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Figure 4.06-2 US 150 Final PM LOS

2. SR 62/64

Of the three alternatives proposed for the SR 62/64, the Single Point Urban Interchange
alternative operates the best. With the diamond interchange expansion and the loop ramp
alternative there are still intersections at the interchange that operate at LOS F. No
intersections with the Single Point Urban Interchange alternative operate at LOS F. If this
option is selected, it will require complete reconstruction of the SR 64 and I-64 interchange.

During the AM peak-hour all intersections operate at LOS C or better with the exception of
the central SPUI intersection which operates at LOS D. The maximum queues observed in
Synchro modeling is 970 feet in the southbound lanes on SR 64 at the Center SPUI
intersection. These queues are significantly less that any of the other alternatives.

The operations during the PM peak-hour are slightly worse. The central SPUI intersection
continues to operate at LOS D, but with less queuing than during the AM peak-hour. The
intersections of SR 64/Tunnel Hill Road and SR 62/Yenowine Lane also operate at LOS D
during the PM peak-hour. The maximum queues observed in Synchro modeling are 980
feet on the westbound 1-64 off-ramp. These queues are shorter than the other alternatives
modeled. Table 4.06-4 shows the operations of the SR 62/64 study area with the
improvements recommended in the SPUI alternate.
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Intersection Operations
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Overall LOS F Overall LOS F
Location Intersection Ops ' Movement(s) | Intersection Ops = Movement(s)

SR 62 and Yenowine Lane LOS C LOS D
SR 62 and Corydon Ridge Road LOS B LOS A
SR 62 and Corydon Pike LOS B LOS B
SR 62 and South SPUI Intersection LOS A LOS B
SR 62 and Central SPUI Intersection LOS D LOS D
SR 62 and North SPUI Intersection LOS A LOS C
SR 64 and West Knable Road LOS A LOS A
SR 64 and Tunnel Hill Road LOS C LOS D
SR 64 and Edwardsville-Galena Road LOS A LOS B
SR 64 and Oaks Road LOS B LOS B
SR 64 and Henriott Road/Baylor LOS B LOS A
Wissman Road
Note: NBL = Northbound Left NBT = Northbound Through NBR = Northbound Right

SBL = Southbound Left SBT = Southbound Through SBR = Southbound Right

EBL = Eastbound Left EBT = Eastbound Through EBR = Eastbound Right

WBL = Westbound Left WBT = Westbound Through WBR = Westbound Right
Table 4.06-4 Final Intersection Operations from Synchro/SimTraffic along SR 62/64 with the

SPUI Alternative

Figure 4.06-3 shows a summary of the AM traffic operations if all of the improvements are
made. Figure 4.06-4 shows a summary of the PM traffic operations if all of the improvements

are made.
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Figure 4.06-4 SR 62/64 SPUI Final PM LOS

3. County Line Road

The proposed improvements on Grant Line Road will allow both intersections in the County
Line Road study area to operate acceptability in the future. Both intersections operate at
LOS B or better during both peak periods. There are no major queuing concerns in this

study area.
Intersection Operations
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Overall LOS F Overall LOS F
Location Intersection Ops = Movement(s) | Intersection Ops | Movement(s)

County Line Road and Charlestown LOS A LOS A
Road
Grant Line Road and Chapel Lane LOS B LOS A
Note: NBL = Northbound Left NBT = Northbound Through NBR = Northbound Right

SBL = Southbound Left SBT = Southbound Through SBR = Southbound Right

EBL = Eastbound Left EBT = Eastbound Through EBR = Eastbound Right

WBL = Westbound Left WBT = Westbound Through WBR = Westbound Right
Table 4.06-5 Final Intersection Operations from Synchro/SimTraffic along County Line

Road

Detailed improvement traffic modeling results are located in Appendix B.
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Floyd County Thoroughfare Plan Section 5-Implementation and Next Steps

5.01 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Three public information meetings were held during the development of the Floyd County Thoroughfare
Plan. The meetings were held to inform the public about the status of the Thoroughfare Plan and to
solicit public comment. Welcome sheets and public comment summaries for the three public
information meetings are located in Appendix E.

A. Public Information Meeting Held March 7, 2007

The first public information meeting was held on March 7, 2007. The goals of the first meeting were to
define the thoroughfare plan, present an overview of the study process, show an anticipated timeline,
and present the needs that were identified as part of this plan. To illustrate the needs, the results of the
existing conditions and future no-build traffic operations modeling were presented.

Public comments received at this meeting generally agreed that there are legitimate needs for
improvement. One commenter pointed out that Floyd County is using a road system originally laid out
in the early 1900’s, and that increasing the connectivity of the existing roadways may ultimately improve
intersection operations at the busiest locations.

B. Public Information Meeting Held May 1, 2007

The second public information meeting was held on May 1, 2007. The goals of the second meeting
were to review the needs identified in the first meeting, present recommended improvements, and to
discuss possible funding sources. The results of the existing, future no-build, and future build traffic
operations modeling were presented. Possible funding sources for the proposed improvements were
also presented.

Public comment at this meeting indicated that the use of funding sources that have new developments
bear the majority of the costs of new infrastructure improvements are preferred. It was also stated that
though Development Impact Fees could be a good option, care should be taken to not make the fees
so high that they discourage development. The comments also indicated that residents may be
interested in increased public transit options as a method to reduce congestion.

C. Public Information Meeting Held June 19, 2007

The third public information meeting was held on June 19, 2007. The meeting presented the draft report
for public consideration. All results from the analysis for the Floyd County Thoroughfare Plan were
presented in an open house format. The executive summary of the draft report was presented to the
County Commissioners after the open house at the County Commissioners meeting.

Public comment at the meeting included the mention of two improvement projects in the surrounding
area. It was indicated to us that SR 135 in Harrison and Washington Counties is slated for major
improvements in the near future. We were also informed that the intersection of Old Hill Road and Paoli
Pike may receive a traffic signal. We do not feel that these two improvements will affect our analysis or
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recommendations. The public also expressed concern about the use of Lawrence Banet Road as a cut-
through from Paoli Pike to US 150. A possible solution to this would be to include traffic calming devices
in the proposed improvements to Lawrence Banet Road. Public comments also indicated the desire to
have multi-modal transportation options that connect to the Floyd Central Middle and High Schools.
The Little Indian Creek Multiuse Trail may pass close to these schools and inclusion of connections to
the schools should be considered. At the commissioners meeting, the commissioners indicated that
they would be concerned about the loss of taxes going to schools and libraries that could be caused by
the implementation of TIF districts.

D. Continuing Public Involvement

As the recommended improvement projects and funding mechanisms move forward, additional public
involvement effort will be critical. Any major investment of County resources will need to achieve buy-in
from local residents and stakeholders.

5.02 OPINIONS OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

A. Anticipated Project Classifications

The proposed improvement projects were classified into three groups. The first classification of
projects is those located on County roadways. The second classification is those located on State
or Federal highways. The third classification is projects focused on increasing the attractiveness
and safety of multimodal transportation.

Projects classified as County projects are arranged into three plans. There is a first 5-year plan, a
second 5-year plan, and a long-range plan. Projects in the first and second 5-year plan are
deemed to be of more immediate need than projects classified as long-range plan projects. The
first 5-year plan includes safety improvements on Paoli Pike from Luther Road to Buffalo Trail and
improvements to four intersections on Old Vincennes Road. The second 5-year plan includes
safety improvements to Paoli Pike from Buffalo Trail to 1-265 and Old Vincennes Road from US
150 to Luther Road. The long-range plan includes projects designed to improve the existing road
network and to add new connections between existing County roadways to provide motorists with
more commuting options. Several of the long-range projects are going to be built as the
development of the County facilitates the need for the construction project. For development
driven projects the County is assumed to contribute 10 percent of the total construction cost and
the developer will contribute the other 90 percent.

State and Federal projects are located on State or Federal highways. The State and Federal
projects include the reconstruction of the SR 62/64 and 1-64 interchange, the widening of several
segments of US 150 and SR 62/64 and improvements to several intersections along US 150 and
SR 62/64. These projects will compete for funding with other projects in the State. This funding will
cover most of the project costs. For the purposes of this study, it is assumed the County will be
responsible for 20 percent of the cost of construction for the State and Federal highway projects.
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Several improvement projects are focused on increasing the attractiveness and safety of alternate
modes of transportation, particularly walking and bicycling. These projects include the retrofitting
of sidewalks, the construction of multiuse trails, the designation of bicycle routes, and the
construction of bicycle lanes. A significant portion of the construction costs of these projects will be
federally funded. We assumed the County is responsible for 20 percent of the cost of construction
for the multimodal improvements.

B. Probable Construction Costs

We used a cost-estimating spreadsheet from The Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT)
to determine estimates for the probable construction costs of the recommended projects. The
INDOT spreadsheet requires the following information: area type, roadway functional
classification, type of terrain, type of improvement, number of lanes, and type of interchanges (if
applicable). After all the data is entered into the spreadsheet, it estimates anticipated construction
costs based on several years of historical data from previous INDOT projects. This spreadsheet
was used for most roadway improvements. Several projects could not be estimated by the INDOT
spreadsheet, and the project costs were estimated using previous projects designed by Strand
Associates, Inc. as a basis. We used projected costs of a project in the design phase on Old
Vincennes Road to estimate the costs of the safety improvement projects. We also used previous
project experience to determine the cost of a multiuse trail along Little Indian Creek. We used the
bid tabs available from the Wisconsin Department of Transportation to estimate the cost of
sidewalk along Paoli Pike. All estimated project costs have been adjusted for inflation and are
shown in estimated 2010 dollars. Table 5.02-1 shows a breakdown of the costs for the County
improvement projects. Table 5.02-2 shows a breakdown of the costs for the State and Federal
improvement projects. Table 5.02-3 shows a breakdown of the costs for the multimodal
improvement projects. There are 48 proposed improvement projects distributed among all three
project classifications. A primary factor in determining how long it will take to complete these
improvement projects is the identification of funding sources to pay for the projects. These projects
have an estimated cost between $96.6 million and $105.1 million with the County’s estimated
contribution being between $22.5 million and $31.0 million.

Cost analysis results and INDOT cost spreadsheet results are located in Appendix D.
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Cost to
Roadway Type Cost County
Motor Vehicle Improvements—First 5 Years
Paoli Pike (Luther to Buffalo) Reconstruction 3,300,000 3,300,000
Paoli Pike (Luther to Buffalo) Shoulder construction 700,000 700,000
Old Vincennes Road and Schreiber Road Signalization and add south 200,000 200,000
approach
Old Vincennes Road and Duffy Road Convert to right-in right-out 110,000 110,000
intersection
Old Vincennes Road and Luther Road Intersection reconfiguration 110,000 110,000
Total-Reconstruction 3,700,000 3,700,000
Total-Shoulder Construction 1,100,000 1,100,000
Motor Vehicle Improvements—Second 5 Years
Paoli Pike (Buffalo to I-265) Reconstruction 3,800,000 3,800,000
Old Vincennes Road (Luther to US 150) Reconstruction 3,500,000 3,500,000
Paoli Pike (Buffalo to I-265) Shoulder construction 700,000 700,000
Old Vincennes Road (Luther to US 150) Shoulder construction 700,000 700,000
Total-Reconstruction 7,300,000 7,300,00
Total-Shoulder Construction 1,400,000 1,400,000
Motor Vehicle Long Range Improvements
Edwardsville-Galena Road Lane widening and shoulder
(US 150 to Old Vincennes Road) construction 1,200,000 1,200,000
Baylor Wissman Road Lane widening and shoulder
(SR 64 to 1-64) construction 2,500,000 2,500,000
Lawrence-Banet Road Sight distance improvements 1,300,000 1,300,000
*County Line Road and Bugaboo Lane Lane widening and shoulder
(Charlestown Road to Grant Line Road) construction 3,500,000 350,000
*Schreiber Road
(Extend Schreiber Road to West Willis Road) Construct new 2-lane roadway 6,000,000 600,000
*W. Willis Road
(Extended Schreiber Road to West Knable Road) Pavement Improvements 900,000 90,000
*Stiller Road Construct new 2-lane roadway 4,600,000 460,000
(Extend from US 150 to Old Vincennes Road) Y e '
. .
Connecting road between Buck Creek Road and i1t new 2-lane roadway =~ 2,000,000 200,000
Smith Road
Total 22,000,000 6,700,000
Grand Total-Reconstruction = 33,000,000 17,700,000
Grand Total-Shoulder Construction = 24,500,000 9,200,000

*For developer driven construction the County is assumed to pay 10 percent of total construction costs.

Table 5.02-1 Estimated Cost of Proposed County Improvement Projects
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Cost to
Roadway Type Cost County

SR 62/64 (Tunnel Hill Road to Corydon Pike) and = Expand to six lanes and

SR 62/64 and 1-64 interchange construct SPUI 20,400,000 4,100,000

US 150 and Navillton Road Intersection expansion 110,000 20,000

US 150 and Edwardsville-Galena Road Interse(;tlon signalization and 170,000 30,000
expansion

US 150 and Lawrence-Banet Road Intersection expansion 110,000 20,000

US 150 and Old Vincennes Road Interseqtlon signalization and 170,000 30,000
expansion

US 150 Expand to four lanes and

(Buck Creek Road to Galena) reconstruct existing 10,100,000 2,000,000

US 150 and Paoli Pike Intersection expansion 110,000 20,000

SR 64 Expand to four lanes and

(Edwardsville-Galena Road to Georgetown) reconstruct existing 15,400,000 3,100,000

SR 64 and West Knable Road _Convert to right-in right-out 110,000 20,000
intersection

SR 64 and Tunnel Hill Road Intersegtlon signalization and 170,000 30,000
expansion

SR 64 and Edwardsville-Galena Road Convert to right-in right-out 110,000 20,000
intersection

SR 64 and Oaks Road Interse(_:t|on signalization and 170,000 30,000
expansion

US 150 and Brush College Road ponvert to right-in right-out 110,000 20,000
intersection

SR 62 and Corydon Pike Intersec_:tlon signalization and 170,000 30,000
expansion

US 150 Expand to six lanes and

(I-64 to Lawrence-Banet Road) reconstruct existing 7,500,000 1,500,000

US 150 and Buck Creek Road Intersection expansion 110,000 20,000

US 150 and Stiller Road Interse(;tlon signalization and 170,000 30,000
expansion

SR 62 Expand to four lanes and

(Corydon Pike to Yenowine Lane) reconstruct existing 6,400,000 1,300,000

SR 62 and Corydon Ridge Road Interse(_:tlon signalization and 170,000 30,000
expansion

SR 62 and Yenowine Lane Intersection expansion 110,000 20,000

SR 64 and Baylor Wissman Road/Henriott Road Interse(_:tlon signalization and 170,000 30,000
expansion

Total 62,000,000 12,400,000

For State and Federally funded projects the County is assumed to pay 20 percent of total construction costs.

Table 5.02-2
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Cost to

Roadway Type Cost County

Various (Bike Route) !nstall signs at 0.25 mile 97,000 19,000
intervals
Luther Road Construct 4-foot bike lanes and
(Old Vincennes Road to Paoli Pike) install signs 750,000 150,000
Old Vincennes Road Construct 4-foot bike lanes and
(Luther Road to US 150) install signs 620,000 62,000
Schreiber Road Construct 4-foot bike lanes and
(Luther Road to Old Vincennes Road) install signs 480,000 120,000
North Luther Road Construct 4-foot bike lanes and
(West Willis Road to West Knable Road) install signs 260,000 52,000
Multi-use trail along Little Indian Creek Construct multi-use trail 5,600,000 1,100,000
Paoli Pike Construct 5-foot sidewalk on
(Buffalo Trail to Luther Road) both sides 170,000 34,000
Scottsville Road Construct 5-foot sidewalk on
(Paoli Pike to bridge near Starlight Road) one side 88,000 18,000
Old Vincennes Road Construct 5-foot sidewalk on
(US 150 to Luther Road) one side 103,000 21,000
Schreiber Road Construct 5-foot sidewalk on
(Luther Road to Old Vincennes Road) both sides 130,000 26,000
North Luther Road Construct 5-foot sidewalk on
(West Willis Road to West Knable Road) both sides 70,000 14,000
Highlander Point to Edwardsville Gateway District Const_ruct 5-foot sidewalk on 200,000 40,000
one side
US 150 Construct 5-foot sidewalk on
(Barry Lane to Featheringill Road) both sides 130,000 26,000
Total 8,700,000 @ 1,700,000

For the multimodal projects the County is assumed to pay 20 percent of total construction costs.

Table 5.02-3 Estimated Costs for Proposed Multimodal Improvement Projects
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5.083 FUNDING SOURCES

The implementation of the improvement projects proposed in this plan will depend on the identification
and development of reliable, consistent, and viable local funding sources. There are several funding
options available to Floyd County to create a financing package that will provide the needed funds. This
plan seeks to identify several potential funding sources. Not all of the funding sources identified in this
plan will be viable, either from a financial or political standpoint.

A. Cumulative Capital Development Fund

The legislative body of a county can impose a Cumulative Capital Development Fund under Indiana
Code IC 36-9-14-5. The fund is obtained through a property tax levy and is viewed as a stand alone
funding source. Counties, cities, and towns can use the money generated by the Cumulative Capital
Development Fund for projects to improve or maintain the following:

= Airports.

= Bridges.

= Waterway channel maintenance.
= Parks.

*  Public buildings.
= Public ways and sidewalks.
* Regulated drains.

Additionally, counties can use these funds for voting machines, hospitals, county courthouses, and
county jails. To establish a Cumulative Capital Development Fund, the legislative body is required to
publish a notice describing the tax levy and hold a public hearing. After the public hearing, the proposal
must be submitted to the Indiana Department of Local Government Finance for approval prior to August
of that year. Fifty or more objecting petitioners may cause the State Board to hold a public hearing on
the objections to the establishment of the fund. The property tax levy that may be imposed for a
Cumulative Capital Development Fund is dependent upon whether the county is an “adopting” county,
and the number of years that a particular unit has had a Cumulative Capital Fund in effect. A county is
considered “adopting” if it has adopted either a County Adjusted Gross Income Tax (CAGIT) or a
County Option Income Tax (COIT). For Floyd County, the property tax rate would be a maximum of
5 cents per $100 of assessed valuation.

The advantages and disadvantages of a Cumulative Capital Development Fund are listed below.
= Advantages

- Itis a secure revenue source.

- It will provide a stable revenue source to assist the community in meeting its capital facility
improvement needs.

- It will provide the community with a sole source of capital improvement revenues which will
allow for other funding sources to be used for other purposes.
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» Disadvantages

- It would require establishment of a Capital Improvement Plan for County Projects.
- Itwould be an increase in property taxes for residents of the County.

B. Development Impact Fees

An impact fee is most commonly assessed for the construction cost of new facilities within a
community. Impact fees are generally implemented by local governments so that existing residents and
businesses will not be forced to pay for improvements needed to accomodate new developments. In
the State of Indiana, a community can impose Development Impact Fees under Indiana Code for the
following infrastructure systems:

=  Water mains.

= Sanitary sewetr.

= Storm sewer and storm water runoff control.
= Roads.

= Parks.

Impact fees may be imposed on new real estate development to defray or mitigate the capital costs of
infrastructure needed to serve the new development. Revenue from an impact fee may be used directly
to pay for the costs of infrastructure improvement or may be used to pay debt service on an obligation
used to provide infrastructure. An advisory committee must be established consisting of five to ten
members with at least 40% representing development, building, or real estate interests. An ordinance
must establish one or more impact zones for each infrastructure type.

A Zone Improvement Plan to justify Development Impact Fees must contain information relating to
current infrastructure during the previous 5 years. The plan must provide for the completion of
infrastructure within 10 years. Revenue sources must also be identified and the amount of revenue
raised by the proposed infrastructure improvements must be identified. The fee is calculated to
generate only the difference between costs and revenues. Impact fees may not be used for improving
areas with respect to existing real estate improvements.

The advantages and disadvantages of Development Impact Fees are listed below.
» Advantages

- Assessing and implementing the impact fees allows for improved municipal service by
permitting facility improvements to progress with development.

- Impact fees are equitable and efficient in that those that shoulder the costs are also the ones
who directly benefit from the improvements.

- The adoption of fees are popular among taxpayers because the burden of the cost is shifted
to those directly responsible for the need of improved infrastructure.

- Impact fees may reduce borrowing and debt costs.
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» Disadvantages

- Fees may not cover the total infrastructure costs.

- Improvement needs must be identified as well as the proposed solutions and
implementation costs. Continual long-term upkeep is required on various segregated
accounts.

- Fee revenues depend on the rate of development, and the amount of revenues collected
from year to year may fluctuate.

C. Tax Incremental Financing (TIF)

As part of the procedure for implementation of a Tax Incremental Financing District, a Redevelopment
Commission must be created. Any city, town, or county may establish a Department of Redevelopment
controlled by a board of five members. The five members of a county Redevelopment Commission are
appointed by the County Commissioners.

The Redevelopment Commission must utilize county personnel and/or outside consultants in order to
prepare a Redevelopment Plan. The plan will provide evidence to support the findings that the
Redevelopment Commission must make by statute, describe the redevelopment or economic
development activities to be undertaken, and provide other information required by the State Tax Board
TIF regulations.

After the Redevelopment Plan is completed, the Redevelopment Commission passes a Declaratory
Resolution which describes the blighted or economic development area, makes this area an allocation
area, adopts a plan of redevelopment for economic development, and makes required statutory
findings. A “redevelopment area” must be a “blighted area”, which is defined as an area in which normal
development and occupancy are undesirable or impossible because of any of a number of factors.

The basic purpose of TIF is to provide for the allocation of increased tax proceeds generated by
increases in assessed value resulting from redevelopment within the TIF boundaries. TIF permits cities
to use increased tax revenues stimulated by redevelopment to pay for the capital improvements needed
to induce the redevelopment. Redevelopment Commissions can exercise this power in “economic
development areas,” the establishment of which does not require a finding of blight. Thus, TIF bonds
can be issued to fund development activities in non-blighted areas the promote job opportunities.

The advantages and disadvantages of Tax Incremental Financing are listed below.
» Advantages

- TIF makes the costs of infrastructure upgrades because of redevelopment self-financed.

- TIF is highly flexible because no petition approval is necessary (unless, in the case of units
other than Indianapolis, special taxes are to be levied in addition to the increment), there is
local control, and no debt limitation applies.

- Shifts the risk of redevelopment from taxpayers to bondholders.
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» Disadvantages

- “Pure” TIF bonds pose a greater risk to investors and, as such, bear higher interest rates
than general obligation bonds.

- TIF assumes all increment is caused by redevelopment, to the detriment of overlapping tax
districts.

- Freezing tax base overlooks increased services other taxing districts may be called on to
provide and may limit the ability of other taxing units to raise additional needed taxes or
cause tax rates to increase to provide needed revenues.

5.04 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

A. Revise Subdivision Ordinance
1. Access Management
a. General Guidelines

Access management is a tool used to balance the needs of providing accessibility to
local property owners and transportation system mobility. All land owners have a
right to access the local transportation system but the degree of access can vary by
the functional classification of the roadway that serves their property. An access
management program seeks to limit the number of access points on arterial and
collector streets and to promote the use of the local street system to access
developments. The four major principals of access management are the same for all
classes of streets.

= Minimize the number of access points.

= Separate conflict zones.

= Minimize acceleration/deceleration requirements.

= Remove turning vehicles from the through-traffic lanes.

Minimizing the number of access points reduces traffic conflict locations along a
roadway, improving safety and traffic operations. The separation of conflict zones
also reduces the number of conflict points on the roadway. Reducing the need for
vehicles to accelerate and decelerate within the main travel lanes reduces the
severity of conflicts by allowing vehicles entering or exiting a roadway to more
closely match through traffic speeds. The removal of turning vehicles from the
through traffic lanes also reduces the severity of conflicts by providing storage areas
and exclusive channelization for turning movements.

By establishing proper access management principals and enforcing them in new
developments, the following positive outcomes may be achieved:

= Reduced crashes.
» Increased existing street capacity.
= Reduced need to widen existing streets or build new ones.
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b. Limit Number of Property Access Points

Controlling and limiting the number of driveways on arterial and collector roadways
could help to achieve the objectives of access management. Driveways should be
sufficiently spaced to minimize conflicts from adjacent driveway movements and
from through traffic on the adjacent street system. Control of driveway spacing
generally requires consideration of the following two criteria: (1) properties should
be limited to the fewest possible access points and (2) access spacing should be
controlled to minimize traffic conflicts.

Each single-family residential property should be permitted only one driveway. These
properties do not generate high traffic volumes and present minimal conflicts with local
street traffic movements.

For commercial properties, the number of access points that should be allowed depends
on the length of property frontage along an arterial or collector street and the volume of
traffic generated by the development. A general rule of thumb requires a property to
generate more than 500 trips per hour (typically equivalent to 5,000 trips per day) to
justify more than one driveway.
Should a property generate this
high volume of trips, a second
driveway may be considered if its
frontage exceeds 600 feet. Three
driveways may be considered if the
development’s frontage exceeds
1,300 feet. A second or third
access driveway should only be
granted if a traffic impact study for
the property indicates a need for
two or three access driveways to P 3 \r b
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between adjacent properties and parking circulation designs that accommodate
ingress/egress traffic patterns to both properties. Figure 5.04-1 illustrates an example of
shared access control between two adjacent properties and how access to four different
properties can be reduced to two driveways through shared access.

C. Functional Classification Requirements

Access management policies should vary by the roadway’s functional classification.
On arterials or collectors, the access provided to the adjacent land uses should be
limited to a greater extent than on local roadways. If possible, local roadways should
be used as the primary access for local landowners. Only in the case of property
that has no option other than accessing the arterial or collector should a driveway
onto the arterial be considered as the primary access.

2. Typical Sections

Establishing standardized typical sections can help a community to provide consistency in
addressing the mobility needs of different transportation system users, and to take
advantage of the positive impacts that a transportation system can have on providing
mobility and accessibility. Street design can affect traffic volumes, roadway safety, noise,
pedestrian conflicts, aesthetics, and connectivity. Typical sections are generally designed
for each classification of road that a community has because different classes of roads
have different intended uses. The design criteria described in the American Association of
State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) publication entitled A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highways and Streets includes recommendations for many types of
roadway and street facilities and can be used as the basis for designing the various typical
sections required.

3. Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines

This document’s analysis of the possible future traffic operations caused by development
up to the year 2030 should not be considered a replacement for a Traffic Impact Analysis
(TIA) for specific developments. A set of TIA guidelines should be developed to outline the
process by which the specific impacts that an individual development will have on the
operations of the surrounding roadway network are assessed. TIA's should address all
elements of the transportation system as it relates to pedestrians, bicyclists, transit,
vehicular traffic, and adjacent land development. The TIA guidelines could establish a
system where the amount and scope of the analysis is determined by the relative impact
the development would be expected to have on the transportation system.
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4. Land Use Planning (Smart Growth)

There is a direct link between land use planning and transportation system efficiency.
Sprawl consists of lower-density automobile-dependent land uses that tend to increase total
traffic congestion. Smart Growth planning encourages smaller mixed-use developments
that can more effectively take advantage of multimodal transportation, and discourages
dispersed, automobile dependent development.! Table 5.04-1 compares Smart Growth land
use patterns and Sprawl land use patterns.

Land Use Characteristic
Density

Land use mix

Scale

Public services (shops,
schools, parks)

Transport

Connectivity

Street design

Planning process

Public Space

Table 5.04-1

Smart Growth
Higher-density, clustered activities.

Mixed land use.

Human Scale. Smaller buildings, blocks,
and roads. Careful detail since people
experience the landscape up close, as
pedestrians.

Local, distributed, smaller. Accommodates
walking access.

Multi-modal transportation and land use
patterns that support walking, cycling, and
public transit.

Highly connected roads, sidewalks, and
paths, allowing relatively direct travel by
motorized and nonmotorized modes.

Streets designed to accommodate a variety
of activities, integrated traffic calming.

Planned and coordinated between
jurisdictions and stakeholders.

Emphasis on the public realm
(streetscapes, pedestrian environment,
public parks, public facilities).

Source: Victoria Transport Policy Institute

! Source: Victoria Transport Policy Institute
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Sprawl
Lower-density, dispersed activities.

Homogenous (single-use, segregated)
land uses.

Large scale. Larger buildings, blocks,
wide roads. Less detail, since people
experience the landscape at a distance,
as motorists.

Regional, consolidated, larger. Requires
automobile access.

Automobile-oriented transportation and
land use patterns, poorly suited for
walking, cycling, and transit.

Hierarchical road network with numerous
loops and dead-end streets, unconnected
sidewalks and paths, with many barriers
to non-motorized travel.

Streets designed to maximize motor
vehicle traffic volume and speed.

Unplanned with little coordination between
jurisdictions and stakeholders.

Emphasis on the private realm (yards,
shopping malls, gated communities,
private clubs).

Characteristics of Smart Growth and Sprawl Land Use Patterns
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B.

Planning for mixed use developments with office, commercial, and residential uses within
one area can reduce travel demand and traffic congestion. Mixing land uses can help link
trips (providing more than one destination within a development), increase transit service
efficiency, and facilitate walking and bicycling. Following is a list of Smart Growth practices
that could be beneficial for Floyd County.?

= Develop comprehensive strategic community development plans.

» Take advantage of existing community assets.

= Mixed land uses.

= Create a range of housing opportunities and choices.

= Foster “walkable,” close-knit neighborhoods.

= Promote distinctive, attractive communities with a strong sense of place.

= Improve nonmotorized travel connections to encourage walking and cycling.
= Encourage citizen and stakeholder participation in development decisions.

* Insure that transportation and land use policies are coordinated.

Comprehensive implementation of Smart Growth planning initiatives can reduce total per
capita automobile travel by 20 to 40 percent. It can increase economic productivity by
reducing overhead costs associated with public services, such as water and sewer service,
roads, and schools. Families in Smart Growth communities typically spend significantly less
money on surface transportation costs, benefit from lower per capita traffic fatalities, and
enjoy reduced crime rates because of increased community cohesion. Smart Growth
communities balance service to motor vehicles and other modes of travel.

INDOT Signalization Process

To install a traffic signal on a State or Federal highway an analysis of the intersection proposed for
signalization must be submitted and approved by INDOT. To determine if a traffic signal is
warranted at an individual intersection, INDOT uses the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
millennium edition (MUTCD) guidelines for signal warrants as the basis for their determination.
There are eight basic warrants that the MUTCD identifies as indicators that a particular
intersection may require a traffic signal. The warrants are listed below.

Warrant 1, Eight-hour vehicular volume.
Warrant 2, Four-hour vehicular volume.
Warrant 3, Peak hour.

Warrant 4, Pedestrian volume.

Warrant 5, School Crossing.

Warrant 6, Coordinated signal system.
Warrant 7, Crash experience.

Warrant 8, Roadway Network.

% Source: Victoria Transport Policy Institute
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INDOT views Warrants 1 and 4 as the only signal warrants. All other warrants listed in the MUTCD
are seen as guidelines by INDOT. To get an intersection approved for signalization an engineering
study that incorporates at least a 12-hour traffic volume study or a pedestrian volume study would
be required. The satisfaction of Warrant 1 or 4 does not in itself require INDOT to grant the
instillation of a traffic signal at an intersection. Examining the other guidelines, performing a
detailed analysis of the conditions at the intersection, and performing an analysis of how the
addition of a signal could affect traffic flow in the vicinity of the intersection would also be helpful in
getting an intersection approved for a traffic signal. A traffic signal may not be granted if it is
shown that the traffic signal will not improve the overall safety or operations of an intersection.
Typically, in the absence of a clear safety or traffic congestion issue, the burden for showing that a
traffic signal is required is solely the responsibility of the party that whishes to install the traffic
signal.

C. Financing Recommendations

A sole source of money will not be adequate to fund the anticipated costs associated with the
proposed transportation improvement projects in Floyd County. A combination of funding sources
will need to be implemented to fund the various proposed projects. The study team feels that the
following funding sources are the most viable for Floyd County.

1. Cumulative Capital Development Fund

The first funding source the County should consider is the creation of a Cumulative Capital
Development Fund. The Cumulative Capital Development Fund is obtained through a
property tax levy through Indiana Code IC 36-9-14-5. The creation of a Cumulative Capital
Development Fund would require the County to create a Capital Improvement Plan. This
fund would differ from the first two funding sources because of the ability to use the money
generated by the property tax levy throughout the county for infrastructure improvement
and maintenance projects. Both Development Impact Fees and Tax Incremental Financing
funds must be used within the designated areas where the development is occurring.

2. Development Impact Fees

The County’s second funding source to consider should be a Development Impact Fee
based on the number of trips generated by each land use in a proposed development. A
community can implement Development Impact Fees to defray or mitigate the capital costs
of improving parks, roads, water mains, sanitary sewer, and storm water drainage systems
to accommodate new development. Credits for improvements are also allowable under the
state code as a method of collection. The fees can be assessed either upon the submission
of a development plan, or at the submission of a housing permit.

Any Development Impact Fee would be required to follow the state statutory requirements
set forth in Indiana Code IC 36-7-4-1300. This state statute describes the primary structure
of an ordinance to allow Development Impact Fees to be assessed and the steps a local
government will need to follow to incorporate them. A final financial analysis is underway to
determine potential zone improvement areas and a cost per trip fee. A conceptual estimate

Prepared by Strand Associates, Inc.® 5-15
KRH:pI\S:\@SIECO\001--050\046\008\Wrd\Thoroughfare Plan\Draft 07-19-07\S5-Implementation and Next Steps 07-19-07.doc\072007



Floyd County, Indiana
Floyd County Thoroughfare Plan Section 5-Implementation and Next Steps

for the cost per daily trip has been determined to be in the range of $75 to $250. The
Development Impact Fee is assessed to a new development based on the projected
number of trips that the development will generate per day. Development Impact Fees must
be used to improve the infrastructure for the new development, and may not be used for
improving areas with respect to existing real estate.

3. Tax Incremental Financing

The final funding source the County should consider is Tax Incremental Financing. The
establishment of a Redevelopment Commission and the implementation of Tax Incremental
Financing districts would provide additional funding for the Highlander Point and
Edwardsville Gateway District. The additional revenue could be used either to pay for the
improvements as they are made, or to pay off bonds issued for the development activities.
Creating Tax Incremental Financing districts is attractive because it makes the costs of
infrastructure upgrades to support the development self-financed. The potential total funds
available would be determined by the size of a proposed Tax Incremental Financing district.
The funds generated by a Tax Incremental Financing district must be used to fund
improvements within the district.
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