lake is the only known public drinking water source in the area, and 
classified as a surface water source. No public water wells are present, therefore a Wellhead 
Protection Area is not required. The West Shelby Water District provides service in the study 
area and receives water from both the Shelbyville Municipal Water System and the Louisville 
Water Company. Project implementation is not expected to impact the Shelby County public 
water supply.  
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According to information obtained through the Kentucky Geological Survey Groundwater 
Repository, Spring and Water Well Records Database website, 5 water wells are located 
within the study, and no springs. Located south of Taylorsville Road, on the same property, 
are 2 monitoring wells. Three domestic water wells are listed:  1 south of Taylorsville Road 
(and just east of the monitoring wells); 1 north of US 60 and east of Long Run Road, just 
inside the study area boundary; and 1 just southwest of the study area’s geographic center.  

Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) developed by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) were consulted for information regarding floodplains. Jefferson County FIRM 
maps encompassing the project area are map numbers 21111C0115D, 21111C0185D 
(include Floyds Fork), 21111C0120D, and 21111C0205D (include Long Run), with effective 
dates of February 2, 1994. The Shelby County FIRM map encompassing the project area is 
map number 2102090004B. The flood hazard boundary map was revised in July 15, 1977, 
and converted by letter to FIRM effective September 1, 2001.  

Approximately 1,081 acres of the study area are located within the 100-year flood plain, with 
majority of the 100-year flood plains located in the western portion along Floyds Fork 
(floodplain with water surface elevations determined) and Long Run (floodplain without water 
surface elevations determined). Potential floodplain encroachment impacts are general in 
nature, and include loss of riparian vegetation, disturbance of habitat, and the potential for 
increased sedimentation into the streams.  

 

Wetlands and Ponds.   National Wetland Inventory (NWI) map reconnaissance revealed 
numerous wetlands and open water within the study area, totaling about 90 acres. Most are 
small ponds used for livestock or aesthetic purposes. About 25 acres are permanently flooded 
wetlands within the Floyds Fork floodplain located in the study area’s southwestern portion. 
Windshield surveys indicated several small areas of emergent and forested wetland.  

No specific field investigations were conducted, nor a determination of size, jurisdictional, or 
non-jurisdictional wetland made. Farm ponds/open waters may be considered jurisdictional if 
they have a surface connection to a surface tributary. More intensive field surveys would be 
required to confirm and delineate NWI map wetlands, as well as identify any wetlands not 
appearing on the maps, and determine jurisdictional status.  

Wetlands should be avoided if possible, or impacts minimized, during project development. If 
wetlands cannot be avoided and mitigation is required, then an evaluation of potential 
locations for on-site, in-kind mitigation should be considered. If on-site mitigation cannot be 
accomplished, then consider using a wetland bank for mitigation.  

A specific roadway design is needed before the type of USACE permit required (i.e., 
Nationwide or Individual) can be determined. The Nationwide Permit 14, Linear Transportation 
Crossings, (NP 14) only authorizes activities with minimal adverse effects on the aquatic 
environment. An Individual Permit (IP) is required if the stream impact is greater than 0.5 
acres, or the wetland impact is greater than 0.1 acres; and must include a compensatory 
mitigation proposal.  

The KDOW will probably require a Kentucky Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (KPDES) 
General Stormwater Permit, a Floodplain Construction Permit if filling within the one-hundred-
year floodplain, and a Water Quality Certification.  
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Terrestrial Resources.  The study area encompasses a mixed landscape of forested and 
agricultural land. Forested areas, cropland, and pastures dominate the western portion along 
Floyds Fork and Long Run. The eastern portion consists primarily of forested areas and 
pastures, with several major drainages flowing from east to west. The plant and animal life is 
considered typical for the area with no unique populations present.  

 

Threatened and Endangered Species.   The US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) website 
database was researched for federally protected species potentially affected by the project. 
Database research identified thirteen endangered, one threatened, and no candidate species. 
One endangered species was a historical reference. The Kentucky Department of Fish and 
Wildlife Resources (KDFWR) materials were researched to identify threatened or endangered 
species known to occur in the project vicinity. No known occurrences of federally protected 
species were identified, however two species of state concern were noted (i.e., dark-eyed 
junco, great blue heron). Table F.1, Protected Species in the Study Area, provides a list of 
protected species identified by the federal and state agencies as potentially occurring in the 
study area, along with potential habitat descriptions.  

No surveys for protected species were performed. Potential habitat for the least tern and 
piping plover is believed to not be present in the study area. The cracking pearly mussel is 
believed extirpated from Kentucky.  More detailed field surveys are required to confirm the 
presence of protected species in the study area, determine the presence or absence of 
suitable habitat for the species, and ascertain any potential impacts and mitigation 
requirements. Surveys must be conducted by a qualified biologist who holds the appropriate 
collection permits. Surveys would not be necessary if sufficient site-specific information was 
available demonstrating:  (1) no potentially suitable habitat exists within the study area or its 
vicinity; or (2) the species would not be present in the study area or its vicinity due to site-
specific factors.  

Previous coordination with the USFWS has indicated their belief that habitat for the federally 
endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) may exist within the study area. The USFWS position 
is based upon their knowledge of the species’ life history characteristics; that the study area 
and surrounding area may contain forested habitats within the species’ natural range which 
potentially provide suitable summer roosting and foraging habitat; and caves, rock shelters, 
and abandoned underground mines in and surrounding the study area could provide suitable 
winter habitat for Indiana bats. USFWS recommends conducting a thorough search for caves, 
underground mines, and rock shelters in the study area, and avoiding impacts to those sites 
pending an assessment of their potential use as Indiana bat habitat by the USFWS. The 
USFWS recommends removing trees only between October 15 and March 31 to avoid 
impacting summer roosting Indiana bats. However, if any Indiana bat hibernacula are 
identified within the project area, or are known to occur within 10-miles of the study area, then 
the USFWS recommends removing trees only between November 15 and March 31 to avoid 
impacting the species’ “swarming” behavior. Surveys must be conducted by a qualified 
biologist who holds the appropriate collection permits. Surveys would not be necessary if 
sufficient site-specific information was available demonstrating:  (1) no potentially suitable 
habitat exists within the study area or its vicinity; or (2) the species would not be present in the 
study area or its vicinity due to site-specific factors.  
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Air Quality.  Jefferson County is located within the Louisville Interstate Air Quality Control 
Region. The study area is designated as a Non-Attainment Area for 8-hour ozone and PM2.5, 
as per the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments. Transportation control measures are not likely to 
be required for the project. The project is listed on page 114 of KIPDA’s FY 2006-FY 2008 
Transportation Improvement Program, adopted November 2005, and on page 10-135 of 
KIPDA’s Horizon 2030 Long-Range Transportation Plan, adopted November 2005. Further 
advancement of this project would require more detailed analysis and interagency review.  If 
implemented, the project is not expected to adversely impact air quality in the region.    

Traffic Noise.  Highway traffic noise, or unwanted sound, is one of the most common citizen 
complaints regarding highways.  Inducing a new road in a rural and transitioning area will 
generate concern over highway noise.  Although several options existing for addressing noise 
impacts, none are more effective than noise barriers, and they even have limited 
effectiveness.  Barriers can only be effective if no openings exist, as noise will bend and 
infiltrate through such openings.  Therefore, noise barriers can only be installed along 
roadways that either have full access control or have a significant stretch of roadway that has 
no driveway openings or intersecting roads.  Other noise mitigation measures that should be 
considered include quite pavements, horizontal and vertical alignment shifts, and the 
acquisition of property along the roadway to create a buffer zone.  It should be noted that 
Louisville Metro has a noise policy that restricts that placement of residential developments 
within a buffer of interstate facilities.  Although the new road would not be an interstate facility, 
similar restrictions could be considered by local jurisdiction.   

 

Other Concerns.  In March 2006, the Louisville Metro Planning Commission recommended 
approval of a zoning change needed for a 283-acre business park east of Jeffersontown, 
between Tucker Station and Rehl Roads. The property would be rezoned from single-family 
residential to planned employment center. The general plan is for 26 lots for distribution 
centers, office buildings, and light industry developed over 10 years or more. The 
Blankenbaker Station II business park would create an employment and economic activity 
center west, and outside, of the new I-64 interchange study area. As the business park 
develops and tenants establish operations, an increasing amount of commercial truck, 
customer, and employee traffic is anticipated on the road network. The planned business park 
development includes installation of a four-mile sewer main to the Floyds Fork sewage 
treatment plant near Eastwood to serve the park, which, in turn, would open up rural areas 
east of the business park to development, possibly including portions of the study area. The 
business park developers already have an agreement with the Metropolitan Sewer District to 
build the sewer main. Local realtors have been quoted as stating it is a desirable area and 
development would follow the sewers.  

 

Environmental Justice.  The Kentuckiana Regional Planning and Development Agency 
(KIPDA) prepared the Environmental Justice Community Impact Assessment and its related 
issues/concerns. The environmental justice report concluded:  “… the community impact 
assessment did not uncover any significant concentrations of Environmental Justice 
populations, elderly, or persons with disabilities within the study area.” The complete review is 
in Appendix I.  

The Environmental Justice Community Impact Assessment was based upon US Census 
Bureau 2000 Census data, field observations, local officials meetings, and interviews with 
individuals familiar with the area. It focused on identifying the magnitude and location of 
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potentially impacted Environmental Justice populations based upon race, ethnicity, minorities, 
and low-income persons. Elderly (i.e., 65 years or older) and disabled populations were also 
considered as part of the KYTC’s standard planning study methodology, as well as a matter of 
good planning practice. The impact assessment examined 2000 Census data at the census 
Tract, Block Group, and Block levels. The analysis discovered a misallocation of the group 
quarters population of the Kentucky Correctional Institution for Women, and reallocated the 
population to the correct census geographies. The effects of two large group quarter facilities 
populations ― the Kentucky Correctional Institution for Women and the Whitney Young Job 
Corps Center, both located in Shelby County and outside the study area boundary ― were 
removed from the analysis to avoid skewing the actual populations studied. Concentrations of 
minority and low-income populations did not appear to be present within the study area. 
Elderly persons and person with disabilities were not present in the study area in significantly 
different proportions from county, state, or national percentages.  

The purpose of an environmental justice review is to identify geographic areas containing 
disproportionately high concentrations of minority, low-income, or elderly households. 
Environmental Justice Executive Order 12898: Federal Actions to Address Environmental 
Justices in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (signed February 11, 1994), 
directed federal agencies to identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental effects on minority and low-income populations.  

Geotechnical Overview. The KYTC Division of Structural Design, Geotechnical Branch, and 
the University of Kentucky, Kentucky Geological Survey, provided geotechnical comments for 
the study area (see Appendix G).  

“The Geotechnical Branch does not anticipate any design or construction problems associated 
with the project.” The Geotechnical Branch letter indicates Quaternary Age alluvium underlies 
the study area, and contains silt, clay, sand, and gravel 0-20-feet thick. The alluvium is found 
mainly along streams, valleys, and flood plains. Bedrock consists of the Saluda Dolomite 
Member, Bardstown Member, and the Rowland Member of the Drakes Formation and the 
Grant Lake Limestone. The Drakes Formation consists of limestone, dolomite, shale, 
mudstone, and dolomudstone, and covers most of the study area and will probably require cut 
slopes flatter than normal. Fill slopes constructed from these materials will likely be stable on 
normal slope angles. The Grant Lake Limestone consists of shaley limestone and shale, 
occurs as partings and beds up to 1.5-feet thick, and mainly found in the valleys.  

Kentucky Geological Survey letter identified the study area as located on the outer edge of the 
Outer Bluegrass physiographic region, and other information already cited above. In addition, 
the study area may have karst features (e.g., sinkholes, possible cavernous conditions), and 
would encounter unconsolidated sediments in drainage areas. No faulted areas, units prone to 
landslides, or resource conflicts. Inactive or abandoned limestone mines might be in the area. 
Probable peak ground acceleration due to earthquake ground motion of 0.09g. 
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INTRODUCTION

This report documents an assessment of potential community impacts on
Environmental Justice populations and other selected groups within the defined
study area for a proposed interchange on I-64 in the vicinity of the Gilliland Road
corridor in eastern Jefferson County/western Shelby County, Kentucky (Figure
1). The assessment has been prepared by the Kentuckiana Regional Planning
and Development Agency in support of a Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
planning study (Kentucky Six Year Highway Plan project #05-8200) conducted to
investigate the feasibility of improving interstate access to a rapidly developing
area by constructing an I-64 interchange with a connecting roadway between
Taylorsville Road (KY 155/KY 148) and Shelbyville Road (US 60).

PURPOSE

The purpose of this assessment is to:

 assist the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet in carrying out the Division of
Planning’s mission “… to collect, maintain, analyze and report accurate
data for making sound fiscally responsible recommendations regarding the
maintenance, operation and improvement of our transportation network”;

 fulfill applicable federal Environmental Justice commitments; and
 further the goals and objectives and cooperative nature of the metropolitan

transportation planning process.

The assessment is focused on identifying, through a demographic analysis, the
extent to which Environmental Justice populations and other groups of concern
reside in or near the study area and may be impacted by the proposed project.
Subsequent actions (determination of disproportionately high and adverse
effects; proposing measures to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate such effects; and
providing specific opportunities for public involvement) may be undertaken, as
appropriate, contingent upon the results of the demographic analysis.

BACKGROUND

Environmental Justice is based on the principles of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964, wherein each Federal agency is required to ensure that no person on
the grounds of race, color, or national origin, is excluded from participation in,
denied the benefits of, or subjected to discrimination under any program or
activity receiving federal financial assistance. In the context of transportation
planning, Environmental Justice broadly refers to the goal of identifying and
avoiding disproportionate adverse impacts on minority and low-income
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individuals and communities. For the purposes of this assessment,
Environmental Justice has been addressed through the following:

 Executive Order 12898: Federal Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (February
11, 1994)

The order reads, in part: “Each Federal agency shall make achieving
environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority
populations and low-income populations."

 U.S. Department of Transportation Order 5610.2: Department of
Transportation Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations (April 15, 1997)

The order reads, in part: “Planning and programming activities that have
the potential to have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on
human health or the environment shall include explicit consideration of the
effects on minority populations and low-income populations.”

 Federal Highway Administration Order 6640.23: FHWA Actions to
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations (December 2, 1998)

The order reads, in part: “…it is FHWA’s continuing policy to identify and
prevent discriminatory effects by actively administering its programs,
policies and activities to ensure that social impacts to communities and
people are recognized early and continually throughout the transportation
decision making process—from early planning through implementation.”

In the absence of a single Environmental Justice statute or regulation, planners
must make use of the numerous orders, policies, and guidance documents that
have been developed since the issuance of Executive Order 12898. This
assessment attempts to apply current state of the practice procedures to provide
the information needed to “… ensure that the interests and well being of minority
populations and low-income populations are considered and addressed during
the transportation decision making process.”

Two additional groups included in this assessment are the elderly and persons
with disabilities. The above Environmental Justice orders do not address these
additional populations, so they are included in this analysis per the Kentucky
Transportation Cabinet document, Methodology for Assessing Potential
Environmental Justice Concerns for KYTC Planning Studies, as a matter of good
planning practice.
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RESOURCES/REFERENCES

The following federal, state, and local resources have been consulted for
information and guidance in conducting this assessment:

 Methodology for Assessing Potential Environmental Justice Concerns for
KYTC Planning Studies – Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, February
2002.

 Community Assessment and Outreach Program for the Louisville (KY-IN)
Metropolitan Planning Area for Title VI/Environmental Justice and Other
Communities of Concern – Kentuckiana Regional Planning and
Development Agency, July 2006.

 Environmental Justice/Title VI Plan – Kentuckiana Regional Planning and
Development Agency, October 2004.

 Effective Methods for Environmental Justice Assessment – National
Cooperative Highway Research Program Report 532, September 2004.

 Technical Methods to Support Analysis of Environmental Justice Issues –
National Cooperative Highway Research Program Project 8-36 (11), April
2002.

 US Census Bureau, 2000 Census, Summary Files 1 and 3

TERMINOLOGY

This assessment makes use of several terms, some of which may be unique to
the Environmental Justice process. Their definitions may similarly have specific
application limited to these procedures. For example, according to the Federal
Highway Administration, the following terms and definitions shall be used:

Minority Persons include persons whose race can be identified as any one or
more of the following categories:

 Black—persons having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa;
 Asian—persons having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far

East, Southeast Asia, or the Indian subcontinent;
 American Indian and Alaskan Native—persons having origins in any of the

original people of North America and who maintain cultural identification
through tribal affiliation or community recognition; and

 Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander—persons having origins in any
of the original peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands.

Minority populations also include persons of any race or combination of races
who identify their ethnicity, culture, or origin as Hispanic. Hispanics are persons





6

Adverse Effects are the totality of significant individual or cumulative human
health or environmental effects, including interrelated social and economic
effects, which may include, but are not limited to: bodily impairment, infirmity,
illness or death; air, noise, and water pollution and soil contamination; destruction
or disruption of man-made or natural resources; destruction or diminution of
aesthetic values; destruction or disruption of community cohesion or a
community's economic vitality; destruction or disruption of the availability of
public and private facilities and services; vibration; adverse employment effects;
displacement of persons, businesses, farms, or nonprofit organizations;
increased traffic congestion, isolation, exclusion or separation of minority or low-
income individuals within a given community or from the broader community; and
the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of, benefits of FHWA
programs, policies, or activities.

Disproportionately High and Adverse Effect on Minority and Low-Income
Populations means an adverse effect that:

 is predominately borne by a minority population and/or a low-income
population; or

 will be suffered by the minority population and/or low-income population
and is appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse
effect that will be suffered by the nonminority population and/or nonlow-
income population.

Programs, Policies, and/or Activities means all projects, programs, policies,
and activities that affect human health or the environment, and that are
undertaken, funded, or approved by FHWA. These include, but are not limited to,
permits, licenses, and financial assistance provided by FHWA. Interrelated
projects within a system may be considered to be a single project, program,
policy, or activity.

The following terms are defined using US Census Bureau terminology and data:

Elderly Persons include persons age 65 and older as of April 1, 2000 (Census
Day).

Persons with Disabilities include persons for which any of the 3 following
conditions were true as of April 1, 2000 (Census Day):

 they were 5 years old and over and had a sensory, physical, mental, or
self-care disability;

 they were 16 years old and over and had a going outside the home
disability; or

 they were 16 to 64 years old and had an employment disability.
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Census Tracts are small, relatively permanent statistical subdivisions of a
county or statistically equivalent entity that are used to provide a stable set of
geographic units for the presentation of census data. While tracts generally
contain between 1,500 and 8,000 people, with an optimum size of 4,000 people,
their spatial size can vary widely depending on the density of settlement. Figure 2
shows the census tracts in and around the study area.

Census Block Groups (BGs) are intermediate-level statistical subdivisions of
census tracts that are used for the presentation of census data. Within each tract,
they are aggregations of census blocks that have the same first digit of each
four-digit identifying block number. Block groups generally contain between 600
and 3,000 persons, with an optimum size of 1,500 persons. Figure 3 shows the
census block groups in and around the study area.

Census Blocks are the smallest statistical subdivisions of census tracts that are
used for the presentation of census data. They are bounded on all sides by
visible features, such as streets, roads, streams, and railroad tracks, and by
invisible boundaries, such as city, town, township, and county limits, property
lines, and short, imaginary extensions of streets and roads. Blocks are generally
small in area, especially in densely settled areas, but may contain many square
miles of territory in more sparsely settled areas. Figure 4 shows the census
blocks in and around the study area.

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

The procedures involved in conducting the community impact assessment for
this project centered on the identification of potentially impacted populations.
Data from the 2000 census were used to develop demographic profile tables and
maps of the locations of the groups of concern. Other community information was
used, as available, to identify potentially impacted populations and future points
of contact within the study area.

Tables and maps depicting race, ethnicity, minorities, and persons with low-
income are used to indicate the locations and magnitudes of potentially impacted
Environmental Justice populations. Elderly and disabled distributions are also
represented in tabular and graphic form as part of the Kentucky Transportation
Cabinet’s standard planning study methodology. This project level assessment
utilizes many of the same resources and methodologies as were used in the
Louisville (KY-IN) Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA) systems level assessment.
The MPA community assessment covered not only the populations mentioned
above, but other potentially impacted groups as well as a matter of good planning
practice.

Profile tables were developed for each population of interest and for several
geographic levels in and around the study area. Tables showing the total number
of persons by race, ethnicity, minority status, poverty status, elderly status, and
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disability status were constructed for several geographic areas, including the
United States, Kentucky, and Jefferson and Shelby counties, as well as
applicable census tracts, block groups, and blocks. Due to the larger sizes of
census tracts and block groups in the vicinity of the study area, only those which
actually intersected some portion of the study area were determined to be
appropriate for analysis. Also, because of the large number of census blocks
present in and around the study area, only those blocks with higher populations
of interest are discussed.

The tables were assembled using year 2000 census data. The decennial census
data represent the most comprehensive information source available in terms of
the number of data variables collected and the number of geographic levels
available. Decennial census data is derived from two different sets of
questionnaires, the short form and the long form. Short form data, or SF1 data,
contains basic demographics and represents a 100% sample of the populous of
the United States, while long form data, or SF3 data, contains more detailed
social and economic characteristics and is gathered from an approximate 17%
sample. The smallest level of geography available from SF1 is the census block,
while the smallest level available from SF3 is the block group.

Profile maps were produced for each population variable at the tract, block
group, and block levels, as available. ESRI ArcMap software was used to
combine 2000 census data with TIGER/Line 2000 census tract, block group, and
block boundaries in and around the study area to map locations of the
populations of interest.

Most of the census data utilized for the analysis could be used directly from the
SF1 and SF3 files and required no adjustments. A misallocation of the group
quarters population of the Kentucky Correctional Institution for Women in Shelby
County, however, did require a reallocation to the correct census geographies.
Digital aerial photography was used to confirm this allocation error. Group
quarters population originally allocated to census tract 405.00 block 4005 was
reallocated to census tract 405.00 block 1029 (Table 2). The populations of the
affected block groups, census tract 405.00 block groups 1 and 4, were adjusted
as well. The overall population of tract 405.00 was unaffected by the internal
reallocations. These adjustments affected the race, ethnicity, minority, and age
variables, as they are based on the total population in an area (they include
group quarters as well as persons in households). The adjustments did not affect
the low-income or disability status variables, however, as they are based on the
non-institutionalized population in an area (they do not include group quarters
populations).
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TABLE 2
Reallocation of Census 2000 Information

Kentucky Correctional Institution for Women

Black or
African

American

American
Indian and

Alaska
Native Asian

Native
Hawaiian and
Other Pacific

Islander
Other
Race

Two or
More

Races
Tract 405.00
Block Group 1 1719 0 67 21 5 19 0 6 14 9 180
Tract 405.00
Block Group 4 2575 659 388 334 2 10 0 20 7 34 175
Tract 405.00
Block 1029 110 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 5
Tract 405.00
Block 4005 659 659 254 251 0 3 0 0 0 0 3

Tract 405.00
Block Group 1 2378 659 321 272 5 22 0 6 14 9 183
Tract 405.00
Block Group 4 1916 0 134 83 2 7 0 20 7 34 172
Tract 405.00
Block 1029 769 659 255 251 1 3 0 0 0 0 8
Tract 405.00
Block 4005 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Elderly
(Age 65+)Area

O
ri

gi
na

lA
llo

ca
tio

n
A

dj
us

te
d

A
llo

ca
tio

n

Race Alone

Hispanic
Origin

Total
Population

Group
Quarters

Population
Minority

Population

Data Source: 2000 Census SF1, Tables P1, P8, P12

COMMUNITY PROFILES

This section provides an examination of the demographic characteristics of the
Environmental Justice populations and other selected groups within and
surrounding the project study area. These profiles provide a basis for identifying
the number and, where appropriate, the geographic location of potentially
impacted persons in the communities of concern.

MINORITY PERSONS

According to year 2000 census data, the highest numbers and concentrations of
minority persons existed in the census tracts and block groups that intersect the
Shelby County portion of the study area. Specifically, census tract 405.00 and
tract 405.00 block groups 1 and 3 contained the highest concentrations, with
16%, 13.5%, and 34% of the total population, respectively (Figures 5 and 6,
Table 3). These higher concentrations were, in large part, due to the presence of
two large group quarters facilities. One is the Kentucky Correctional Institution for
Women, which accounted for over 250 minority women in tract 405.00 block
group 1, and the other is the Whitney Young Job Corps Center, which added
approximately 350 minority men and women dormitory residents to tract 405.00
block group 3.
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Baptist, Southeast Christian, and St. Luke Baptist, while Muir’s membership now
draws from a much larger geographical area.

CONCLUSION

The KIPDA staff assessment of demographic data from the 2000 Census,
consideration of information from other sources, and conversations with
individuals familiar with the area indicate the following:

 There do not appear to be concentrations of minority populations within
the study area;

 There do not appear to be concentrations of low income populations
within the study area;

 Elderly persons are not present in significantly different proportions from
county, state, or national percentages within the study area; and

 Persons with disabilities are not present in significantly different
proportions from county, state, or national percentages within the study
area.

Given the level of detail of the available information, the community impact
assessment did not uncover any significant concentrations of Environmental
Justice populations, elderly, or persons with disabilities within the study area. The
information does appear to indicate, however, the presence of these persons
within the general resident population in proportions similar to county, state, and
national levels. In the absence of defined concentrations of these groups, project-
level impact determination and mitigation measures and public involvement
activities should be tailored to be inclusive of such persons as they exist within
the general study area population.



 
 

 

 
MEETING  MINUTES

Project: New I-64 Interchange with a Connector Road, Alternatives Planning Study 
Item Number 05-8200 
Purpose: Project Team Meeting #2 
Place: Louisville, Kentucky, District 5 Main Conference Room 
Meeting Date: July 18, 2006 
Prepared By: William Crawford 
In Attendance: John Callihan KYTC, D5, Pre-Construction & Design 

David Martin KYTC, CO, Planning 
Tala Quinio KYTC, D5, Design (Project Manager) 
Kevin Dant KYTC, D5, Environmental 
Bernie Roach KYTC, D5, Construction 
Charlie Bird KYTC, D5 
Rob Harris KYTC, D5 
Brian Meade KYTC, D5, Traffic Operations 
Andrea Clifford KYTC, D5, PIO 
Harold Tull KIPDA 
Mary Murray FHWA 
David Smith Qk4, President 
Albert Zimmerman Qk4, Project Engineer 
Tom Springer Qk4, Transportation Planner 
William Crawford Qk4, Transportation Planner 

  
 
Ms. Quinio, KYTC, D5, Project Manager, welcomed everyone to the meeting, and requested all attendees 
introduce themselves. She provided a brief project explanation, and then turned the meeting over to Mr. 
Smith, who facilitated the project team meeting.  

Project Overview.  The project is an alternatives planning study investigating the feasibility of constructing a 
new I-64 interchange between the Gene Snyder Freeway (I-265, Exit 19) and Simpsonville (KY 1848, Exit 
28), with a north-south connector road between Taylorsville Road (KY 155/KY 148) and Shelbyville Road 
(US 60). The I-265 and KY 1848 interchanges are separated by about 9 miles, while US 60 and 
KY 155/KY 148 are about 3.2 miles apart in the study area. The existing regional roadways and 
interchanges are heavily congested, and provide very limited north-south and east-west travel opportunities. 
The study will examine improvement strategies and evaluate alternative corridors to address both current 
and future needs. A new interchange would provide improved interstate access, and the connector road 
would improve the local road network.  

Meeting Agenda.  Mr. Smith explained the purpose of the meeting, and reviewed the agenda items for 
discussion. The purpose of the meeting was to review the environmental footprint/overview results, the key 
person interview results, the preliminary project goals, and prepare for the first public information meeting. 
Large-scale exhibits of the study area were used, including:  an aerial photograph with existing and planned 
developments; environmental overview (i.e., historic sites and districts, surface waters, floodplains, wetlands, 
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ponds, hazardous materials sites); and traffic, crash, and Levels of Service (LOS) data. Attendees were 
provided a handout containing the meeting agenda, key person interview list, a summary of interview 
comments, draft project goals, a draft public meeting comment form, and documents for the first resource 
agency coordination mailing (project fact sheet, preliminary project goals, and two 11x17 exhibits).  

Status of Study.   Mr. Crawford reviewed the status of the study. Completed elements include overview 
studies of:  cultural resources (historic and archaeological), ecological assessment (terrestrial, aquatic, 
threatened and endangered species), traffic (volume, crash, and LOS data), and hazardous materials sites. 
The only public involvement task completed is the key person interviews. Two Eastwood planning 
documents were also consulted:  Eastwood Neighborhood Plan, adopted November 2005, and Eastwood Village 
Transportation Planning Study, draft May 2006. We are now at the preliminary study goals development/review 
stage, and preparing for the first public information meeting.  

Review Environmental Footprint.  Mr. Crawford reviewed the study area’s environmental footprint using 
the exhibit and briefly addressing known environmental features, including:  

• 5 NRHP sites, but 2 had been torn down (circumstances unknown); 48 potential NR eligible sites 
consisting of 13 individual properties and 2 potential historic districts. Fisherville historic district 
consists of 1 NRHP property and 12 contributing properties. Eastwood historic district includes 
23 contributing properties.  

• 38 archaeological sites from previous surveys, most in the western portion, with no NRHP 
eligibility evaluations conducted. The overview noted the previous surveys may be geographically 
and chronologically biased, and more sites could be expected throughout the study area. Sites are 
most likely to be found in floodplains and terraces of major streams.  

• 5 perennial steams, about 57 intermittent streams, and about 37 ephemeral streams. Numerous 
potential wetlands and small ponds (mostly for livestock and aesthetic uses) are present. 
Floodplains are associated with the larger streams.  

• 13 listed endangered species, with no known occurrences in the area.  

• 6 hazmat sites were listed in the database, most located in a light industry land use area in the 
southwest corner. Potentially could also encounter local dumping sites, PCB’s in transformers, 
asbestos containing building materials, and agricultural chemicals (fertilizers, pesticides).  

Review Traffic and Crash Information.  Mr. Smith used the exhibit to review the study area’s existing and 
projected traffic volumes, LOS’s, and crash analysis. While crash analysis identified several high crash 
locations, only one is present within the study area boundaries (i.e., vicinity of US 60 and Eastwood-
Fisherville Road). Traffic volumes and congestion on roadways within the study area boundaries, as well as 
outside the study area and existing I-265 interchanges with KY 155, I-64, and US 60 were discussed. It was 
noted that a limited amount of traffic data is available for the roadways south of I-64. Previous traffic 
studies conducted in the area probably did not envision the possibility of the project extending to 
Taylorsville Road. Additional traffic data will be required. Qk4 is to prepare a letter requesting the additional 
traffic data needed based upon the scope of the current study. Discussions occurred concerning the 
Eastwood Village Transportation Planning Study and its assumption of a potential new interchange location and 
connector road alternatives. Existing and planned developments in and surrounding the study area were 
reviewed and discussed. Questions regarding projected demographic growth and potential impact on traffic 
were made. A commitment to invite representatives from Louisville Metro Public Works, and Planning and 
Design to the next project team meeting was made.  

Review Key Person Interview Comments.  Mr. Crawford reviewed the list of people identified for 
interviews, and a summary of interview comments. Eighteen people were selected for interviews, with 16 
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completed. Some interviewees included their key staff members in the sessions. He briefly discussed key 
responses for the 11 talking points/questions. In general, there was consensus among interviewees that 
traffic congestion is already a serious problem, will only become worse in the future, and a new interchange 
is needed. Shelby County officials preferred an alternative corridor located inside the Jefferson County line. 
All expressed an interest in minimizing impacts to residential property, historic resources, natural resources, 
and preserving the existing rural atmosphere.  

Review Draft Project Goals.  Mr. Crawford presented the preliminary draft project goals developed from 
comments and concerns expressed during the previous project team meeting, and key person interviews. 
The 8 draft goals were generally accepted as stated, with some “wordsmithing” recommendations, and a 
request to make the second bullet more specific.  

Public Information Meeting Requirements.   Mr. Springer led the discussion concerning preparing for the 
first public information meeting. Two meeting are planned, with the first focusing on informing the public 
of the project and receiving their input. (The second would present alternative solutions for public 
comment.) The first public meeting should be used to inform the public of the project, educate them on the 
constraints, and obtain input on their desires for the road network. The large graphic exhibits presented at 
this meeting were cited as examples to show the public. D5 noted the public generally does not understand 
“blank map” presentations, and they prefer to see “lines on a map” (even if no alternatives have been 
identified).  

Various alternatives concerning meeting format and time were discussed. It was decided to conduct the 
meeting from 6:00-8:00 pm, with an expectation people will begin arriving 30-minutes early. The meeting 
would begin with a single formal presentation at 6:15 pm, no question/answer session, and immediately 
followed by an open house type format with work groups. The formal presentation would consist of KYTC 
starting the meeting and welcoming everyone, then turning it over to Qk4 for the formal program. Several 
locations for the meeting were suggested, with the preferred site being Highview Baptist Church near 
Beckley Station Road. Other suggestions included Eastwood Christian Church, Eastwood Fire Station 
(limited parking and meeting space), Christian Academy, and Eastern High School (outside the study area). 
D5 will drive the area for other potential meeting sites and coordinate for the site itself. Dates for the public 
meeting were discussed, with a preferred date sometime after public school classes resume. The meetings 
would be held on Tuesday and Thursday, with the earliest date being late August or early September. D5 
will investigate/coordinate meeting dates, accounting for facility availability and advertising lead-times. Qk4 
will provide D5 a black and white PDF study area map for the public meeting newspaper ads.  

A draft public comment form was presented for review and comment. Initial comments recommended 
changing the format so the citizen has something to take home with them, and a separate page to submit 
comments on. The public comment handout will consist of two pages:   (1) a double-sided page to keep, 
with an aerial exhibit of the study area on one side, and an explanation of the project and draft goals on the 
other side; and (2) a double-sided questionnaire comment form for submission. Other recommended 
changes included using the Unbridled Spirit logo, KYTC D5’s physical address, and including their fax 
number. Team members were asked to review the draft public comment form and provide any additional 
comments/suggestions in the next few days.  

Resource Agency Coordination/Involvement.   Mr. Crawford presented the enclosures proposed for 
sending with the first of two resource agency coordination mailings. The enclosures consist of a one-page 
fact sheet briefly explaining the purpose of the study, existing conditions, and a list of project goals; one 
11x17 inch environmental footprint exhibit, and one 11x17 inch aerial exhibit. The fact sheet project goals 
will include the updates/changes discussed above. Central Office had already provided a mailing list 
database for resource agency coordination letters. Central Office and D5 will coordinate to edit the mailing 
list and mail the letters. Qk4 will develop and provide the exhibits to attach to the letters.  
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Follow-up and Next Steps.   Mr. Springer concluded the meeting by discussing the next sequence of events 
in the study. The next step is to hold the first public information meetings. Based upon the public 
comments, and any resource agency comments received, Qk4 will develop preliminary alternatives for 
review by project team members. KIPDA is to provide the environmental justice study. Project team 
meeting #3 will be scheduled to review the alternatives and recommendations.  

The meeting adjourned at approximately 3:30 p.m.  

 
 

END  OF  MINUTES 
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Ms. Quinio, KYTC, D5, Project Manager, welcomed everyone to the meeting, explained the purpose of the 
proposed project, and the purpose of today’s meeting. She requested all attendees introduce themselves. She 
then turned the meeting over to Mr. Springer, who facilitated the project team meeting.  

The proposed project is an alternatives planning study investigating the feasibility of constructing a new I-64 
interchange between the Gene Snyder Freeway (I-265, Exit 19) and Simpsonville (KY 1848, Exit 28), with a 
north-south connector road between Taylorsville Road (KY 155/KY 148) and Shelbyville Road (US 60). 
The I-265 and KY 1848 interchanges are separated by about 9 miles, while US 60 and KY 155/KY 148 are 
about 3.2 miles apart in the study area. The existing regional roadways and interchanges are heavily 
congested, and provide very limited north-south and east-west travel opportunities. The study examines 
improvement strategies and evaluates alternative corridors to address both current and future needs. A new 
interchange would provide improved interstate access, and the connector road would improve the local road 
network.  

Project Status.  Mr. Springer briefly reviewed the meeting’s agenda items and the main purpose for the 
meeting, which was to review the latest traffic information and forecasts, and select screening criteria for the 
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numerous alternatives. He briefly reviewed the last project team meeting and events that occurred since that 
meeting. The meeting was conducted using handouts and a power-point presentation. Attendees were 
provided a folder containing the meeting agenda, public meeting comment form summary, resource agency 
response summary, traffic forecast projects for various connector road corridors, typical section design 
standard, an aerial photo with preliminary alternative corridors, and a survey form for ranking corridor 
location determinates. A large scale area photo was also available.  

Public Involvement.   Mr. Crawford used a handout summarizing the first public informational meeting held 
August 29, 2006, with 69 people signing-in and 20 written comments received. Generally, the public 
supported the project by a ratio of about 3-4 to 1 (favor vs. oppose), almost unanimously identifying traffic 
congestion on area roadways and intersections as a serious problem. Sometimes even those opposed 
acknowledged the heavy traffic congestion and inadequate roadways. Other concerns expressed involved 
narrow roads, safety, and emergency response times, especially if the area continues to grow and congestion 
increases. Those opposed frequently cited concerns of continued/increased development in the area, 
particularly around intersections/interchanges; and potential impacts to environmental resources and 
existing communities, frequently citing examples well outside the project study area. Areas commonly 
mentioned to avoid included waterways (especially Floyds Ford) and existing/planned park areas. Suggested 
new connector road tie-in points to US 60/Shelbyville Road covered almost its full length in the study area. 
While in the south, the KY 155/KY 148 intersection was the most frequently suggested connection point. 
Mr. Crawford summarized and reviewed representative written comments from all comments submitted.  

Resource Agency Coordination.   Mr. Crawford used a handout to review resource agency responses from 
the first mailing. Requests for comments were mailed to about 80 agencies, and 21 agencies responded. No 
objections or areas of significant concern to the proposed project were expressed. Several agencies were 
highly supportive of the project, citing benefits of reduced congestion, improved safety, and community 
benefits. State Senator Julie Denton and State Representative Ron Crimm both expressed concerns about 
the increasing traffic congestion, and wanted the project expedited.  

Study Area and Alternative Corridors Overview.   Mr. Springer briefly reviewed the project study area, its 
boundaries, roadways, environmental features, and other significant elements. Existing residential and 
community developments were reviewed, and other planned residential developments. The planned Floyds 
Fork Greenway development ― located immediately west of the study area and a key component of the 
planned Louisville Metro Greenway Trail ― was discussed, and land/property already reserved for the 
park’s future use was reviewed. The planned park development is further encouraging private development 
in this already rapidly growing area.  

Mr. Springer presented the preliminary alternatives developed for consideration by the project team. The 
alternatives developed represent all alternatives considered practical for the study area. Additionally, the 
project study area was expanded to the south ― for traffic forecasting only ― to consider an alternative 
connecting to KY 155/Taylorsville Lake Road. Because the various alternatives frequently intersect, 
numerous opportunities exist for combining portions of two or more alternatives into a new alternative. 
Therefore, to facilitate management and evaluation of all the possible combinations, each alternative was 
divided into numbered segments between intersection points.  

Review Traffic Data and Forecasts.   Mr. Springer briefly reviewed the study area’s forecasted 2030 no-build 
and build traffic volumes. Since it was impractical to attempt traffic forecasts for each possible alternative, 
the study area was divided into logical areas containing “conceptual” alternative corridors for traffic forecast 
modeling. The conceptual alternatives are modeled to draw traffic from a particular area, simulating other 
potential alternatives in that particular portion of the study area. The conceptual alternative corridors also 
have intersection points (nodes), creating segments, which can be combined in varying arrangements. The 
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conceptual alternative corridors are believed to accurately represent future traffic patterns within their 
portion of the study area.  

The “conceptual” corridors are located north and south of I-64, and oriented from west to east in the study 
area. Corridors in the western portion of the study area are identified with a “W,” those in the central 
portion with a “C,” and those in the east with an “E.”  Corridor segments north of I-64 are identified with 
the letter “a”; and those south of I-64 with “b,” “c,” or “d” as the segments progress south from an 
intersection node. Using this labeling nomenclature, Mr. Springer reviewed the forecasted traffic volumes 
for the various conceptual alternative corridors throughout the study area.  

Mr. Thomson developed the traffic model for the project study area, and performed the detailed traffic 
modeling forecasts and analysis. Using a series of detailed tables, he reviewed the anticipated traffic volume 
effects (increases and decreases) on area roadways with implantation of a particular conceptual alternative. 
He noted that, in general, a growth rate of 3-4% annually is considered normal. However, the Gene Snyder 
Expressway is experiencing a 5% annual growth rate, the Eastwood area a 7% growth rate, and a 7% growth 
rate in traffic from Spencer County onto KY 155. The traffic-forecasting model attempts to trend demand 
over time, and does not incorporate any road capacity changes or other road improvements. He also noted 
that data indicates a lot of growth (commercial and residential) is occurring outside the project study area 
boundaries, especially between the Gene Snyder Expressway and the study area. Future roadway 
improvements cannot be anticipated, but traffic from the developing area will need to flow either north or 
south to access existing major roadways. Growth curves traditionally demonstrate exponential growth over 
time. However, the model reveals US 60 has a growth trend which is a fairly flat curve. The Gene Snyder 
Expressway and KY 155 had an unusual “decreasing curve,” which is an indication of excessive congestion 
and drivers seeking out other routes of travel to avoid the congestion.  

Typical Section.   Mr. Springer provided as an example a copy of a typical section from the current Land 
Development Code. The typical section consisted of a four-lane divided roadway, with a median, a bike 
lane, and sidewalks for pedestrians. Because a new connector road would probably be expected to integrate 
smoothly and aesthetically with the Floyds Fork Greenway initiative, the ultimate typical section could have 
a park-like, boulevard, or parkway type appearance.  

Mr. Springer briefly discussed the Eastwood Village Transportation Planning Study, May 2006, and its 
assumption/recommendation of a potential new interchange location and connector road alternatives. He 
used a page from the study showing recommended alternatives in the Eastwood area. No traffic study or 
traffic volumes were considered in the study. The preliminary alternatives developed for the new I-64 
interchange and connector road include similar alignments as those in the Eastwood study.  

Range of Alternatives.    Mr. Springer discussed the broad range of preliminary alternatives developed, 
which included those alternatives suggested at the public information meeting. As explained previously, the 
large number of alternatives developed, and their potential combinations, became impractical to manage as 
complete alternatives. It was decided instead to evaluate alternative segments rather than complete 
alternatives. Each segment could potentially be used in more than one complete alternative, and evaluating 
them individually as “not recommended” or “recommended to carry forward” could facilitate the alternative 
screening process. During the discussion, a new segment (#28) was identified for consideration, and 
intended to minimize potential residential and waterway impacts.  

Screening Determinants and Criteria.  To help in the evaluation process, Mr. Springer asked each project 
team member to complete a survey sheet, ranking each of 13 items in terms of importance for locating a 
new interchange and connector road. The results of the survey are attached.  
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Follow-up and Next Steps.   Mr. Springer concluded the meeting by discussing the next sequence of events 
in the study.  

Qk4 will tally the screening determinants and conduct a review of the preliminary alternatives developed, 
identifying those recommended to be carried forward for review by the entire project team. Qk4 will meet 
with D5 representatives (target is within two weeks) to discuss and agree upon the alternatives/segments 
recommended to be carried forward and presented to the entire project team.  

Qk4 will forward the results of the alternatives pre-screening with D5 to the other project team members.  

Schedule another project team meeting to identify the alternatives/segments to be carried forward and 
presented to the public for comment.  

Schedule the second public information meeting after the full project team identifies the 
alternatives/segments to be carried forward. It was recommended an exhibit showing all 
alternatives/segments considered by the project team be shown at the public information meeting to 
indicate the thoroughness of the alternatives study.  

 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 3:30 p.m.  

 
 

END  OF  MINUTES 
 
 
 
attachment:  Location Determinate Ranking Results   
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Results  Summary  of  Location  Determinate  Survey 

 Location Determinate Question 
Average 
Score* Rank 

1  Connectivity / Linkages to Existing Arterials and Collectors 4.80 1 
2  Connectivity to Town Centers  2.67 12 
3  Compatibility with Major Parks Initiative 4.07 5 
4  Compatibility with Existing and Planned Subdivisions 3.93 6 
5  Attracts High Volumes of Forecasted Traffic 4.13 3 
6  Minimizes Costs of Construction 2.90 11 
7  Allows for Future East-West Connectivity  2.97 10 
8  Relieves Demand on Existing Rural Roads 3.87 7 
9  Minimizes Further Demands on Existing Rural Roads 3.87 7 

10  Minimizes Right-of-Way Impacts on Existing Residences 4.33 2 
11  Minimizes Crossings of Existing Streams and Natural Areas 4.10 4 
12  Minimizes Effects to Historic Resources 3.53 9 
13  In Concert with Community/Public Input 3.80 8 

 

Individual  Responses  to  Location  Determinate  Survey  
Response    Location  Determinate  Question  Scores*     

Sheet 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 Comments 
1 5 3 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 5 4 4   
2 5 3 4 5 3 1 4 2 3 5 2 4 5   
3 5 4 4 4 4 3 5 3 3 5 5 3 4   
4 5 2 4 3 4 3 2 4 4 3 3 3 3   

5 5 3 4 3 3 4 1 4 4 5 4 3 3 
#1-No Old Henry! Improve existing or new road.  
#4-With number of homes for sale, will these become reality 

6 5 3 4 5 3 2 2 5 4 5 5 2 4 
#1-Do not follow example of Old Henry interchange.  
#4-Have developers contribute/donate ROW. 

7 4 3 4 4 5 4 2 5 5 5 4 3 4   
8 5 2 5 4 3 3 3 4 4 5 5 5 4   
9 5 3 4 4 5 2 3 4 4 4 4 4 3   
10 5 3 4 4 5 2 3 3 3 4 4 4 4   

11 4 1 4 3 3 4 2 4 4 4 4 3 4 
#2-Eastwood connection undesirable.  #3-Avoid Floyds Fork.  #5-Account for 
future growth in Shelby Co. Avoid future interchange.  #11-Avoid Floyds Fork. 

12 5 3 4 4 5 2 3 3 3 4 4 4 4   
13 4 2 4 3 5 3.5 3.5 4 4 3 3.5 3 2  
14 5 3 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5  
15 5 2 4 4 5 2 3 4 4 5 4 3 4 #4-Avoid existing only. 

Sum 72 40 61 59 62 43.5 44.5 58 58 65 61.5 53 57  
Ave Score 4.80 2.67 4.07 3.93 4.13 2.90 2.97 3.87 3.87 4.33 4.10 3.53 3.80  

Ranking 1 12 5 6 3 11 10 7 7 2 4 9 8  

*Scored according to importance, with 1 = not too important, and 5 = very important.  
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Ms. Quinio, KYTC, D5, Project Manager, welcomed everyone to the meeting, explained the purpose of the 
proposed project, and requested all attendees introduce themselves. She then turned the meeting over to 
Mr. Springer, who facilitated the project team meeting.  

The proposed project is an alternatives planning study investigating the feasibility of constructing a new I-64 
interchange between the Gene Snyder Freeway (I-265, Exit 19) and Simpsonville (KY 1848, Exit 28), with a 
north-south connector road between Taylorsville Road (KY 155/KY 148) and Shelbyville Road (US 60). 
The I-265 and KY 1848 interchanges are about 9 miles apart, while US 60 and KY 155/KY 148 are about 
3.2 miles apart in the study area. The regional roadways and interchanges are heavily congested, and provide 
very limited north-south and east-west travel opportunities. The study examines improvement strategies and 
evaluates alternative corridors to address both current and future transportation needs.  

Project Status and Area.  Mr. Springer identified the main purpose for the meeting, which was to discuss the 
alternative corridors already developed and agree upon the alternative corridors to carry forward for further 
consideration, and those not recommended for further consideration. He very briefly reviewed the project 
status and project area. The alternatives developed represent all alternatives considered practical for the 
study area. A review of the traffic forecasts resulted in expanding the project study area to the south and 
creating an alternative segment connecting to KY 155/Taylorsville Lake Road. Because the large number of 
alternatives frequently intersect, numerous opportunities exist for combining portions of two or more 
alternatives into a new alternative. Therefore, to manage and evaluate the possible combinations, each 
alternative was divided into numbered segments between intersecting points. He noted that D5 and Qk4 
representatives had met earlier to “pre-screen” the alternative corridors/segments to identify those 
recommended to carry forward, and those not recommended.  
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Ranking Results from Last Project Team Meeting.   Mr. Springer reviewed the voting results from the last 
project team meeting involving thirteen screening determinants and criteria. These rankings were considered 
in prescreening the alternative corridors to carry forward. The top three considerations were:  
connectivity/linkages to existing arterials and collectors; minimize right-of-way impacts to existing 
residences; and attracts high volume of forecasted traffic.  

Review Alternative Corridors.  Mr. Springer led the discussion concerning which alternative 
corridors/segments to carry forward for further discussion, and those not recommended. A large-scale aerial 
photograph exhibit depicting the various alternative corridors and environmental footprint was used. Also 
provided was a handout of two tables identifying those alternative segments not recommended for further 
consideration and the reasons why; and those segments recommended to carry forward with the expected 
advantages and disadvantages of each. Generally, all alternatives in the east were not recommended because 
they attracted low traffic volumes, compared to the more western alternatives. Each remaining segment was 
addressed individually. The project team decided to add segment 26 to the not recommended list because of 
the large number of potential adverse impacts. Segment 26 was considered because it was a 
recommendation in the Eastwood Village Transportation Planning Study, May 2006. Segment 12 was discussed at 
some length, with the project team deciding to add it to the not recommended list. Segment 12 attracted less 
traffic volume than the other segments under consideration; caused the Eastwood-Fisherville Road to 
attract a notably large traffic volume of drivers taking a “short-cut” to access the new I-64 interchange; 
potentially had more environmental and engineering constraints associated with it; and created the longest 
alternative. Segment 13 was added to the not recommended list because it only connects to segment 12. The 
project team made no other changes to the recommended and not recommended list.  

D5 raised the question whether the focus of this alternatives study should be to recommend a series/group 
of alternative corridors, or recommend one preferred alternative corridor? The choice could have future 
implications in terms of the NEPA process and developing a preferred alternative; and also for 
accommodating the public’s expectations and perceptions in the public involvement process. The project 
team decided to defer this question until after the next public information meeting and public comments 
were received on the alternative corridors recommended to carry forward.  

Typical Section.   Mr. Springer provided an example typical section graphic developed from the current 
Louisville Metro Land Development Code. The typical section consisted of a four-lane divided roadway, 
with a median, bike lanes, sidewalks for pedestrians, and a multi-use path. Because a new connector road is 
expected to integrate aesthetically with the Floyds Fork Greenway initiative, the typical section was 
envisioned to have a park-like, or parkway type appearance with vegetation. It was noted the typical section 
presented had a wide footprint, depicting large vegetated areas and specific boundaries for varying uses. 
Several changes were requested, including removing the depicted vegetation, removing/adjusting some 
boundary designations, use ranges instead of exact widths, and modifying the graphic title. Mr. Callihan 
provided a mark-up copy with specific changes.  

Operational Analysis Approach.   A general discussion of Interchange Justification Study (IJS) requirements 
occurred. Recent coordination of D5 and Qk4 with FHWA indicated the spacing between the existing 
interchanges (i.e., I-265 and KY 1848) is sufficient that any new interchange considered in the study area 
should be treated as one location for analysis purposes. The operational analysis for the interchange would 
use the “worse case traffic scenario” (i.e., the highest traffic volume) based upon the traffic projections 
provided by the KYTC Division of Planning. It was noted that the public information meeting presentation 
should include addressing the IJS portion of this alternatives study, and that any of the alternative corridors 
under consideration appear feasible according to IJS requirements.  

Meeting Minutes, 05-8200.00 
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Public Involvement.   Mr. Springer briefly reviewed the draft power point presentation for the public 
information meeting to solicit project team comments. Scheduling and requirements for the next public 
information meeting was discussed. Target date for the next public information meeting is June 26, 2007, 
6:00 – 8:00 p.m., at Highview Baptist Church. The meeting will include 2 brief presentations at 6:15 and 
7:15. It was decided to use one aerial map exhibit format, which shows all alternative corridors considered ― 
those recommended and not recommended for further consideration. However, the exhibit should be 
revised to more clearly differentiate the recommended and not recommended corridors from each other. It 
was also recommended to “turn-off” all color-coding on the handout exhibit except for the alternative 
corridors to make it visually less busy for the public. The draft public information meeting handout ― 
consisting of a fact sheet, study area and alternative corridors exhibit, and a comment form ― was reviewed 
by the project team and found acceptable, except for one addition. It was recommended to add the reasons 
why some alternative corridors were not recommended for further consideration to the second paragraph of 
the fact sheet. Qk4 is to prepare a handout sheet for staff members use listing the segments recommended 
and not recommended for further consideration and the reasons for that recommendation.  

Follow-up and Next Steps.  The meeting concluded by discussing the next sequence of events in the study.  

D5 will schedule the next public information meeting and inform the project team.  

D5 will mail a copy of the public information meeting notice to the appropriate elected officials and key 
persons interviewed.  

Qk4 will prepare and revise as necessary the exhibits and handouts for the next public information meeting, 
and meet with D5 to review the exhibits and handouts before the public information meeting.  

The project team will meet again following the public information meeting. Reviewing the public comments 
will assist in determining subsequent alternative corridor evaluations and selection of a preferred or 
recommended alternative corridor or corridors.  

The final resource agency coordination mailing will occur after the next project team meeting and a decision 
on which alternative corridor(s) to recommend. 

 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 11:30 a.m.  

 
 
 

END  OF  MINUTES 
 
 
 
 
 
attachment:   revised alternative segments recommendation list  
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Bruce Traughber  Metro Development Authority  
Charles Cash Metro Planning and Design 
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Tom Springer Qk4, Inc. 

  
The meeting included an open discussion of the issues surrounding both interchange planning studies, as 
follows:  

A new I-64 Interchange in eastern Jefferson County has been in the local transportation plans for more than 
35 years.  The only aspect being advanced at this time is a corridor planning study.  The planning study will 
analyze the needs and issues, and possible locations for a connector road from I-64 north to US 60 and 
south to KY 155/KY 148.  Only funds for Planning and Design are in the current KYTC Six-year Highway 
Plan.  The KYTC is managing the project since it will require Federal Highway Administration involvement 
in the form of an Interchange Justification Study (IJS) and NEPA environmental document.  At present, the 
Project Team is collecting information regarding opportunities, constraints, and public concerns.   
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In the study area’s south, preliminary traffic data indicates that the greatest traffic need would be for the 
new connector to extend north from the existing KY 155/KY 148 (Taylorsville Lake Road) intersection.  
This location would require a crossing of Floyds Fork, and the proposed Floyds Fork Park system at some 
point north of the road and the railroad.   

Metro Parks noted that in addition to acquiring land, they are currently studying various alternative concepts 
for extending the linear park system across the roadway (KY 155 / KY 148) and the railroad.  It was agreed 
that a mutually-planned corridor could benefit both projects—park connectivity and the needs of the 
traveling public.  Specifically, joint planning could allow the roadway to include multi-use facilities within the 
corridor to offer transportation options and improved access within and to the proposed park system.   

The proposed typical section of the roadway was discussed.  It was noted that some sort of access 
management would likely be in place, but not an interstate-type facility, nor a road with access controlled by 
permit only.  Metro Parks expressed a desire for a Parkway type facility to enhance the park concept and 
feel.   

It was agreed that as both KYTC and Metro Parks continue to advance with their respective plans, they will 
coordinate with each other and Qk4.   

 

End of Meeting Notes 
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MEETING  MINUTES

Project: New I-64 Interchange with a Connector Road, Alternatives Planning Study 
Item Number 05-8200 
Purpose: Project Team Meeting #5 
Place: Louisville, Kentucky, District 5 Main Conference Room 
Meeting Date: October 1, 2007   10:00 am EST 
Prepared By: Tom Springer 
` Tala Quinio KYTC, D5, Design  

John Callihan KYTC, D5, Pre-Construction & Design 
Chris Poe KYTC, D5, Construction  
Brian Meade KYTC, D5, Traffic Operations 
David Martin KYTC, CO, Planning 
Jim Wilson KYTC, CO, Planning 
Bob Farley KYTC, CO, Design 
Bill Hanson FHWA-KY 
Harold Tull KIPDA 
David Smith Qk4 
Jeremy Lukat Qk4 
Helen White Qk4 
Tom Springer Qk4 
  

  
 
Ms. Quinio, KYTC, D5, Project Manager, welcomed everyone to the meeting.  Following introduction she 
then turned the meeting over to Mr. Springer, who facilitated the project team meeting.  

Public Comments.  One of the objectives of the meeting was to review the public comments from the June 
26, 2007 public information meeting.  Each of the comments had been reviewed and taken into 
consideration.  In summary, most of the comments were in support of the overall project, but differed in 
preference to the location options.  At the public meeting, two sets of alignments were presented: 
alignments not recommended to be carried forward, and those that are.  The public generally commented 
on the alignments that are recommended to be carried forward (i.e., those that link Eastwood and 
Fisherville).  Of those comments, more like the eastern segments (27, 28, 10, etc) than the western segments 
(1, 2, 4, etc.).  Few comments addressed the alignment options that were near the Shelby County line.  
Several comments noted other roadway improvements that needed to be made regardless of the alternative 
selected, including improvement to Eastwood-Fisherville Road, US 60 and KY 155.   
 
Traffic Forecast.  The results from the traffic model was reviewed.  The traffic model addressed three 
corridors: a western corridor, a southwest to northeast corridor, and an eastern corridor.  The model shows 
that significantly more traffic would use the western corridors than either the central corridor or the eastern 
corridor.   It was noted that should the western corridor be selected, or the No Build, that the traffic 
volumes warrant other capacity improvements to the roadway network and that such improvement be 
included in the Planning Study.  For example, the western corridor may necessitate the widening of I-64    
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from six lanes to eight.  KY 155 will need to be widened regardless of which alternative is selected, including 
the No Build.   It was also noted that one map that compares the traffic forecasts for each of the corridors be 
prepared and included in the study. 

Operational Analysis.  It was stated to the Project Team that the alternative that would attract the most traffic 
was analyzed for the operational analysis to address a “worst case” scenario.  This alternative corridor is the 
western options, which link Eastwood to Fisherville and is the corridor recommended to be carried forward.  
The operational analysis to date has included the merge and diverge analysis, including the vehicle density and 
LOS for the peak hours.   The analysis showed that the interchanges to the east and west of the proposed new 
interchange would not experience an adverse effect if a new interchange was constructed.  It was requested that 
Qk4 do the same analysis for the I-265/US 60 interchange to build the purpose and need for this project.  

Cost Estimates.  Preliminary cost estimates of the alignments were presented.  After initial review, it was agreed 
that they needed to be revised to included higher cost for the interchange and consider the bridges.   Qk4 will 
also prepare right-of-way and utility cost estimates.   

Follow-up and Next Steps.  A meeting will be held with Senator Denton and Representative Crimm the 
following week to discuss the status of the project.  (Note: at that meeting, it was requested that a meeting be 
held with the Eastwood Council to present our preliminary recommendations.  This meeting will most likely 
not occur until November 2007.) 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 11:30 a.m.  

 
END  OF  MINUTES   

 



Appendix I 
New I-64 Interchange and a Connector Road 

 
Summary of Key Person Interviews  

Interviews Conducted May–July 2006 
 
The bulleted items below in bold italic type are the talking points/questions used by the three 
interview teams to discuss the proposed project with the key persons interviewed. The text following 
each bulleted item is a summary of the comments received. The following paragraph is the project 
description provided to each key person interviewed.  

A new I-64 interchange is being proposed between the Gene Snyder Freeway (I-265, Exit 
19) and Simpsonville (KY 1848, Exit 28) in the vicinity of Gilliland Road, with a connector 
road extending from Taylorsville Road (KY 155/KY 148) in the south to Shelbyville Road 
(US 60) in the north. Gilliland Road is a reference point, and not a firm location. The 
preliminary typical section is a 4-lane divided roadway, probably on new alignment with 
restricted access; and includes provisions for bike lanes/pedestrian paths.   

 
• Before this meeting, did you know about this proposed project?  What did you hear?  

Most had at least heard of a project involving a new I-64 interchange, even if it was only 
mentioned in casual conversation. However, less than half were familiar with this specific study, 
and few knew of specific details. Some elected officials were very familiar with the project, and 
had been actively engaged in lobbying with colleagues for it.  
 

• Do you know of any sensitive land uses or environmental sites in the study area we 
ought to know about (e.g., USTs, abandoned dumps, family cemeteries, former 
homesteads, etc.)?  

Most were unaware of any specific sites. Some mentioned surface waters and wooded areas, 
the Floyds Fork park corridor, and other parks located outside the study area. One life-long 
resident suggested an area along Gilliland Road, between Eastwood and I-64, where the west 
side has property with potential connections to African American history, and the east side a 
church with African American connections.  
 

• What are the most important transportation issues and/or locations in this area that 
concern your constituents/your office?  
▫ Traffic congestion, especially on:  US 60; the I-265 interchanges at US 60, I-64, and KY 155; 

US 60 in the vicinity of Christian Academy; and US 60 when I-64 traffic is diverted onto it due 
to a traffic incident.  

▫ Emergency response access to the interstate, especially if I-64 is widened with a concrete 
median barrier.  [Currently, emergency response access to I-64 is only at the I-265 or KY 1848 
interchanges. A median barrier would prevent crossing over to the opposite lanes to render 
aid, and require traveling to the next interchange to turn around.]  

▫ Access to the major interstates for residents, businesses, and commercial truck traffic. As 
Bluegrass Industrial Park, other planned business/industrial parks, and subdivisions develop, 
additional interstate access will become critical.  

▫ Shelby County officials were concerned residents would not be afforded the opportunity to 
comment on the project.  

▫ Protect the rural character and view sheds of existing roadways, especially in Eastwood 
village area.  

▫ Use Context Sensitive Design (CSD).  
▫ Maintain the Eastwood village center as pedestrian oriented, and not route a connector road 

through it.  



▫ A good north-south roadway/corridor between Taylorsville Road and Shelbyville Road. 
Additional east-west connections may also be needed.  

 
• What do you think of, or have you heard about, traffic conditions on US 60, I-265, KY 

1848, and Taylorsville Road (KY 155/KY 148) in the study area?  
Heavy traffic congestion on all listed roads and their interchanges is already a concern and a 
growing problem. Frequent, if not daily, backups occur. US 60 and the interchanges at 
I-64/I-265 and I-265/US 60 were the most commonly mentioned problem areas. Shelby County 
officials did not perceive traffic flow on Shelby County roadways to be a problem, but 
acknowledged it is a problem/concern in Jefferson County.  
 

• Do you think new access to I-64 is needed in east Jefferson County?  Why or why not?  
Yes. Nine miles between interchanges is too long given the current extent of development. This 
is a rapidly growing area and will continue to grow. Improved access to the interstate system is 
needed to facilitate peoples’ access to employment, educational, healthcare, and retail centers 
in Louisville Metro and Shelbyville. Traffic congestion will only increase. Emergency responders 
need better access to I-64. Several stated the project is already ten years overdue.  
 

• If built, what should the road look like? / What design features should be considered?  
▫ Generally, no particular preference was expressed, other than visually pleasing and 

economical.  
▫ The proposed preliminary typical section seemed acceptable (i.e., 4-lane, restricted access, 

with pedestrian and bicycle considerations). A suggestion was made for a 3-lane rural arterial 
roadway, with a 45-mph speed limit; and enough right-of-way acquired for future improvement 
to a 5-lane.  

▫ Implement on new alignment, minimizing impacts to existing residential property, with access 
management to prevent drivers taking short cuts through residential neighborhoods.  

▫ Prefer an interchange design that encourages free flowing traffic movements rather than stop 
conditions.  

▫ Grass medians require additional maintenance efforts and costs.  
▫ Ensure interchange includes the capability for bicycle/pedestrian travel through the 

interchange (i.e., good transitioning).  
▫ Consult Louisville Metro’s new Streetscape Manual.  
▫ Consider bus stop accommodations (see the Streetscape Manual).  
 

• If this project were built, what are your biggest concerns?  
▫ Generally “none” with implementing the project itself. Funding and timing were the big 

concerns. Many people interviewed were concerned that any more delay in implementing the 
project would allow the area to continue developing, resulting in increased property, farm, 
and/or residential impacts, thereby generating higher implementation costs and potential 
public opposition.  

▫ Minimize residential dwelling impacts. Follow property lines as much as possible to avoid 
splitting properties and farms.  

▫ Shelby County officials were concerned that, if the project were implemented in Shelby County 
it would stimulate residential and commercial growth and development in far western Shelby 
County. Such growth would be contrary to their comprehensive land use plan and require 
services (i.e., fire, water, sewer, police) in an area the county is not yet prepared to provide.  

▫ Louisville Metro Planning and Design staff were concerned a change in the land’s rural 
character would occur, and encourage future development. They recommended no 
commercial property/development be permit in the new interchange area, and identifying 
village center locations relative to the new connector road.   



▫ Include provisions for traffic to/from new interstate interchange to have access to Eastwood 
(i.e., encourage commercial activity in the town).  

▫ Shelbyville Road could require major improvements with the increased traffic.  
 

• If no improvements are made, what do you think will happen in the next 10 to 20 years?  
The study area and surrounding area will continue to grow and develop, and traffic congestion 
will become even worse, especially on US 60 and Taylorsville Road. Extreme congestion could 
occur, jeopardizing the ability of the existing interchanges to function. The roads will become 
even more unsafe. The project will eventually have to be built. If not implemented now, then the 
project will subsequently encounter even more delay, which will result in increased property 
impacts and increased costs. In 10 to 20 years the area will be “completely built out,” with 
potentially a densely populated “Middletown like” area spanning the I-64 corridor, which would 
have no interstate access.  
 

• What kinds of transit services and facilities should be considered as part of this study?  
Why or why not?  

Most answered none at this time. Car pool/park-n-ride facilities were suggested as a 
consideration. Some stated transit/TARC service should be implemented on US 60 to Eastwood 
and any other activity center (e.g., Lake Forest). TARC representatives expressed an interest in 
the project because a north-south connector road linking Shelbyville and Taylorsville Roads 
would enable any bus service to use the connector to make a loop route.  
 

• Do you know any other individuals/groups that we should contact about this project?  
Drive Smart US 60 Corridor Team 
KIPDA  RTC 
Doug Yates, President, Eastwood Village Council  
Deb Godshaw, President, Eastwood Neighborhood Association 
Eastwood Village Association 
Derbyshire neighborhood association  
Heidi Sanner, a property owner south of I-64  
MSD  
Louisville Water Company  
Spencer County officials  
 

• List the most important goals for this corridor:  
▫ Reduce traffic congestion. 
▫ Improve local access to the interstate and major roadways.  
▫ Improve safety.  
▫ Improve emergency response times.  
▫ Economical roadway/alignment that minimizes property impacts.  
▫ Implement quickly, or preserve an alignment corridor for implementation.  
 
 

Discussion Notes:  
The majority of key persons interviewed preferred the new interchange and connector road be 
located in Jefferson County. A few initially expressed a preference for the project to be located near 
Gilliland Road (west side of Eastwood). However, a subsequent examination of the existing 
constraints near Gilliland Road convinced them a location east of Eastwood and west of the county 
line was more feasible.  
 
Louisville Metro Planning and Design staff recommended consulting the recent draft of Eastwood 
Village Transportation Planning Study, dated January 2006 by Quest Engineers, Inc.  
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SUMMARY  OF  COMMENT  FORMS 
Public  Information  Meeting 

New  I-64  Interchange with  a  Connector  Road 
Jefferson  and  Shelby  Counties 

KYTC  Item  No. 5-8200 
 

August 29, 2006 
Highview Baptist Church (East Campus) 

 
This first public information meeting was conducted to (1) inform the public of the alternatives planning 
study for a new I-64 interchange with a connector road and the issues associated with it; and (2) to 
receive their input/comments concerning the need for a new interchange, their transportation 
concerns, problems to correct, issues to consider, and potential constraints. Citizens were provided a 
handout consisting of:  a project fact sheet with the purpose of the study, draft project goals, and an 
aerial photograph of the project study area to retain; and a comment form to submit; and the District 5 
point of contact for additional information on both.  

A staffed information table with a sign-in sheet was present at the entrance, and the handout/comment 
forms distributed to attendees. The meeting was conducted from 6:00-8:00 pm, with about a 
15-minute formal presentation followed by an open house type format with work groups. No formal 
oral comments were recorded or documented. Several tables were prepared with three exhibits of the 
study area (aerial photograph, topographical map with the environmental footprint, and traffic, level of 
service, and crash data). Ten staff members from KYTC and Qk4 were available, stationed at each 
table to answer questions, elicit comments/discussion, and encourage citizens to annotate on the 
maps critical areas and potential interchange and connector locations. At the table work groups, much 
discussion of potential interchange and connector road locations occurred, and a few drew 
preferences on the exhibits. Any alternatives indicated on the exhibits were incorporated into the 
alternative corridors considered by the project team. All attendees were asked to complete a comment 
form and either submit it at the meeting, or return it in the postage-paid envelop provided. Sixty-nine 
(69) people attended the meeting and signed the sign-in sheet. The pre-printed comment forms were 
returned by 20 people (one submitted with no name or address), and several other people telephoned 
or emailed the District 5 office to express their opinion and concerns. Summaries and representative 
statements of the comments received are presented below, with the number of times stated in 
parentheses. Text in brackets was inserted for clarity.  
 
1. How did you hear about this public meeting?  

Newspaper 7 TV 0 Friend/Family 8 Do Not Recall 1 
Letter 0 Radio 0 Elected Official 1   
Flyer 0 Meeting 1 Other 4   

 
2. Do you feel there are problems with study area roadways that should be addressed with this 

project?   (i.e., I-64, US 60, Taylorsville Road, other north-south or east-west roads)  
Yes   16       No   4  (Note:  2 “no” voters also checked “yes” to question #3; indicated a 

positive benefit to question #4; and, for question #6, one provided a 
preferred location, the other stated start now.)   

 If “yes”, please describe the problem, any specific locations, and types of improvements 
you feel are needed.   (Use provided map if necessary to clarify your response.)  
• “The only solutions for relieving Taylorsville Rd traffic are widening or a direct connection to 

I-64. The most direct route is on new alignment from the KY 155/KY 148 intersection to I-64. No 
development currently along such a route.” [Person drew 2 possible alignments on map. From 
about KY 155/KY 148 intersection, due north to I-64 along west bank of Floyds Fork. From just 
east of C/L, due south to Taylorsville Lake Road/KY 155. Both alignments terminated at I-64, 
with no connector road north of I-64.]  
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• Traffic on KY 155/KY 148 “has increased greatly. [If it continues to increase, then] it may come 
to a standstill.” “We need a connector road between US 60 and KY 155.”  

• Westbound US 60 to southbound I-265 “in morning takes forever.”  
• Eastbound US 60 at I-265, the two traffic lights need to be timed properly to permit traffic to flow 

through them.  
• I-265 northbound at US 60 exit “backs up past Taylorsville Rd in morning.”  
• US 60 at Lake Forest “is too heavy with traffic” during Christian Academy school hours.  
• “I [travel] from Long Run Rd during rush hour. The amount of traffic is unbelievably heavy.” An 

accident on I-64 diverts traffic onto US 60. “US 60 is too narrow for semi’s.”  
•  US 60 and KY 155/KY 148 are too narrow.  
• Eastwood-Fisherville Rd [KY 1531] is inadequate to handle traffic. Railroad trestle at south end 

is one-lane.  
• Traffic congestion at I-265 intersections with I-64, US 60, and KY 155.  
• “The backup [from Spencer Co traffic on Taylorsville Lake Rd/KY 155] has gone over 2-miles 

trying to get through the Fisherville light [i.e., KY 155/KY 148 intersection], and it is extremely 
dangerous for people trying to turn left from KY 148 to KY 155 at the [traffic] light.  …frequently 
going around drivers on the right shoulder at the light to get around people trying to turn left.”  

• Wants two new I-64 interchanges:  Clark Station and Gilliland Road.  
• Existing roads are not wide enough.  
• “Shelbyville Road in Eastwood is extremely congested and would benefit from having another 

on/off ramp to I-64. New subdivisions and businesses continue to go up in area, and being able 
to move traffic safely onto the interstate is critical.”   

• “US 60 needs to be four-lane all the way to Shelbyville. …traffic is getting more congested all 
the time….”  

• Too congested on I-64 ramps to I-265, and US 60 through Eastwood.  
• A new I-64 interchange “seems to be logical due to all of the development in this area.”  
• “This interchange would open up a large rural area of existing substandard roads….” and 

“…would duplicate the public safety nightmare that the Blakenbaker Pkwy interchange created 
for our neighborhood.”  

 
3. Do you think new access to I-64 is needed in eastern Jefferson County?  

Yes   14       No   5  (Note.  one “no” voter filled comment section with several sentences 
stating interchange was badly needed, long overdue, and explained 
why needed.)   

 Please explain why or why not.  
• Taylorsville Rd needs relief from Spencer County traffic. (3X)  
• Yes, to relieve traffic congestion.  (7X) 
• When accidents on I-64 or I-265 divert traffic onto other roadways, they cause extreme 

congestion and backups on the smaller roads. (3X)  
• It would disperse some of the load off [I-265] intersections with I-64, US 60, and KY 155.  
• I take KY 148 [east] to Veechdale Road to access I-64 to avoid congestion at intersections 

above [i.e., I-265 at I-64, US 60, and KY 155].  
• Improve fire and emergency response times, and safety. (2X) 
• Relieve traffic on US 60 and at I-265 interchange.  (3X)  
• Yes. Traffic flow is now at a bottleneck during peak hours … it is getting worse all the time.  

…an interchange would help relieve this problem.”  
• “…should have been done ten years ago.”  
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• “It will only encourage more sprawled growth….”  
• “Would conflict with Greater Louisville Project Report … weaken our urban core … population is 

not growing…. Has Qk4 or state transportation received growth readiness training from state?”  
• “Your projected traffic figures are outdated & inaccurate. The study area is not being developed 

at a rate of 4.84 houses/acre. Current subdivisions are not as dense as you project. Mayor 
Abramson [and EPA have] funded [studies] of how to maintain rural nature of this area. Much of 
this land planned for parks & habitat.”  

 
4. How would a new interchange with a connector road positively or negatively affect 

communities in or near the study area?  
• “I’m for the development and better access this connector would create.”  
• It would help reduce traffic congestion on other roads (US 60, KY 155).  (3X) 
• “Derbyshire [Estates] is very concerned about any increase in traffic on Eastwood-Fisherville 

Road without major improvements. We have had a resident die on this road, which is too 
narrow to allow vehicle to safely pass in spots, has poor sight-lines, tight blind curves, and 
shoulders that drop off. The railroad underpass is narrow, and creates a blind driving situation 
….”  [from Board member, Derbyshire Estates Property Owners Assoc.]  

• Positively. Get more people and businesses in our end of town if they have better access to 
main roads.  (2X)  

• Positive [impact].  
• Help make roads safer.  
• Improved access and interchange are needed, but limit/restrict/prohibit commercial 

development around new interchange and intersections. (3X)  
• “Residents in the area are already negatively impacted … because of the lack of insight by 

Planning & Zoning in Jefferson County.” If project implemented, then heavy restrictions on 
commercial development are needed to prevent creating more Hurstbourne Lane or 
Blakenbaker interchange areas.  

• “…negatively affect the area by creating more sprawled development…” and cause “higher 
taxes for the county residents…” (2X)  

• “It would destroy our rural character….”  
• “Negative impact for local planning & zoning Floyds Fork Development Review Overlay.”  
• “…would open more areas to development. There is way too much now. We need protected 

areas for wildlife.”  
 
5. Are there areas or sites in the study area we should avoid (e.g., natural areas or habitats, 

recreational areas, historic or cultural sites, hazardous materials sites, scenic areas, 
viewsheds), or any additional environmental issues we need to address?  Please identify 
and explain why.   
• “Build the road and let God sort out the rest.”  
• “No, because no consideration is made to the natural areas when they build these huge 

subdivisions.”  
• Eastwood and the Eastwood Village area plan. Minimize any potential traffic problems in 

Eastwood area.  
• KY 148:  floodplain, railroad, waterline, Brush Run Creek.  
• Floyds Fork watershed/corridor.  (8X)  
• Cemetery at entrance to Shakes Run.  
• “…devastating impact on the Black Acre Nature Preserve.”  
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• Karst area. Non-point source water pollution runoff into Floyds Fork and tributaries. Habitat for 
hundreds of species of birds and animals. Slave cemeteries on some farms. Current agricultural 
activities will be destroyed by noise, traffic, light and air pollution if new interchange built.  

 
6. Additional Comments.  

• Great if a connector road between US 60 and KY 155 could be built both west and east of I-265.  
• Connector road from KY 155, Taylorsville Lake Road [i.e., KY 155/KY 148 intersection] north 

through Echo Trail corridor would be easiest and quick to build.  
• Locate interchange east of Eastwood (i.e., Hobbs Ln or Clark Station Rd). Respect provisions of 

Eastwood Village plan to protect village character. Topography and low residential densities 
near C/L are more attractive. [Person submitted copies of Eastwood plan pages.]  

• “The roadway change is already way overdue.”  “… the traffic problems need to be addressed.” 
“…the I-64 exchange that is so needed.”  

• “Put the I-64 interchange at Hobbs Station or Gilliland by the firehouse.”  
• “Extend Taylorsville Lake Road at KY 155/KY 148 across railroad, thru park area of Floyds 

Fork, to new I-64 exchange.”  
• Locate interchange further east, around Clark Station Road. Would benefit Shelby County 

traffic. If interchange at Gilliland Rd, then it would draw heavy trucks, which would drive to 
Floyds Fork or US 60 at Eastwood.  

• Gilliland already improved, and it would be easier to develop into an exchange.  (2X)  
• Connection from KY 148/KY 155 [intersection traffic] light to Echo Trail would allow Spencer Co 

residents direct access to I-64 taking pressure off I-265 intersections at Taylorsville Rd [KY 155] 
and I-64.  

• Include Spencer County in planning. [because a lot of traffic from Spencer Co and limited routes 
into Jefferson County]  

• “We need this to go ahead and get started!!!”  
• Locate the interchange east of Eastwood.  
• Use the Eastwood-Fisherville Road because it “empties into the heart of Eastwood and would 

provide the best access off Shelbyville Road.”  “The sooner the better for this project. 
Eastwood-Fisherville Rd needs to be widened….”  

• “A major consideration [for new interchange location] should be made for fire departments and 
emergency vehicles. …great need for … quicker response between Middletown and 
Simpsonville on I-64….” Suggests new interchange and connector road on county line.  

• “More development, including roads, in this area is not good for Louisville Metro … serving only 
to deflate property values elsewhere … more roads will not help fire and rescue teams … the 
less development … the faster and less hindered by traffic their responses will be.”  

• “Please invite the public, association, to more meetings on this interchange. No connector road 
route was shown at the public meeting. Sprawl costs….”  

• “Shelbyville Rd, I-64, Bardstown Rd, & the Gene Snyder carry through traffic for the area [and] 
should continue to do so, widening as necessary. We … do not want urban sprawl…. 2-lane 
roads with tree canopies are a signature of this area. Busy highway should be kept where they 
are; we don’t want to create new ones.”  

• “You need a copy of the Floyds Fork Management Plan 1981.”  
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SUMMARY  OF  COMMENT  FORMS 
Public  Information  Meeting 

New  I-64  Interchange with  a  Connector  Road 
Jefferson  and  Shelby  Counties 

KYTC  Item  No. 5-8200 
 

June 26, 2007 
Highview Baptist Church (East Campus) 

 
This second public information meeting was conducted to (1) inform the public of the alternatives 
planning study for a new I-64 interchange with a connector road in eastern Jefferson County (2) to 
receive their input/comments about possible location options. Citizens were provided a handout 
consisting of a project fact sheet with the purpose of the study, draft project goals, and an aerial 
photograph of the project study area with proposed alignments and a comment form to submit; and 
the District 5 point of contact for additional information on both.  

A staffed information table with a sign-in sheet was present at the entrance, and the handout/comment 
forms distributed to attendees. The meeting was conducted from 6:00-8:00 pm, with about a 
15-minute formal presentation followed by an open house type format with work groups.  Several 
tables were prepared with an exhibit of the possible build alternative locations.  Staff members from 
KYTC and Qk4 were available, stationed at each table to answer questions, and elicit 
comments/discussion. 
 
Eighty nine (89) people attended the meeting and signed the sign-in sheet. The pre-printed comment 
forms were returned by 44 people, and several other people telephoned, faxed, or emailed the District 
5 office. Summaries and representative statements of the comments received are presented below, 
with the number of times stated in parentheses. 
 
In summary, of the alternatives recommended to be carried forward the comments disliked the 
western options (i.e., “1”/”2” and “7”/”4”) 44 to 19 over the eastern options (27, 28, 9 and 10), and they 
liked the eastern options slightly more then the western options (i.e. 22 comments versus 17). 
 
1. How did you hear about this public meeting?  

Newspaper 9 TV 1 Friend/Family 19   
Letter 3 Radio 0 Elected Official 9   
Flyer 0 Meeting 1 Other 10   

 
2. Do you feel there are problems with study area roadways that this project should address?   

(i.e., I-64, US 60, Taylorsville Road, other north-south or east-west roads)  
Yes   34       No   8     

 If “yes”, please describe the problem, any specific locations, and types of improvements 
you feel are needed.   (Use provided map if necessary to clarify your response.)  
• Traffic growth in area due to development  (4x) 
• Taylorsville Road should be four lanes between I-265 and KY 155  (2x) 
• Taylorsville Road from 155 to the Gene Snyder Freeway is a mess of traffic  (2x) 
• Traffic coming out of Spencer and Shelby Counties utilizing 155 and 148  (2x) 
• Fisherville Road is in dire need of repair/reconstruction and cannot handle the influx of vehicles 

due to ongoing development and expansion in the area  (2X) 
• I-265 and US 60 Intersection is in desperate need of re-configuration  (2x) 
• Fisherville Road has poor access for emergency vehicles 
• Many of the roads are unsafe, narrow, curvy and unmarked 
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• US 60 from Eastwood cut-off to County Line Road should be four lanes 
• Traffic at the Highway 155 and Highway 148 intersection 
 

3. Do you think new access to I-64 is needed in eastern Jefferson County?  

Yes   34       No   10  

 Please explain why? 
• Congestion/Traffic  (18x) 
• Growth/Development  (6x) 
• There is no access to I-64 between I-265 and Simpsonville  (2x) 
• Poor access for emergency vehicles  (2x)  
• Exit 28 and Gene Snyder Freeway are separate 

Please explain why not? 
• There is already adequate access  (4x) 
• Adding another access road would displace whole neighborhoods 

 
4. Which alternative corridor segments/new interchange location do you prefer?  Why? 

• 27, 28, 9, 10  (16x) - More efficient emergency service; Less impact on communities; Less 
impact on existing development; Preserves the historic community; Alleviates traffic; Repairs 
Fisherville Road in the process; Preserves Floyd’s Fork; Prevents traffic from going thru 
Eastwood to access main roads  

• 1, 2, 4  (10x) - Convenient access to the Parks; Least expensive; Helps Spencer county 
economy; Quickest plan/project to complete; No noise wall/barrier is necessary; Less impact on 
communities; Avoids shopping center project developing at location 10  

• East is where any new Road projects should go  (7x) - East is where the growth and 
development is   

• 1,3,9,10  (3x) - Reduces congestion; Reduces environmental impact on Floyd’s Fork; Less 
impact on community; Direct route to 155; Preserves “Historic Eastwood”; Provides access to 
areas with limited access providing potential for any future development  

• None  (3x) - Disturbs and destroys a peaceful, rural, two-lane road area 
• 1,2,5,6,7  (2x) - Most direct alternative; Least expensive; Improved access to Parks; Less 

impact on communities 
• 1,3,8,6,7 - Less impact on Floyd’s Fork 
• 12 (or) 19 - Relieves Eastwood’s ‘bottleneck’ traffic  
• 1, 2 (or 3), 4 - Addresses the most traffic 
• 28 -  
• 28, 9, 10 – Less residential impact; Less impact on Floyd’s Fork 
• 28, 13, 12 – Maintains Eastwood’s rural identity 
• 25, 18, 19, 20 – Less impact on property owners and streams 
• 1, 3, 12, 20 – Less impact on property owners 
• 1, 2 – Less impact on Floyd’s Fork 
• Which ever one can be finished in the shortest amount of time 

 
5. Which alternative corridor segments/new interchange location do you dislike?  Why?   

• All of the Western Alternatives  (8x) - Negative impact on Floyd’s Fork; Negative impact on 
residential 

• 27, 28  (5x) - Expensive; #27 goes off of a 30’ cliff at Taylorsville Road; Creates more traffic 
congestion; Negative impact on personal property; Negative impact on Floyd’s Fork 
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• 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8  (5x) - Negative impact on Floyd’s Fork; Negative impact on the Historic 
District; No positive impact on traffic  

• 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7  (3x) - Negative impact on Floyd’s Fork  
• 27, 28, 9, 10  (2x) - Negative impact on the community; Longer and full of dangerous curves; No 

positive impact on traffic 
• 1, 2, 4  (2x) - Too residential; Negative impact on Floyd’s Fork  
• 2, 4, 5  (2x) - No positive impact on traffic, Does not help limited access communities  
• 2, 4, 5, 6, 7  (2x) - Divides community; Limits access to Parks and Floyd’s Fork  
• 9, 10 - Negative impact on the Historic District of Eastwood 
• 9, 14 – Needs to be more direct 
• 1, 2, 5, 6, 7 - Negative impact on the Historic Districts; Negative impact on the community 
• 28, 10, 24 – Safety concern for an interchange on a two lane road  
• 1, 2, 4, 5, 6 – Does not resolve traffic congestion; Negative impact on Floyd’s Fork, Fisherville 

Road repair problems would still need to be addressed with another project; Limits the 
Eastwood community from the Parks 

• 8, 9 – Goes right thru personal property 
• 27, 28, 9, 14, 10 – Most expensive, Forces 155 traffic to make unnecessary turn  
• 1, 2, 4, 5 – Negative impact on Floyd’s Fork  
• 8, 6, 7, - No positive impact on traffic  
• 1, 3, 9, 14, 7 – Negative impact on the community; Longer and full of dangerous curves  
• 1, 3, 9, 10 - Negative impact on the community; Longer and full of dangerous curves 
• 27, 28, 9, 14, 7 - Negative impact on the community; Longer and full of dangerous curves 
• 14, 10 – Negative impact on Eastwood Village 
• 2, 5, 6 – No positive impact on traffic 
• 1, 2, 5 – Too residential 
• 1, 3, 8 – Too residential 
• 1, 3, 9 – Too residential 
• 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8 – Unnecessary destruction to the neighborhoods  
• All of the alternatives – Destruction to the neighborhoods  
• All of the Eastern Alternatives – Too far east to help  

 
6. Additional Comments.  

• Preserve Floyd’s Fork  (13x) 
• The proposed routes would uproot several households  (7x) 
• The sooner the better  (6x) 
• US 60 will have to be widened at Eastwood if more traffic is created by an interchange  (6x) 
• Poor notification of the Public Meeting/Project  (6x) 
• Shelbyville Road and Taylorsville Road should be widened as appropriate joining the new 

interchange road  (5x) 
• Please keep these roads rural design (no curb and gutter, fully shielded lights) (2x) 
• Put flyovers at US 60/ 265, 155/265, this would reduce waiting.  155/148 take out the light and 

this would move traffic on to the new four lane 155 
• Please include walkways, bike paths and crossing lights  
• The 148/155 intersection would benefit greatly if it were designed as a true intersection rather 

than the ‘T’ design 
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• Make two left turn lanes or a cloverleaf and six lane freeway north and south between I-64 and 
US 60 

• There is an illegal landfill with unknown toxic waste in the area of 8 and 9 
• If Alternative 1 is chosen a bridge over the railroad is preferred over a crossing 
• Emergency vehicles response time can be improved by adding Emergency lanes on I-64 and 

Gene Snyder Freeway 
• Someone that lives in the area should design the new interchange 
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Coommmmoonnlyy  Usseedd  AAbbbbrreviiatioonns  anndd  thheirr  DDeessccrriippttiioonnss  
 

ADT Average Daily Traffic  Without any adjustment 
DHV Design Hour Volume 30th highest hour of a year
ESAL Estimated Single Axle Load A measure of traffic’s impact on roadway 
%T Truck Percentage   The percentage trucks to total volume 
FC  Functional Class   Refers to a road’s importance 
GR  Growth Rate  A value normally compounded annually 
PHF Peak Hour Factor  Considers a 15 minute spike in an hourly count 
K-Factor K-30th hour Factor  DHV divided by ADT (DHV/ADT) 
D-Factor Directional Factor  Percentage of dominant flow to total 
MP Mile Point  Miles increase easterly and northerly 
ATR Automatic Traffic Recorder  A permanent & continuous recording station 
KYSTM Kentucky Statewide Model A computerized representation of KY roads 
 
KIPDA Kentucky-Indiana Planning Development Agency 
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TTrraaffffiicc  FFoorreeccaasstt  EExxeeccuuttiivvee  SSuummmmaarryy  
Jeffeerrsoon  CCounnttyy::    GGiillliillandd  IInnteerrchaanngge  Annalyysiiss    

IItteemm  NNoo..  0055--88220000..0000  

FORECAST SUMMARY 
Traffic forecasts were developed to analyze traffic movements along roads in the vicinity of a 
proposed interchange in Jefferson County, Kentucky.  Bounded by I-265 to the west, US 60 
to the north, KY 155 to the south, and the Simpsonville interchange to the east, three different 
locations were studied for a new interchange on I-64.  The Gilliland Interchange project 
analyzed, three general routes (see Figure 2) initially called West (W), Center (C), and East 
(E).  As the project developed, alternate routes were created that blended the original 
segments into routes that varied from incomplete to complete linkages between US 60 and 
KY 155.  This traffic forecast estimated 2006 and 2030 ADT volumes on the adjacent roads, 
for each alternative.  For alternative #4, ADT and DHV turn movements at the interchange 
were estimated for 2006 and 2030 (See appendix C).  Finally, truck percentages were 
estimated for alternative #4 as well.  ESALs were not requested at this time. 
 
Appendix A references the segment labels shown in Figure 2 and summarizes 2006 or 2030 
segment volumes for each alternative.  To further clarify each analyzed alternative, the use of 
color at the top of each column as well as in the lower half of each table corresponds to the 
final analyzed route link.  Yellow routes only considered a link between US 60 and I-64.  All 
other alternatives expanded from one of these initial routes.  Appendix B is a continuation of 
appendix A, but compares the change in the existing road segment volume for each alternate 
to the segment’s no-build volume. 

BASE-YEAR VOLUMES 
The 2006 base-year traffic volumes for this forecast were developed using historical daily 
traffic counts at stations maintained by the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, as well as a 
statewide traffic demand model (KYSTM).  The study area in the KYSTM was calibrated to 
no more than 20% error; using 34 count stations in or near the area (see Figure 3).  Because 
of its significance, I-64 was modeled within 3% error for the section between Simpsonville 
and I-265.  Overall, the model captured 85% of the total traffic counted at stations within the 
study area.  The difference is due to the limited ability of models to capture very short trips.  
A model maintained by KIPDA of Jefferson and Oldham County did not include the 
Simpsonville interchange in Shelby County and therefore, could not be used.  Output from 
the KIDPA model was compared to the KYSTM.  The results from the KYSTM better 
matched ADTs from count station records.  For the purpose of this forecast the proposed 
widening of I-64 was not considered in the base-year. 

2030 DESIGN YEAR VOLUMES/ GROWTH FACTORS 
The 2030 design year traffic volumes were determined using long term growth factors to 
assign traffic volumes for each road segment.  Once base-year volumes were synthesized for 
the build scenarios, estimated traffic and truck volumes were then grown to obtain 2030 
design year volumes.   
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The KYSTM and KIPDA models were initially considered to estimate future volumes, 
however the simulated annual growth rates (1.0-2.0%) were much lower than the observed 
growth rates from the count station data.  Based on discussions with Planning and Zoning, 
this area in Jefferson County is rapidly developing.  Further, the Kentucky Data Center 
predicts that Spencer County will grow at a rate of 3.5% in total.  Annual growth rates along 
KY 155 (Taylorsville Road) are on a 7% trend, suggesting growth in Spencer County to be 
concentrated adjacent to Louisville.  Thus, the final growth rates were based on the historical 
data trend of each count station.  For the purpose of this forecast, future volumes were 
determined by analyzing each count station and applying a linear or exponential trend to that 
area.  As a result, annualized growth rates for each segment ranged from 2.6 to 6.8%, but 
with an overall growth rate of less than 3%.   The growth rate of each segment is summarized 
on the tables contained in appendix A and appendix B. 

DESIGN HOUR FACTORS 
DHVs were taken from data maintained by the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet at various 
permanent traffic count stations on similar functional class roads.  These data were further 
refined using matrix manipulation and considered the trend toward lower peak hour volumes 
as a percentage of the ADT.  K-factors of 9.5-10.2% were used for AM design hour and 
10.9-11.0% for PM design hour. 

TRUCK PERCENTAGES
Truck percentages used in this report relied on existing class counts at 24 locations along the 
main corridors within the study area.  From 1992 to 2007, truck percentages along I-64 and I-
265 have been declining, so trucks in the area were studied as a function of volume instead.  
Once volumes were identified, truck movements were analyzed separately to develop count 
estimates on each of the proposed interchange ramps.  In 2006, US 60 carried 9-14% trucks, 
I-65 carried 15-19%, I-265 carried 11-14% and KY 155 carried 7-13%.  The variances in 
truck percentages were principally due to the presence of car volumes and to a lesser extent 
variations in truck volume.  In the vicinity of the proposed interchange, truck percentages 
were estimated to be about 15%, except for the connector to KY 155 which was estimated at 
10%.  Studies of truck traffic in Kentucky indicated a truck percent growth rate of 2.5% for 
rural interstates; however, the urban interstate rate of 2.0% was used in this forecast due to its 
proximity to Louisville. 

ESALs 
ESALs were not requested to be a part of this forecast. 

TURN MOVEMENTS 
At the direction of the project’s consultant, route Wa-Wb-Cc-Cd (Alternative #4) was chosen 
for the purpose of developing turn movements (see Appendix C).  This route developed the 
greatest volumes, based on the KYSTM simulations.   
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Figure 2. Study Area 
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Figure 3: Count Station Locations 
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Volume Summaries for Route Alternates 
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Differences in No-Build and Build Alternate Volumes 
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Interchange Turn Movements 
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Item
4-2-1 7-6-5-2-1 7-6-8-3-1 7-6-8-28-27 7-14-9-3-1 7-14-9-28-27 10-9-3-1 10-9-28-27

Clearing and Grubbing $99,500 $103,230 $104,470 $129,000 $112,000 $136,000 $111,600 $134,850
Mobilization $950,000 $930,000 $900,000 $1,000,000 $1,010,000 $1,130,000 $964,000 $1,136,000
Demobilization $475,000 $465,000 $450,000 $500,000 $505,000 $565,000 $482,000 $568,000
Roadway Excavation/Embankment in Place $8,000,000 $7,000,000 $5,700,000 $10,250,000 $9,000,000 $9,750,000 $7,500,000 $10,050,000
Subgrade (6") $583,408 $606,256 $612,640 $757,736 $658,056 $798,952 $651,056 $791,896
Fabric for Separation $217,196 $225,687 $228,063 $282,090 $244,989 $297,440 $242,372 $294,809
Aggregate Base Course (12") $1,407,210 $1,462,230 $1,477,630 $1,827,700 $1,587,250 $1,927,100 $1,570,310 $1,910,090
Hot-Mix Asphalt $1,868,759 $1,941,773 $1,962,155 $2,427,006 $2,107,731 $2,559,102 $2,085,350 $2,536,334
Curb & Gutter $1,354,000 $1,406,880 $1,421,680 $1,758,480 $1,527,200 $1,854,160 $1,510,880 $1,837,760
5' pedestrian sidewalk $304,650 $316,548 $319,878 $395,658 $343,620 $417,186 $339,948 $413,496
10' multi-use $592,375 $615,510 $621,985 $769,335 $668,150 $811,195 $661,010 $804,020
Staking $237,500 $232,500 $225,000 $250,000 $252,500 $282,500 $241,000 $284,000
Minor Drainage $337,050 $349,650 $353,850 $436,800 $380,100 $460,950 $378,000 $456,750
Major Drainage $417,300 $432,900 $438,100 $540,800 $470,600 $570,700 $468,000 $565,500
Maintenance of Traffic $337,050 $349,650 $353,850 $436,800 $380,100 $460,950 $378,000 $456,750
Miscellaneous Roadway Items $1,011,150 $1,048,950 $1,061,550 $1,310,400 $1,140,300 $1,382,850 $1,134,000 $1,370,250
Erosion Control $256,800 $266,400 $269,600 $332,800 $289,600 $351,200 $288,000 $348,000
Bridge (Floyds Fork) $2,950,000 $2,950,000 $2,950,000 $0 $2,900,000 $0 $2,900,000 $0
Bridge (Brush Run) $0 $0 $0 $1,300,000 $0 $1,300,000 $0 $1,300,000
Bridge (Long Run) $0 $0 $0 $2,750,000 $0 $2,800,000 $0 $2,700,000
Railroad Crossing (KY 148) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Railroad Crossing (KY 155) $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000
I-64 interchange $9,900,000 $9,900,000 $9,900,000 $9,900,000 $9,900,000 $9,900,000 $9,900,000 $9,900,000

Subtotal $33,298,947 $32,603,164 $31,350,451 $37,354,605 $35,477,196 $39,755,285 $33,805,525 $39,858,504

Contengencies (20%) $6,659,789 $6,520,633 $6,270,090 $7,470,921 $7,095,439 $7,951,057 $6,761,105 $7,971,701

Construction Sub-Total $39,958,736 $39,123,796 $37,620,541 $44,825,526 $42,572,635 $47,706,341 $40,566,630 $47,830,205

Right of Way $6,000,000 $7,550,000 $6,250,000 $7,700,000 $6,600,000 $7,950,000 $6,450,000 $7,850,000
Utilities $1,345,000 $1,645,000 $1,195,400 $1,487,500 $902,500 $1,405,000 $887,500 $1,480,000
Design & Environmental (10% Const.) $4,000,000 $3,910,000 $3,760,000 $4,720,000 $4,260,000 $4,770,000 $4,060,000 $4,780,000

Total Preliminary Costs $51,303,736 $52,228,796 $48,825,941 $58,733,026 $54,335,135 $61,831,341 $51,964,130 $61,940,205

APPENDIX O

Alignment Combination Options

PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES (2007 DOLLARS)
I-64 INTERCHANGE STUDY

WESTERN CORRIDOR OF ALTERNATIVES




