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Dearborn County is the 10th fastest growing county in the state of Indiana, 
yet economic development opportunities here and in surrounding counties in 
southeastern Indiana are limited by the inability of United States Route (US) 
50 to handle current traffi c volumes effectively and safely.

The 18-mile-long corridor has more than 400 existing access points, a number 
of ill-defi ned or ill-placed commercial driveways, and numerous confl ict 
points that are exacerbated by two stretches of a continuous center left-turn 
lane. 

A committed new bridge over Tanners Creek and ongoing commercial 
development and redevelopment throughout the corridor also dictates the 
need to improve mobility and safety in the corridor, to eliminate congestion, 
and to create more functional land development.   All of those improvements 
will benefi t the county, southeastern Indiana, and the Greater Cincinnati 
region.

Project Background

Study Area:
  Stateline Road to State   
  Route 62

Participating 
Communities:
  Dearborn County
  Greendale
  Lawrenceburg
  Aurora
  Dillsboro
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In March 2004, the Indiana 
Department of Transportation 
(INDOT) announced it would lead 
a corridor planning/assessment 
study to be conducted as a joint 
Environmental Assessment (EA) 
/Corridor Study under the 
INDOT Environmental Streamlining 
Process.

To supplement INDOT’s EA 
study, the Dearborn County 
Commissioners and Dearborn 
County Council funded The 
Southeastern Indiana Gateway: US 
50 Transportation and Land Use Plan 
(“US 50 Gateway Study”).  The US 
50 Gateway Study has expanded 
the work of the US 50 Corridor 
Collaborative Planning Initiative 
that began in 2003, coordinated 
the placement of proposed 
alternatives with adjacent land 
uses and addressed economic 
development opportunities to 
ensure that the corridor develops 
at the highest potential possible.  

The US 50 Gateway Study also 
analyzed access to US 50 and ways 
to incorporate accepted access 
management practices.   The US 
50 Gateway Study complemented 
INDOT’s EA study by further 
engaging stakeholders and 
allowing the community more 
opportunities for input during 
the planning process.

US 50 Project Scope and 
Goals
The US 50 Gateway Study was 
to build upon and complement 
the transportation fi ndings and 
recommendations being developed 
in the INDOT study. This project 
supplemented the INDOT study 
by looking at the land use 
opportunities in the corridor, by 
better defi ning access management 
and transportation operation 
improvements, and by assisting a 
public discussion that resulted in an 
appropriate vision for the corridor. 
 
The goals of the study were to:
• Improve safety
• Improve mobility
• Create functional development  
   patterns
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The following analyses and input were 
the basis for the US 50 Gateway Study 
recommendations:

Project Analysis

Analysis of the existing conditions of the 
corridor including: crash rates, access 
density, traffi c volumes, an access point 
inventory and an analysis of existing land 
uses in the corridor.

Review of the current INDOT Driveway 
Permit Manual (1996) and access 
management standards from the 
Transportation Research Board Access 
Management Manual (2003) and Ohio 
Department of Transportation (ODOT) 
access management guidelines.

New traffi c counts (August 2006), 
which also analyzed traffi c speed and 
percentages of truck traffi c.

Field review of the corridor to determine 
whether access management and land use 
recommendations could be implemented 
given existing development.

Input from the public at three public 
meetings and dialogue at an additional 
six meetings with all the jurisdictions in 
the corridor.

Survey of 228 businesses along the 
corridor with over a 30 percent return 
rate, as well as one-on-one interviews with 
approximately 10 commercial tenants and 
property owners on US 50.

•

•

•

•

•

•
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•

•

•

•

•

Four meetings of the study’s 12-person advisory committee, including 
a fi eld review/bus tour of the corridor.

Briefi ng of the Dearborn County Commissioners.

Meeting with the management of Argosy Casino.

Monthly project management team meetings.

Various contacts with the public via phone, e-mail and mailed 
correspondence.

US 50 Gateway Study Meetings:
  3 - Public Meetings
  4 - Advisory Comittee Meetings
  6 - Community Meetings
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US 50 Gateway Recommendations
Overall Corridor Recommendations
US 50 Corridor Collaborative – Government offi cials from Dearborn County, 
Greendale, Lawrenceburg, Aurora and Dillsboro should form a collaborative 
to assure consistency and sustainability along the US 50 Corridor.  The 
collaborative should be a non-governing but engaged body of elected or 
appointed offi cials that agrees to a set of goals and principles for the US 50 
Corridor.  The collaborative should meet on a regular basis to discuss the 
future of US 50 and ensure that recommendations are implemented in a 
timely manner.  

Zoning and Access Management Regulations - Each community should 
independently adopt the conceptual zoning recommendations of the US 
50 Gateway Study and access management regulations developed by 
INDOT.  The regulations can be customized based on the legal and unique 
requirements of each community, but should be relatively consistent 
throughout the US 50 Corridor.  

US 50 Corridor Section-by-Section Recommendations
For ease of analysis and discussion, the US 50 Study Corridor was segmented 
into four sections.  Recommendations for each include:

Section 1: Stateline Road to I-275/SR 1 – The proposed consolidation and 
redefi nition of driveways, and the creation of functional development 
patterns, should be implemented over time as development occurs and 
opportunities are presented. 

Section 1: I-275/SR 1 to Argosy Parkway – The proposed consolidation and 
redefi nition of driveways, addition of a raised median and creation of 
functional development patterns should proceed to further analysis and 
design.  Dearborn County and Greendale should actively seek funding and 
participation from INDOT and OKI to help advance these projects.   The 
overall approach should not only include improvements to US 50, but a 
parallel road between US 50 and Ridge Avenue to provide back access to 
parcels and take traffi c off of US 50.  
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Section 2: Argosy Parkway to SR 48 – The proposed consolidation and 
redefi nition of driveways should be suspended pending the approval of 
a preferred alternative in the INDOT US 50 Environmental Assessment.  
Access management practices should be incorporated into the analysis and 
design of this section as the project proceeds.  

Section 3: SR 48 to Tanners Creek Road – The proposed consolidation and 
redefi nition of driveways and the development of sustainable land uses 
should be implemented over time as opportunities arise.   This section’s 
easternmost area, near SR 48, is dependent on the results of the INDOT 
US 50 Environmental Assessment.  The US 50 Gateway access management 
recommendations should be included in the INDOT study plans.   

Section 3: Tanners Creek Road to SR 350 – Most of the proposed projects to 
consolidate and defi ne driveways, add a raised median and create functional 
development patterns should be implemented over time as opportunities 
arise.   The City of Aurora should take an active role in consolidating 
driveways and defi ning driveway widths when possible in this section of 
the corridor.  The US 50/Sycamore Road intersection improvements should 
proceed in the short term with Dearborn County and Aurora actively 
seeking funding and participation from INDOT and OKI.  

Town center 
land use concept 
for US 50 from 
I-275 to Argosy 
Parkway

Improvements  
to US 50 
from Tanners 
Creek to SR 
48 including a 
raised median 
and landscaping

Section 4: SR 250 to SR 62 – The proposed consolidation and redefi nition of 
driveways and the development of sustainable land uses should take place 
over time as development occurs and opportunities are presented.  
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CHAPTER 1: CURRENT CONDITIONS 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
Project Background 
Dearborn County is the tenth fastest growing county in the State of Indiana, yet 
economic development opportunities here and in surrounding counties in 
southeastern Indiana are limited by the inability of United State Route (US) 50 to 
handle current traffic volumes effectively and safely. Improving mobility in this 
corridor, eliminating congestion, improving safety and creating functional land 
development will benefit the County, southeastern Indiana, and the Greater 
Cincinnati region. 
 
In March 2004, the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) announced it 
would lead a corridor planning/assessment study to be conducted as a joint 
Environmental Assessment (EA)/Corridor Study under the INDOT Environmental 
Streamlining Process. 
 
The Southeastern Indiana Gateway: US 50 Transportation and Land Use Plan (US 50 
Gateway Study) supplements the INDOT study by expanding the work of the US 50 
Corridor Collaborative Planning Initiative that began in 2003, coordinating the 
placement of proposed alternatives with adjacent land uses and addressing 
economic development opportunities to ensure that the corridor develops at the 
highest potential possible.  In addition, the Gateway Study analyzes access to US 50 
and ways to incorporate good access management practices.  This plan also 
compliments the INDOT study by further engaging stakeholders and allowing the 
community more opportunities for input during the planning process. 
 
Study Area Description 
The US 50 Gateway Study analyzes US 50 from State Line Road to State Route (SR) 62 
in Dearborn County.  The study area travels through the cities of Greendale, 
Lawrenceburg, Aurora and Dillsboro (see Exhibit 1-1).  The study area is divided 
into the following four sections:  

1. State Line Road to Argosy Parkway – This section is four lanes from State Line 
Road to Interstate (I)-275 and is seven lanes from I-275 to Argosy Parkway.  
East of I-275 in Greendale is becoming more developed, but is still a four lane 
undivided roadway.  West of I-275 has three lanes in each direction with a 
center turn lane.  Development is of a suburban type and there is sporadic 
access management. 

2. Argosy Parkway to SR 48 – This section travels through Lawrenceburg and has 
an urban cross-section with curb and gutter.  Access consists of through 
intersections with left-turn lanes.  This is the most constrained area of the 
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corridor, with US 50 crossing Tanners Creek just east of SR 48. 

3. SR 48 to SR 350/56 – This section of the corridor is four lanes in each direction 
with a center turn lane.  It travels west from Lawrenceburg to Aurora.  
Development is suburban and access management practices are sporadic.  
Land development is also inconsistent in this area. 

4. SR 350/56 to SR 62 – This section of the corridor is mainly a four lane divided 
highway facility.  It travels from Aurora to Dillsboro.  Land development can 
be considered rural. 

 
Exhibit 1-1: Study Area Map 

 
 
Project Goals 
The US 50 Gateway Study was to build upon and complement the transportation 
findings and recommendations being developed in the INDOT study.  This project 
will supplement the INDOT study by looking at the land use opportunities in the 
corridor, by better defining access management and transportation operation 
improvements, and by assisting a public discussion that will lead to an appropriate 
vision for the corridor.  The goals of the study were to: 

 Improve Safety 

 Improve Mobility 

 Create Functional Development Patterns 
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RELATED STUDIES AND PROJECTS 
 

Previous studies involving US 50 in Dearborn County were reviewed and include: 

 Lawrenceburg/Greendale, Indiana Bypass Alternatives Study 

 US 50 Corridor Collaborative Planning Initiative 

 Dearborn County Comprehensive Plan 

 Dearborn County Transportation Assessment  

 INDOT US 50 Corridor/EA Study 

 Future Projects 
 
Lawrenceburg/Greendale, Indiana Bypass Alternatives Study 
A Bypass Alternatives Study of Lawrenceburg and Greendale along US 50 was 
conducted in Dearborn County in April, 2003. The purpose of this study was to 
prepare traffic forecasts for four bypass alternatives. The intent was to find what 
traffic could be diverted from US 50 to travel around downtown Lawrenceburg to 
ease the existing congestion and delays.   
 
A summary of the findings show that US 50 moves fairly well except in the 
southwest bound direction in the evening peak through downtown Lawrenceburg. 
Any bypass alternative built would relieve some of the pressure on US 50.  It would 
also provide an alternative route around the Lawrenceburg area if US 50 were to 
become impassable. The Main Street intersection is the most critical and could use 
more in depth study to find solutions to mitigate the congestions and delay. 
 
US 50 Corridor Collaborative Planning Initiative 
In June, 2003 local officials met to discuss issues related to traffic congestion in the 
US 50 Corridor through Dearborn County, and to identify short and long term ways 
to solve these problems.  A list of needs was compiled as part of the process and 
included:  

 An alternative route for traffic crossing Tanners Creek along US 50 

 Consideration of US 50’s economic impacts on the community and the need 
to identify how to best utilize and protect these interests 

 Consideration of land use patterns along the corridor and the need to identify 
the highest and best use of land while allowing the most efficient traffic flow  

 An access management plan for the entire corridor that encourages creative 
solutions to traffic congestion. 

 
Dearborn County Comprehensive Plan 
The Dearborn County Comprehensive Plan (2004) is a guide to inform public policy 
and decision making.  It is an assessment of the community’s needs and a 
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documentation of community values, goals, and objectives.  It serves as a living 
document that is continuously monitored and evaluated for its effectiveness so that 
it remains the true vision of the community. The Comprehensive Plan has 
jurisdiction within all unincorporated areas of Dearborn County.  
 
Dearborn County Transportation Assessment  
The Ohio Kentucky Indiana Regional Council of Governments (OKI) and Dearborn 
County undertook the Dearborn County Transportation Assessment in April of 
2003. The transportation assessment provided Dearborn County with a framework 
for future projects and included a complete evaluation of the county roadway 
infrastructure.  Goals of this study included: 

 Identifying a responsible plan for roadway maintenance and spending within 
the county.  

 Providing an accurate inventory of the county roadway system to assist in 
understanding the growth trends of the county and its future transportation 
needs. 

 Developing standardized roadway typical sections and guidelines to assist in 
the maintenance of existing roadways and the design of new roadways. 

 
This study suggested several future project recommendations which have been 
categorized into arterial, collector, and local roadways. Many of these streets and 
roads converge along US 50. 
 
INDOT US 50 Corridor/EA Study 
INDOT is conducting a concurrent study to the Gateway Study called the US 50 
Corridor/EA Study.  This study will evaluate the operational conditions on US 50 
and make recommendations for improvement.  The analysis will look at both on and 
off alignment alternatives.  The study area is from I-275 in Lawrenceburg to SR 62 in 
Dillsboro.  The US 50 Gateway Study and the INDOT study are working together to 
develop complimentary recommendations for the corridor. 
 
Future Projects 
An online search of the OKI Fiscal Year (FY) 2004-2007 Transportation Improvement 
Program for Highway, Transit, and Bikeway Projects found the following scheduled 
projects within the US 50 study area (see Figure 1-1). 
 
Figure 1-1: OKI Transportation Projects in the US 50 Study Area 

PID C-R, Location Description Sponsor Year 
 

0101253 US-50, George St. in Aurora Intersection improvement, 
including railroad INDOT UNSC 

0201170 
US-50, Bridge over CSX Railroad and 
Railroad Avenue, 1.05 miles west of 

SR 56 
Bridge rehabilitation INDOT FY08 
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PID C-R, Location Description Sponsor Year 
 0400080 US-50, various Pump Station replacements INDOT FY07 

0400285 US-50, Bridge over Tanners Creek and
service road, 0.08 miles east of SR 48 Bridge rehabilitation INDOT FY08 

 
An online search of the INDOT Seymour District Long Range Plan (LRP) did not 
find any scheduled projects, though one project was found in the 2005-2007 Indiana 
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) (see Figure 1-2). 
 
Figure 1-2: INDOT Projects in the US 50 Study Area 

PID Location Description Sponsor Year 
0101253 US 50 at George St. in Aurora Intersection Improvement INDOT  2005-2007 
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COMMUNITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS 
 
Socioeconomic Profile 
Information for the socioeconomic profile was obtained from the 2004 Dearborn 
County Comprehensive Plan. The study area for this project is located in four 
townships which include Lawrenceburg, Center, Washington, and Clay Townships.  
 
Population 
The population of Dearborn County has grown steadily over the past several 
decades. From 1990 to 2000, the county’s population grew from 38,835 to 46,109 
people, an increase of 18.7 percent (see Figure 1-3). 
 
Figure 1-3: Dearborn County Historical Population Growth 

Year 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 

Population 20,033 21,056 23,053 25,141 28,674 29,430 34,291 38,835 46,109 
 

Figure 1-4: Dearborn County Population Growth by Township, 1980-2000 

Total Population 
Township 

1980 1990 2000 

Percent 
Change  

(1980-2000) 

Percent of  
County 

Population  
(2000) 

Share of Overall 
County Population 

Growth  
(1980-2000) 

Center 5,157 5,182 5,431 5.3% 11.8% 2.3% 
Clay 2,422 2,813 3,051 26.0% 6.6% 5.3% 
Lawrenceburg 9,647 9,923 10,434 8.2% 22.6% 6.7% 
Washington 1,210 1,387 1,488 23.0% 3.2% 2.4% 

 
Forty-four percent of the Dearborn County population lives in the four townships in 
the study area.  These townships account for nearly 17 percent of the overall county 
population growth (see Figure 1-4). The increased growth can be attributed to the 
pattern of outward migration from Hamilton County, Ohio. Many residents choose 
to live in Dearborn County and commute to work in Hamilton County. Two 
separate studies conclude that by the year 2020 the population of Dearborn County 
will be between 53,305 and 60,287. 
 
Dearborn County has an overall population density of 151.1 persons per square 
mile. The highest population density is found in the southeast area of the county 
where the cities of Aurora, Greendale and Lawrenceburg are located. 
 
Employment   
The economy of Dearborn County has become more diverse over the past few 
decades. Similar to state and national trends, Dearborn County saw a shift from a 
manufacturing economy to a service and retail trade economy. According to 
employment data from the 2000 Census, 13.1 percent of the county’s total 
employment is in retail trade, while service jobs comprise nearly 47 percent of all 
employment. This includes arts, entertainment and recreation (6.1 percent); finance, 
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insurance, real estate, rental and leasing (6.8 percent); professional, scientific, 
management, administrative and waste management services (3.5 percent) 
education, health and social services (8.8 percent); information services (1.5 percent) 
and other services (6.3 percent). Manufacturing jobs make up 10.1 percent of all 
county employment, yet employment in this sector has declined steadily over the 
past three decades from about 4,000 jobs in 1970 to less than 2,500 jobs in 2000. 
 
The Dearborn County Chamber of Commerce estimates 1,400 businesses are 
established in the county, each with less than five employees. Argosy Casino, 
located in Lawrenceburg, is Dearborn County’s largest employer, having a staff of 
over 2,100 people. Dearborn County Hospital, Wal-Mart Supercenter, American 
Electric Power, Pri-Pak, Inc., Pernod Ricard USA (Seagram Lawrenceburg Distillery) 
and the Aurora Casket Company each employ between 100 and 500 people.   
 
Similar to the county’s population density, employment density is highest in the 
southeast corner of the county. According to the 1997 Census of Agriculture, there 
were 679 farms in the county, with a total acreage of 81,383 acres. The average farm 
size was 120 acres with the majority of farms consisting of 50-179 acres. 
 
Economics   
The median household income for Dearborn County in 2000 was $48,899, while the 
Census Bureau reports that the U.S. median household income for the same year 
was $42,148 annually.  Figure 1-5 lists the income of the four townships compared to 
the county. Lawrenceburg and Center Townships are below the national average 
value. 
 
Figure 1-5: Dearborn County Income Data 

Township/County Median Household 
Income Per Capita Income Percentage of Residents 

Below the Poverty Line 

Center $39,095 $19,047 8.6% 
Clay $42,262 $17,115 6.3% 
Lawrenceburg $37,863 $19,758 9.3% 
Washington $46,250 $19,645 5.9% 
Dearborn County $48,899 $20,431 6.6% 

 
Commute Patterns 
Individual vehicular travel to work is the dominant mode of transportation in the 
county (see Figure 1-6), largely due to the lack of convenient transit alternatives. 
Catch-A-Ride is the county’s fixed route, point deviation and demand responsive 
service with limited access to out of state destinations, including Cincinnati and 
Northern Kentucky.  
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Figure 1-6: Dearborn County Commuting Patterns 

Township/County Drove 
Alone Carpooled Public 

Transportation 
Other 
Means 

Worked At 
Home 

Center 82.7% 12.6% 0.3% 2.8% 1.7% 
Clay 78.8% 17.6% 0.3% 1.3% 2.1% 
Lawrenceburg 82.6% 11.3% 0.0% 5.2% 0.8% 
Washington 84.4% 8.3% 0.0% 5.3% 2.0% 
Dearborn County 83.0% 11.7% 0.5% 2.3% 2.4% 

 
Dearborn County can be considered a “bedroom community” for Hamilton County, 
Ohio – meaning that many residents live in Dearborn County, yet commute to work 
in Hamilton County. Commuting patterns show that the county does not provide 
enough jobs for a large portion of its population. Over four times more people 
commute from Dearborn County to work in other counties than those that commute 
to Dearborn County (see Figure 1-7). 
 
Figure 1-7: Commuting Patterns in 2002 

Commute From Dearborn County Commute To Dearborn County 
Location 

Total Percent Total Percent 

Franklin County 102 2.5% 194 27.4% 
Ripley County 1,016 7.3% 1,006 35.8% 
Switzerland County 53 3.2% 445 1.9% 
Ohio County 349 2.5% 769 27.4% 
Kentucky 2,018 14.5% 129 4.6% 
Ohio   8,601 61.7% 400 14.2% 
Other Areas 1,401 10.1% 260 9.2% 
Total 13,540  3,203  

 
Dearborn County has a low percentage of zero-car households. The townships of 
Lawrenceburg and Center have the highest concentration of zero-car households. 
This is not unexpected due to the lower income rates combined with a higher 
concentration of development patterns and mixed land uses (see Figure 1-8). 
 
Figure 1-8: Countywide Vehicle Ownership 

Township/County No Vehicle 1 Vehicle 2 Vehicles 3 or more 

Center 10.2% 29.6% 35.4% 24.8% 
Clay 4.3% 29.6% 35.1% 31.0% 
Lawrenceburg 11.6% 34.7% 35.9% 17.8% 
Washington 5.1% 18.1% 39.9% 37.0% 
Dearborn County 5.6% 23.1% 40.1% 31.3% 

 
Conclusion 
The population of Dearborn County increased 18 percent from 1990 to 2000, and this 
growth is expected to continue.  The highest population density is located in the 
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southeast corner of the county, which is located near US 50. Shifting trends in 
employment coupled with commute patterns show that many residents live in 
Dearborn County but work in Hamilton County.  The expected increase in 
population coupled with an east and west commute pattern, will continue to place 
heavily demands on US 50 in the future.  
 
Environmental Resources 
A review of pertinent literature was performed within the study area boundary to 
identify any environmental “red flags”. This review considered existing cultural and 
ecological resources, soils, hazardous materials and community resources.  
 
Inventoried Structures   
Information on the type and location of inventoried structures was obtained from 
the Historic Landmarks Foundation of Indiana publication “Dearborn County- Interim 
Report” 1983 (see Figure 1-9 and Exhibit 1-2).  Below is a summary of this 
information organized by township (see Figures 1-10 to 1-13).  Map reference 
numbers refer to location maps presented here and obtained from the Interim 
Report (see Appendix A). With respect to rating indicated in each column, the 
following definitions apply: 
 
Figure 1-9: Inventoried Structures - Evaluation Definitions 

Rating Description 

O Outstanding: recommended as potential nominations to the National Register of Historic Places 

N Notable: recommended as potential nominations to the Indiana Register of Historic Places and 
Structures 

C Contributing: contribute to the density, continuity, and/or uniqueness of the whole county, or 
historic district, but don’t appear to meet the criteria for the National or State Registers 

R Reference:  sites listed within historic districts which are considered later or badly altered pre-1940 
structures 

NC Non-contributing:  sites within historic districts that create a negative impact and are considered 
intrusions 

 
Figure 1-10: Inventoried Structures - Lawrence Township 

Map Reference No. Rating Description 

1 C Historical marker-Stateline Road-State Line-1838 
2 C Concrete arch bridge-US50-1905 
3 N Historical marker-Whitewater Canal -1836-47 

001-411  Lawrence Historic District 
001-204  Newtown Historic District 

6 N Lawrenceburg High School-US50-Art Deco-1936 
19 N J. Rees Farm-US50-Federal-c.1840  
20 O Harry Puellmand House-US50-International-1939 
21 N Amos Rees Farm- US50-Italianate-1880 
22 O James McLeaster Farm-US50-Greek Revival-1838/c.1840 
23 C House-US50-Greek Revival-c.1840 
24 O House-US50-Stick Style-c.1900 
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Figure 1-11: Inventoried Structures - Clay Township 
Map Reference No. Rating Description 

1 O Round Barn-US50-Indeterminate-c.1920 
2 O Wesley Fleming Farm-US50-Italianate-c.1875 
3 N Abbott Farm-US50-Gothic Revival-c.1865 
4 C Farm-US50-Carpenter-Builder-c.1900 
5 C Farm-North Street-Federal/Carpenter-Builder-c.1840/c.1880 

1-201  Dillsboro Historic District 
 
Figure 1-12: Inventoried Structures - Center Township 

Map Reference No. Rating Description 

001-191  North Aurora Historic District 
001-344  Aurora Historic District 
001-124  Southwest Aurora Historic District 

504 C House-US50-Carpenter-builder-c.1910 
505 N House-US50-Greek Revival-c.1838 
506 C House-US50-Bungalow-c.1900 

 
Figure 1-13: Inventoried Structures - Washington Township 

Map Reference No. Rating Description 

8 C R.A. Beckett House-US50-Carpenter-Builder-c.1885 

10 N Mt. Tabor Methodist Church and Cemetery-US50-Gothic 
Revivial-1875 

11 N John F. Walker House-US50-Italianate-c.1875 
12 C Campbell Farm-US50-Gothic Revival-c.1870 
14 O Sowdon- Cotton House-US50-Federal-c.1830 
15 N George Randall House-US50-Greek Revival-c.1840 
16 C House-US50-Free Classic-c.1900 
17 C Maggie E. Tufts House-US50-Greek Revival-1848 
18 N Henry D. Tufts farm-US50-Gothic Revival-c.1855 

 
There are also three canal structures and 11,992 linear feet of canal within the study 
area. Additional information regarding historic structures was obtained from 
Indiana Geographical Information Council – Geographic Information System (GIS) 
Atlas for Indiana.  
 
This information was cross-referenced with the above and an additional three 
resources were identified: Oakdale Cemetery (Beatty Road- Clay Twp.) – Rated 
Contributing, Trestor Farm (Blair Road, Washington Twp.) – Rated Contributing 
and Railroad Buildings (Oberting Road- Greendale) – Rated Notable.  
 
One additional structure was identified on the National Park Services web site 
listing National Register properties. This structure is the Daniel S. Major House (761 
W. Eads Parkway, Lawrenceburg).  
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Exhibit 1-2: Inventoried Structures Map 

 
 
Archaeological Resources   
A request was made by OKI to the Indiana Department of Natural Resources 
(IDNR) - Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology (DHPA) concerning the 
location of previously identified archaeological resources in the project study area. 
The IDNR-DHPA responded that to obtain this information, a literature review 
would need to be completed by a consultant who met their pre-qualification 
requirements. Based on the level of detail of the US 50 Gateway Study being 
completed, further information would be gathered at a later date when study 
alternatives are implemented. 
 
Streams  
Within the US 50 study boundaries and adjacent area there are five major drainages, 
including North Hogan Creek, South Hogan Creek, Wilson Creek, Tanners Creek 
and the Ohio River (see Figure 1-14 and Exhibit 1-3).  Of these streams, the Ohio 
River is listed as impaired by the Indiana Department of Environmental 
Management (IDEM).  
 

      Figure 1-14: Nearby Drainages 
Drainage Length within study area 

North Hogan Creek 1,164 feet 
South Hogan Creek 4,816 feet 

Wilson Creek 3,297 feet 
Tanners Creek 1,088 feet 

Ohio River 0 feet 
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Exhibit 1-3: Ecological Resources Map 

 
 
Wetlands 
Based on information obtained from the Indiana Geographical Information Council- 
GIS Atlas for Indiana, there are approximately 10.1 acres of wetlands within a 150 
foot buffer on either side of US 50 (see Exhibit 1-3). 
 
Floodplain 
Based on information obtained from the Indiana Geographical Information Council- 
GIS Atlas for Indiana, there are approximately 84.4 acres of floodplain that exist 
within the US 50 study area (see Exhibit 1-3). 
 
Soils 
A review of the Soil Survey for Dearborn and Ohio Counties Indiana (USDA-NSCS April 
1981) indicates that there are three major soil complexes along US 50 from the 
Ohio/Indiana border to Dillsboro (see Exhibit 1-4).  
 
These soil complexes include:  

1. Huntington-Markland-Ockley (2): Deep, nearly level to steep, well-drained 
and moderately well-drained soils that formed in silty and loamy alluvium, 
in loess over clayey lacustrine material, or in loess and loamy outwash 
material over sand and gravel, found on bottom land and terraces. 
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2. Cincinnati-Rossmoyne-Bonnell (4): Deep, nearly level to steep, well-drained 
and moderately well-drained soils that formed in loess and the underlying 
glacial till, found on uplands. 

3. Eden-Carmel (5): Moderately deep and deep, moderately sloping to very 
steep, well-drained soils that formed in residuum or in loess and residuum 
interbedded limestone and calcareous shale, found on uplands. 

 
Exhibit 1-4: Dearborn County General Soil Map 

 
 
Community Resources 
Based on information obtained from the Indiana Geographical Information Council- 
GIS Atlas for Indiana within the US 50 study area, the following Community 
Resources were identified: two parks, six schools/recreational facilities and two 
cemeteries:  

 Parks 
▪ New Town Park  ▪ Largent Park 

 Cemeteries 
▪ Miller Cemetery ▪ Mount Tabor Church Cemetery 

 Schools/Recreational Facilities 
▪ Central Elementary School 
▪ Aurora Middle School 
▪ Sisters of St. Francis 
▪ St. Lawrence School 
▪ Lawrenceburg High School 

▪ South Dearborn Comm. School Corp. – 
Aurora Elementary School 

▪ South Dearborn Comm. School Corp.- 
Central Office 

 
While there are churches in Dearborn County, there are no hospitals or churches 
within 150 feet on either side of US 50, the study area boundary (see Exhibit 1-5). 
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Exhibit 1-5: Community Resources Map 

 
 
Wellhead Protection Areas 
The IDEM - Drinking Water Branch was contacted concerning the location of any 
Wellhead Protection Areas in the project study area. They responded that there are 
three wellhead protection areas in the general vicinity of the study area.  
 
These include the cities of Greendale, Lawrenceburg and Aurora. The wellhead 
protection area in Lawrenceburg is currently located adjacent to US 50 in downtown 
Lawrenceburg, but there are plans to decommission the existing well and utilize 
other sources in the future.  
 
Threatened, Endangered and Rare Species – Dearborn County 
A request was made to the IDNR – Indiana Natural Heritage Data Center to 
determine what threatened, endangered or rare species may occur within Dearborn 
County. The species list on the following page was provided by the IDNR. Those 
species highlighted in yellow have been identified within or near the US 50 study 
area (see Figure 1-15). 
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Figure 1-15: Threatened, Endangered and Rare Species 
Species Name Common Name FED STATE GRANK SRANK 

Mollusk: Bivalvia (Mussels)      

Villosa lienosa Little Spectaclecase  SSC G5 S2 

Insect: Coleoptera (Beetles)      

Cicindela marginipennis Cobblestone Tiger Beetle  SE G2 S2 

Fish      

Ammocrypta pellucida Eastern Sand Darter   G3 S2 

Etheostoma variatum Variegate Darter  SE G5 S1 

Amphibian      

Ambystoma barbouri Streamside Salamander   G4 S3 

Plethodon electromorphus Northern Ravine Salamander   G5 S2 

Reptile      

Crotalus horridus Timber Rattlesnake  SE G4 S2 

Bird      

Lanius ludovicianus Loggerhead Shrike No Status SE G4 S3B 

Nycticorax nycticorax Black-crowned Night-heron  SE G5 S1B 

Sterna antillarum athalassos Interior Least Tern LE SE G4T2Q S1B 

Tyto alba Barn Owl  SE G5 S2 

Mammal      

Lynx rufus Bobcat No Status  G5 S1 

Taxidea taxus American Badger   G5 S2 

Vascular Plant      

Armoracia aquatica Lake Cress  SE G4? S1 

Diodia virginiana Buttonweed  WL G5 S2 

Euphorbia serpens Matted Broomspurge  SE G5 S1 

Juglans cinerea Butternut  WL G3G4 S3 

Lilium canadense Canada Lily  SR G5 S2 

Ludwigia decurrens Primrose Willow  WL G5 S2 

Penstemon canescens Gray Beardtongue  SE G4 S2 

Saxifraga virginiensis Virginia Saxifrage  WL G5 S3 

Trifolium stoloniferum Running Buffalo Clover LE SE G3 S1 

Viburnum molle Softleaf Arrow-wood  SR G5 S2 
High Quality Natural 
Community      

Forest - flatwoods bluegrass till 
plain Bluegrass Till Plain Flatwoods  SG G3 S2 

Forest - upland dry-mesic Dry-mesic Upland Forest  SG G4 S4 

Forest - upland mesic Mesic Upland Forest  SG G3? S3 

Fed: LE = Endangered; LT = Threatened; C = candidate; PDL = proposed for delisting  

State: SE = state endangered; ST = state threatened; SR = state rare; SSC = state species of special concern; SX = state extirpated; 
SG = state significant; WL = watch list 

GRANK: Global Heritage Rank: G1 = critically imperiled globally; G2 = imperiled globally; G3 = rare or uncommon globally; 
G4 = widespread and abundant globally but with long term concerns; G5 = widespread and abundant globally; G? = 
unranked; GX = extinct;  Q = uncertain rank; T = taxonomic subunit rank  

SRANK: State Heritage Rank: S1 = critically imperiled in state; S2 = imperiled in state; S3 = rare or uncommon in state; G4 = 
widespread and abundant in state but with long term concern; SG = state significant; SH = historical in state; SX = state 
extirpated; B = breeding status; S? = unranked; SNR = unranked; SNA = nonbreeding status unranked 
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A review of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service - Region 3 Midwest website 
lists the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalist) and Running buffalo 
clover (Trifolium stoloniferum) and the federally threatened Bald eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus) for Dearborn County.   
 
Hazardous Materials  
Based on information obtained from the Indiana Geographical Information Council- 
GIS Atlas for Indiana, it appears that the following sites of concern are located 
within or near the US 50 study area (see Exhibit 1-6 and Figure 1-16 and): 
 
Exhibit 1-6: Hazardous Materials Sites Map 

 
 
Figure 1-16: Hazardous Materials Sites 

Site Type Number Site Type Number 
Brownfields 1 Waste Tire 1 
LUST (Leaking Underground 
Storage Tanks) 15 Solid Waste Active/Permitted 0 

Open dump 2 Waste Transfer Station 0 

UST (Underground Storage Tank) 22 Waste treatment/Storage/ 
Disposal 0 

VRP (Voluntary Remediation 
Program) 2 Superfund 0 

Industrial Waste 6 CORAC 0 
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Petroleum Resources 
Within the US 50 study area, there are seven petroleum wells and one petroleum 
field. The petroleum field is located in the vicinity of Lawrenceburg (see Exhibit 1-7). 
 
Quarries 
Within the US 50 study area, there is one abandoned quarry (see Exhibit 1-7). 
 
Shrink-Swell Potential 
Shrink-swell potential is the potential for volume change in a soil with a loss or gain 
in moisture. This change occurs mostly because of the interaction of clay minerals 
with water. This potential also varies with the amount and type of clay minerals in 
the soil.  
 
For example, if the shrink-swell potential is rated moderate to very high, shrinking 
and swelling can cause damage to buildings, roads and other structures. Based on 
information obtained from the Indiana Geographical Information Council - GIS 
Atlas for Indiana the US 50 study area is shown with a majority of moderate to some 
low potential (see Exhibit 1-7). 
 
Exhibit 1-7: Mineral Resources Map 
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Noise 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires the evaluation of 
potential environmental impacts of all projects subject to federal funding or approval.  
Noise analyses are conducted in accordance with the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) Federal Aid Policy Guide, Subchapter H, Part 772, Procedures For Abatement Of 
Highway Traffic Noise And Construction Noise and INDOT’s guidelines. Based on 
information obtained during this review, it appears that noise sensitive land uses are 
found within the project study boundaries, such as schools, homes and recreation 
facilities. 
 
Air Quality 
Portions of Dearborn County (Lawrenceburg Township) are in non-attainment for 
ozone (8 hour) and particulate (size <2.5 micrometers). The entire county is in 
attainment for carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, ozone (1 hour), sulfur dioxide, 
particulate (size <10 micrometers) and lead. 
 
Section 4(f) Properties 
“Section 4(f)” refers to that portion of the original Federal Department of 
Transportation Act (1966) which requires consideration of publicly-owned park and 
recreational lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges and historic sites in the 
preliminary development process. During preliminary environmental studies, “red 
flag” areas within the study area were identified so those areas can either be avoided 
or considered for measures to minimize harm.  The literature reviews conducted for 
this project identified several historic and potentially historic properties as well as 
public parks and recreation areas within the study area. If any of these resources are 
impacted, the Section 4(f) process must be implemented and an evaluation prepared 
to ensure that no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of land from the 
property exists and that the action includes all possible planning to minimize harm 
to the property. 
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TRANSPORTATION NETWORK 
 
Traffic Information 
The following is a summary of the traffic routes in the study area, focusing on US 50, 
but also including other transportation corridors that feed into US 50. This traffic 
summary also includes the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) and 2030 Levels 
of Service (LOS), or predicted ease of traffic flow, along US 50.  Existing traffic 
information was collected from OKI, INDOT and the Dearborn County 
Transportation Assessment Study.  
 
US 50 
US 50 is located in the southern portion of the county and connects the areas of 
Greendale, Lawrenceburg, Aurora and Dillsboro. This roadway is heavily traveled, 
seeing over 40,000 vehicles per day within Lawrenceburg according to INDOT 2001 
traffic counts. US 50 is a major thoroughfare within the county, carrying traffic 
through the incorporated areas to I-275. The roadway experiences heavy congestion 
through the heart of Lawrenceburg during the peak hours. The roadway is 
congested in this area and also has a number of traffic signals. In addition to the 
incorporated areas along US 50, Argosy Casino is also located along the roadway, 
which is a major attraction and economic engine that adds additional traffic. 
 
I-275   
I-275 is a loop around Cincinnati serving Ohio, Kentucky and Indiana. I-275 is 
located in the southeast of the county with an exit at Lawrenceburg. INDOT 2001 
traffic counts report approximately 30,000 vehicles per day travel on I-275 within 
Indiana.    
 
State Route 1 
SR 1 travels north-south across the county from Lawrenceburg to St. Leon. SR 1 has 
daily traffic volumes from 3,700 vehicles per day near the Franklin County Line to 
14, 000 vehicles per day near US 50 and I-275. This is also a heavily traveled trucking 
route. While signs discouraging truck traffic are posted, the industry continues to 
utilize the roadway as a short-cut between I-275 and I-74. However, the capacity 
along with the roadway geometry is not designed to handle this type of traffic.     
 
State Route 46   
SR 46 begins at the I-74 and US 52 interchange and traverses the county past 
Lawrenceburg almost parallel to I-74. Traffic volumes on SR 46 are between 1,000 
and 4,600 vehicles per day.     
 
State Route 48 
SR 48 crosses the county, connecting Lawrenceburg and Manchester. While roadway 
volumes are heavy near Lawrenceburg, volumes are approximately 12,000 vehicles 
per day and then decrease to 4,000 vehicles per day near the Ripley County line.    
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State Route 56 
SR 56 begins in Aurora and exits south of the county at the Ohio County line. Traffic 
volumes are fairly significant in Aurora, with just over 13,000 vehicles per day.      
 
State Route 148   
SR 148 connects Kirschs Corner at the junction of SR 48 to US 50 in Aurora. Traffic 
volumes on SR 148 are between 2,400 and 4,800 vehicles per day.     
 
State Route 262 
SR 262 travels north/south from US 50 through Milton and exits the county at the 
Dearborn/Ohio County line. There are approximately 3,000 vehicles per day 
utilizing the roadway. 
 
Annual Average Daily Traffic   
Existing traffic data was collected from OKI for the years 1997 and 2001 (see Figure 
1-17). The percentage change between those years was calculated and eight of the 
nine segments in the study area showed an increase in daily traffic.  The three 
highest increases in AADT occur from Hill Top Drive to Exporting Street and from 
Exporting Street to both SR 56 and 350 in Aurora, and from SR 1 and I-275 to the 
state line in Greendale. The segment with the heaviest amount of traffic is located in 
Lawrenceburg, beginning at SR 48 and ending at SR 1 and I-275. The only segment 
to have a decline in traffic occurred from Station Hollow Drive, just east of Dillsboro, 
to Cole Lane, which is about 1.6 miles west of Aurora. 
 
Figure 1-17: Annual Average Daily Traffic 

US 50 Highway Segment 
Segment  
Length 
(miles) 

1997 
AADT 

2001 
AADT 

AADT Percent 
Change 

          Station Hollow Road to Cole Lane 5.3 11,300 10,300 -9.7% 
Cole Lane to Hill Top Drive 1.6 14,100 15,400 8.4% 
Hill Top Drive to Exporting Street 1.9 13,600 17,400 21.8% 
Exporting Street to SR 56 & SR 350 0.06 14,700 21,100 30.3% 
SR 56 & SR 350 to George Street 0.36 24,600 28,000 12.1% 
George Street to SR 148 0.13 32,500 37,400 13.1% 
SR 148 to SR 48 2.98 31,200 35,600 12.4% 
SR 48 to SR 1 & I-275 2.52 35,800 41,900 14.6% 
SR 1 & I-275 to state line 2.7 11,700 35,000 66.6% 

 
2030 Levels of Service 
LOS is a qualitative measure of the effect of traffic flow factors, such as travel time, 
interruptions, freedom to maneuver, driver comfort, convenience, and (indirectly) 
safety and operating cost.  It is defined in the Highway Capacity Manual as ranging 
from A to F. LOS A is the best rating, indicating free flow conditions. LOS B 
represents essentially free flow conditions. LOS C indicates nearly free flow speeds, 
but freedom to maneuver is beginning to be restricted. At LOS D, travel speeds are 
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reduced and the ability to maneuver is limited. At LOS E, the roadway is near 
capacity and traffic flow is unstable. At LOS F, the traffic volumes exceed the 
roadway’s capacity, which may result in queues and stop-and-go conditions.  2030 
LOS data was collected from INDOT along the mainline of US 50. The table to the 
right (see Figure 1-18) lists the LOS for the US 50 project area. 
 
In 2030, US 50 is projected to have 
deficiencies from the intersection of SR 56 
and SR 350 in Aurora to the junction of SR 
1 and I-275 in Greendale.  INDOT reports 
that there are over 150 vehicle hours of 
delay per mile between Aurora and 
Lawrenceburg. The forecast also shows a 
LOS E and F between Aurora and 
Lawrenceburg. This will result in 
increased delays and commute times of 
travelers along US 50. 
          
Traffic Crash Study  
Detailed crash data was provided by Dearborn County for the entire county for the 
three-year period between 2003 and 2005.  From this data, all crashes occurring 
along US 50 were isolated for further study.  US 50 was divided into 58 links and 58 
intersections so that specific problem areas could be identified.  Using GIS and 
manual selection, each crash was coded by specific location, crash type, road 
contour, lighting conditions, pavement condition and crash severity; the results 
were then compiled into intersections, links and total crashes (see Exhibits 1-8 
through   1-10).  The analysis indicated 901 total crashes within the study area over 
the three year period.  This analysis concentrated on the characteristics of the crashes 
and an overview of the safety issues in the corridor. It compared US 50 to itself as 
opposed to other highways in Indiana.  The information needed to complete an 
analysis utilizing statewide crash rates was not available for this study.  A 
traditional crash rate analysis, which takes into account roadway length and average 
daily traffic, was not performed.   
 
Crashes at intersections, accounting for 510 (57 percent) of all crashes, occurred more 
frequently than did link crashes, which accounted for 391 (43 percent) of all crashes.  
Rear end crashes were by far the most common crash type, accounting for 39 percent 
of the total; the next most common types were right angles at 15 percent, 
animal/object in roadway at 12 percent, same direction side-swipes at 9 percent, and 
ran off road at 6 percent.  Across the entire study area, most crashes occurred on 
straight sections (94 percent), during daylight (70 percent), and on dry pavement (77 
percent), indicating that curvature, lighting conditions and pavement conditions 
were not major contributing factors.  While this generalization is true of the study 
area as a whole, some variation on this trend became apparent upon analysis of 

  Figure 1-18: 2030 Level of Service 

US 50 Highway Segment 2030 
LOS 

    Station Hollow Road to Cole Lane A-B 
Cole Lane to Hill Top Drive C 
Hill Top Drive to Exporting Street C 
Exporting Street to SR 56 & SR 350 C 
SR 56 & SR 350 to George Street F 
George Street to SR 148 E 
SR 148 to SR 48 F 
SR 48 to SR 1 & I-275 D* 
SR 1 & I-275 to State Line NA 

  *This Segment ranges from an LOS of C to F 
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crash type by location.  Crash severity across the study area was fairly low, with 82 
percent of crashes involving property damage only, 18 percent involving injuries, 
and less than one percent involving fatalities. 
 
Crash Analysis by Location  
As US 50 moves across Dearborn County from west to east it transitions from 
predominantly rural to predominantly urban/suburban; a fairly well defined line in 
land use patterns exists in the border between Washington and Center Townships.  
This transition is clear in the accident data as well.  Using Blair Road as a dividing 
line, located approximately at the border of the two townships, it is clear that the 
frequency and types of accidents differ in the two parts of the county.  From the 
western border of Dearborn County to Blair Road, a total of 132 crashes occurred 
during the three year period, accounting for only 15 percent of all study area 
crashes.  The majority (65 percent) of crashes in this section occurred along a link.   
 
The most common crash type was an animal/object in roadway (54 percent), along a 
tangent (95 percent), in dark (not lighted) conditions (56 percent) on dry pavement 
(78 percent).  This crash type is typical of rural areas in which deer or other animals 
are more likely to be in the road. Beginning with the Blair Road intersection and 
moving east to the state line, 769 crashes occurred (85 percent of total) from 2003 to 
2005.  This area of Dearborn County includes the cities of Aurora, Lawrenceburg, 
and Greendale.  Approximately 60 percent of the crashes here occurred at 
intersections.  The most common crash type was rear end (45 percent) followed by 
right angle (15 percent), and same direction side-swipe (10 percent).  The fact that 
most crashes in this area occurred on a straight road (94 percent), during daylight 
(77 percent), in dry conditions (77 percent) suggests that contour, lighting and 
pavement conditions were not major contributing factors. 
 
High Accident Links/Intersections   
A number of links and intersections in the study area have disproportionately high 
occurrences of crashes in comparison to the rest of US 50.  A rating system was 
utilized to compare crashes at different locations (see Exhibits 1-8 through 1-10). 

 30 or more crashes, an average of at least 10 per year, were deemed severe 
accident areas 

 20 to 30 crashes were high occurrence 

 10 to 20 were medium occurrence  

 Less than 10 crashes were considered a low occurrence   
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No link or intersection west of Blair 
Road had more than 20 crashes 
over the three year period, 
indicating that accident frequency 
is generally low throughout this 
portion of the county.  From the 
western edge of Center Township 
to the eastern state line there were three links and six intersections that rated severe, 
with more than 30 total accidents (see Figure 1-19).  
 
Of the 105 accidents in these three locations, 18 resulted in injuries and the rest were 
property damage only.  The most common crash type for SR 148 to Billingsly Drive 
and Oberting Road to State Line Road was a rear end, along a straight roadway 
section, during daylight, on dry pavement.  The most common crash type between 
Belleview Drive and Oberting Road was an animal/object in the road, along a 
tangent, in dark (not lighted) conditions, on dry pavement.  
 

      Figure 1-20: High Accident Intersection Crashes on US 50 
Intersection # of Crashes 

    US 50 & SR 48 55 
US 50 & SR 350 50 
US 50 & Argosy Parkway 45 
US 50 & Main St 40 
US 50 & Tiger Boulevard/Arch Street 34 
US 50 & George Street 32 

 
The severe occurrence intersections in the study area can be viewed in Figure 1-20.     
The 256 crashes at these six intersections account for 28 percent of all accidents in the 
study area.  They resulted in 49 injuries and the remainder were property damage 
only.  The most common crash type for all six intersections was a rear end collision, 
along a tangent, during daylight, on dry pavement. 
 
Conclusions  
The majority of crashes analyzed occurred within the cities of Aurora, 
Lawrenceburg and Greendale.  In these areas, crashes were generally associated 
with intersections and factors such as road contour, lighting and pavement 
condition did not seem to be major contributing factors.  The high percentage of rear 
end crashes further suggests that intersections are the key contributor to accidents.  
As development expands and traffic increases along the US 50 Corridor, these 
accident trends can be expected to increase as well. 
 

        Figure 1-19: High Accident Link Crashes on US 50 
Link # of Crashes 

    SR 148 to Billingsly Drive 39 
Belleview Drive to Oberting Road 34 
Oberting Road to State Line Road 32 
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Multi-Modal Options 
Information for the multi-modal options summary was obtained from the 2004 
Dearborn County Comprehensive Plan and the 2004 Dearborn County 
Transportation Assessment. This summary encompasses modes of transportation in 
Dearborn County in addition to roadways and highways. These modes include: 
public use airports, freight and passenger railroad services, bus transit services, 
marine terminals and other water ports, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 
 
Airports  
There are no public use airports located in Dearborn County. However, the Greater 
Cincinnati/Northern Kentucky International Airport is located only 20 minutes 
(approx. 18 miles) from the southeastern portion of the county. The airport has nine 
passenger airlines and serves approximately 20 million passengers per year. 
 
Freight and Passenger Railroads 
Currently Dearborn County has no passenger rail to serve the county. AMTRAK has 
one passenger rail route that serves the Greater Cincinnati area. The complete route 
connects Chicago, IL with Washington, D.C., and operates three times per week. 
CSX and Central Railroad of Indiana serve Dearborn County with freight rail. 
 
Transit 
The county is served by Catch-A-Ride, operated by Lifetime Resources, Inc., a fixed 
route point deviation and demand responsive service. The service area covers 
Dearborn, Jefferson, Ripley, Ohio, and Switzerland counties. In the past, service was 
provided to Cincinnati and Florence on a limited basis; however, due to financial 
constraints it has been discontinued. Service to these areas could prove valuable in 
the future as Dearborn County continues to grow and should be investigated during 
long range planning efforts. The Transit Authority of Northern Kentucky (TANK) 
was contacted in regards to providing possible future service in Dearborn County.  
Due to the current funding strategy of TANK, it would not be possible to provide 
service without both formal financial support from Dearborn County and action by 
the TANK Board and Boone, Kenton and Campbell Counties.  While no service in 
Dearborn County is currently included in the TANK Long Range Plan, TANK 
provided planning level information about a service proposal for Dearborn County.  
The hypothetical plan would provide park and ride service near I-275 and US 50 
during peak hours only to downtown Cincinnati.  In this scenario, the service would 
be an extension of the KY 237/I-275 Park and Ride route.  The service would 
provide three weekday morning and three weekday afternoon express commute 
trips to/from downtown Cincinnati with one to two interim stops (KY 237, CVG 
Airport, etc.).  The service would add six daily hours and 150 daily miles to TANK’s 
existing operation.   The daily figures translate to 1,572 hours and 39,300 miles per 
year (daily figures multiplied by 262 weekdays).  TANK’s fully allocated cost for 
service is approximately $60/hour.  The cost for the service mentioned above would 
be approximately $94,320/year.  This type of transit scenario is something for 
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Dearborn County to consider in the future. 
 
Marine Terminals and Other Water Ports 
The consolidated Grain and Barge located in Aurora serves the county. Rohe Paving 
and Gravel and Omare Paving and Gravel also maintain barge transferring facilities 
and are located on SR 56 near Aurora. 
 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities  
There is an existing pedestrian and bicycle trail serving the cities of Lawrenceburg 
and Aurora along the Ohio River. According to the Lawrenceburg Pedestrian 
Connectivity Study (2001), several other bicycle and walking trails are 
recommended (see Exhibit 1-11). They include the Lawrenceburg Levee Walk, the 
development of the Tanner’s Creek Trail on an abandoned railroad right-of-way 
(ROW), and the creation of a loop around the city of Lawrenceburg.  There is an 
existing shared use path along US 50 and a similar shared use path along US 56 
planned to connect Aurora and Rising Sun.  The city of Greendale recently 
completed a one mile trail atop the levee parallel to US 50. This segment along with 
the portion in Lawrenceburg end at the Argosy Casino.  A connection between the 
two trails is being negotiated.  Another project, the Ohio River Trail, proposes a 
greenway with trail along both sides of the Ohio River between Maysville, Kentucky 
and Madison, Indiana. It would include the Ohio River Trail, the Aurora-
Lawrenceburg Trail and Kentucky River Path projects.  
 
Exhibit 1-11: Bikepaths Map 
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LAND USE CONDITIONS AND DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES 
 
Land Use Inventory 
The scope of this land use inventory was generally limited to properties with 
frontage on US 50.  Exceptions include more densely developed areas such as 
Lawrenceburg and Aurora, where up to one block was surveyed on either side of 
the roadway.  Overall the corridor contains a diverse mix of uses, with an emphasis 
on suburban-scale retail in the areas between State Line Road and Aurora, and low-
density residential and agriculture in areas west of Aurora.  Retail uses appear to 
serve local residents, truckers and tourists visiting the Argosy Casino and Perfect 
North Slopes ski area.  The character of the corridor is mostly suburban to rural, 
with the exception of the historic urban cores of Aurora and Lawrenceburg. 
 
State Line Road to Argosy Parkway 
This segment of the study area is generally suburban in character, with the majority 
of development found south of the entrance ramp to I-275.  As indicated on Exhibit 
1-12, the area north of I-275 is relatively sparsely developed with a mix of mostly 
residential and commercial uses amid a substantial amount of vacant or agricultural 
land.  Some of the undeveloped sections of this segment are constrained by the 
floodplain of Ohio River tributaries, the close proximity of I-275 and steep slopes.  
Most of the residential development is relatively large-lot, single-family 
development along Oberting Road, which runs parallel to this section of US 50.  The 
residential uses are buffered from the traffic noise of US 50 and I-275 due to their 
distance from these roadways and their substantial setback from Oberting Road.  
The commercial development closer to State Line Road consists mostly of 
neighborhood and roadside services, while the commercial development closer to 
the I-275 ramp consists of entertainment and hospitality, including a recent cinema, 
hotel and restaurant.  An exception to this pattern is a fireworks retail establishment 
located at this interchange, which appears considerably older than the other 
surrounding retail uses.   
 
The area south of the I-275 interchange is considerably more developed, with a mix 
of commercial, industrial and public uses.  The developed areas are mostly west of 
US 50, as much of the eastern frontage is constrained by the Lawrenceburg 
Floodwall.  The commercial uses include a mix of automobile-oriented retail such as 
car dealerships, as well as hospitality uses such as hotels and restaurants.  The main 
public use is the Dearborn County Fairgrounds, located at the intersection of Argosy 
Parkway and US 50.  The fairgrounds include horse and auto racing tracks, off-street 
parking and covered areas for general festival activities.  Industrial uses include a 
relatively modern industrial park adjacent to the fairgrounds and older industrial 
uses immediately south of the I-275 ramp.  An additional use is an overflow parking 
for the Argosy Casino, located at Lorey Lane.  A substantial amount of undeveloped 
land exists directly north of the industrial park and south of the casino parking lot. 
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Argosy Parkway to SR 48 
This segment of US 50 is considerably more urban in character than the remainder of 
the corridor, because it passes through the historic core of Lawrenceburg. As 
indicated on Exhibit 1-13, most of the southern frontage of this segment of US 50 
contains a fine-grained mix of single to multi-family residential, commercial, office, 
institutional and public uses.   
 
Older buildings are generally pedestrian-oriented and located at the sidewalk line, 
although this context is occasionally interrupted by newer, suburban-scale infill 
development with parking located in front of the building.  The northern frontage of 
US 50 west of Stadium Lane contains a similar development pattern, although the 
area east of Stadium Lane contains a suburban-scale collection of public schools with 
larger setbacks, athletic fields and parking lots.   
 
SR 48 to SR 350/56  
This segment of US 50 is generally suburban in character, containing mostly retail 
commercial uses and a small amount of residential, industrial, institutional and 
utility-related uses (see Exhibit 1-14).  Development has occurred within a relatively 
narrow swath of land along US 50 between steep hillsides to the northwest and the 
Ohio River floodplain to the southeast.   
 
Though most of this section is commercial, a highly visible feature is the large 
powerplant and associated power lines located immediately west of the historic core 
of Lawrenceburg. Located east of the powerplant is another utility use, the 
Lawrenceburg sewage treatment plant.  The retail establishments in this section of 
the corridor are diverse in use and age and include neighborhood services such as 
groceries, large-format retail such as a Wal-mart Supercenter, specialty retail such as 
gift shops, equipment rental and marine supplies. The retail seems to cater to a 
variety of customers, including local residents, tourists and businesses.  Amid the 
retail establishments along the southeastern frontage of US 50 is an access point for a 
marina that is located in an inlet of the Ohio River.   
 
Industrial uses are few and generally include light manufacturing and warehousing.  
The principle institutional use is a post office located at Reece Drive.  Residential 
uses include single and multi-family development, generally located behind 
commercial uses on the northwestern frontage of US 50.  As US 50 approaches the 
historic core of Aurora, development becomes more mixed and pedestrian-oriented, 
as in Lawrenceburg.  Unlike Lawrenceburg, however, US 50 only skirts the edge of 
the urban portion of Aurora. 
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SR 350/56 to SR 62 
As US 50 travels west of Aurora the land use pattern quickly changes.  West of 
Aurora, US 50 turns away from the Ohio River valley, and the terrain in much of 
this area is characterized by rolling hills.  US 50 is a divided, limited-access roadway 
in this segment, unlike the remainder of the corridor.  As indicated on Exhibit 1-15, 
land use is dominated by mostly large-lot single-family residential and agricultural 
uses.   Occasional industrial, commercial, office, public and institutional uses dot the 
landscape.  Industrial uses include the Aurora Casket Company, a significant 
employer in the area.  Commercial uses mainly include small-scale, local services 
and storage facilities.  Office uses are few and mainly consist of local professional 
services such as medical or insurance offices.  The principle public use is a fire 
station located immediately west of Aurora.  Institutional uses mainly consist of 
churches and cemeteries.     
 
Development Opportunities 
With the exception of a handful of sites, future development of land immediately 
adjacent to US 50 will be limited by a combination of physical constraints, existing 
development, and truck and automobile access affected by traffic congestion and 
distance from key transportation routes and major metropolitan areas.  Ongoing loss 
of manufacturing jobs in the older urban cores such as Lawrenceburg and Aurora, 
particularly the recent announcement to close the Seagrams plant in Lawrenceburg, 
have the potential to create substantial redevelopment opportunities in those 
communities.  The most viable development opportunities are clustered around the 
ramp to I-275.  Areas to preserve include the viable historic urban cores of 
Lawrenceburg and Aurora. 
 
Constraints 
Physical Features.  The US 50 Corridor traverses an environmentally sensitive area 
characterized by a major river, several tributaries and steep (greater than 10 percent 
slope) hillsides.  Roughly half of the corridor, northeast of Aurora, is situated within 
a narrow swath of land between the Ohio River and the hillsides that form the river 
valley.  Portions of this swath are within the floodplain of the Ohio River and/or its 
tributaries.  Therefore, development within a significant portion of the corridor is 
either not possible or will involve significant expense and have environmental 
consequences.  Areas west of Aurora are characterized mostly by rolling hills and do 
not face the same degree of physical constraints.   
 
Existing Development.  Much of the most desirable frontage of US 50, i.e. that which is 
most accessible from I-275 and not constrained by physical features, has already 
been developed.  A recent spate of retail development is quickly using up the 
remaining developable land.  Additionally, the corridor travels through the cores of 
two historic communities, Lawrenceburg and Aurora, that contain architecturally 
significant buildings as well as older industrial properties that may contain 
environmental contamination.  Some established land uses within the corridor 
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conflict with surrounding land uses and may discourage development of some uses 
on adjacent parcels.  Examples of these uses include industrial establishments and 
the power plant and sewage plant located directly southwest of Lawrenceburg.  
These uses will present a conflict for less intense uses such as residential and retail, 
locating on adjacent parcels. 
 
Accessibility.  The corridor from State Line Road to Argosy Parkway enjoys excellent 
regional automobile and truck access, as it is within 2.5 miles of the I-275 
interchange with US 50, and there are few traffic bottlenecks in either direction from 
the interchange. Traffic congestion worsens, however, as one travels through Aurora 
and Lawrenceburg. Therefore, poor regional accessibility becomes a constraint in the 
area southwest of Lawrenceburg and, to a greater extent, west of Aurora. 
 
Opportunity Areas   
Development opportunities are limited in the US 50 Corridor, due to the 
aforementioned constraints.  As indicated on Exhibit 1-16, five general areas of 
opportunity for new development and one area for redevelopment were identified. 

1. US 50/Oberting Road.  This collection of undeveloped land occupies the 
western frontage of US 50, south of the intersection with Oberting Road.  This 
site benefits from good visibility and access from I-275, although portions of 
the site may be constrained due to flood hazards. 

2. I-275 Interchange.  This opportunity area is located immediately northeast of 
the interchange.  A cinema, restaurant and hotel were recently developed at 
this location, and a substantial amount of vacant land remains adjacent to 
these uses.  Some portions of the site, however, may be constrained by flood 
hazards.  This site benefits from excellent access and visibility from I-275.   

3. Greendale Commercial and Industrial Park.  This area is situated along the 
western frontage of US 50 between Rudolph Way and Lorey Lane.  The area 
abuts light industrial facilities to the south, an overflow parking lot for the 
Argosy Casino to the north, and it wraps around automobile-dependent retail 
establishments that have frontage on US 50.  This site benefits from excellent 
access and proximity to I-275, though visibility from I-275 is limited due to 
distance and the Lawrenceburg floodwall.  

4. Lawrenceburg Industrial Corridor (Redevelopment).  This area contains a 
collection of older industrial uses, including the Seagrams Distillery (now 
owned by Pernod Ricard), a significant employer in the region.  Some of these 
industrial facilities may face a limited future due to the obsolescence of 
structures and the decline of manufacturing businesses locally and regionally.  
The recent announcement to close the Seagrams Distillery is the latest 
example of such trends.  Plans for the area must include recommendations for 
reusing or redeveloping these properties as they become vacant, lest they 
become liabilities for the community. 
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5. Lawrenceburg West.  This area, though mostly built-out, contains some vacant 
parcels and vacant retail structures.  Much of the vacant land is located 
adjacent to the power plant and sewage plant, which will limit its 
development potential.  The area is accessible to local residents and 
businesses, though regional access from I-275 is somewhat hampered by 
traffic congestion in Lawrenceburg. 

6. Aurora West.  This mostly rural area contains a substantial amount of 
undeveloped land, though its regional accessibility is hampered by its 
distance from I-275 and traffic bottlenecks on US 50 in Aurora and 
Lawrenceburg. The Aurora Casket Company, a significant industrial 
employer in the area, is located within this section of the corridor. 

 
Preservation Areas   
Many of the constraints within the study area discussed earlier translate into 
preservation opportunities.  There is a significant need to identify areas in which 
future development, redevelopment and infrastructure improvements should be 
limited or controlled.  Preservation areas include floodplain, hillsides (greater than 
ten percent slope) and the historic cores of Lawrenceburg and Aurora.  Slopes over 
ten percent increase development costs due to cut and fill operations and complex 
designs needed for building foundations, utility connections, and road construction.  
It should be noted that several areas of floodplain have been filled in the past to 
allow for increased development.  This is particularly true in Greendale near the 
new movie theater and shopping center.  
 
It is apparent that recent developments have not respected these community 
features.  For example, some recent retail development between Lawrenceburg and 
Aurora has resulted in significant alteration of several hillsides.  Additionally, some 
recent infill development in historic Lawrenceburg has adopted a suburban context 
that is inconsistent with the urban, pedestrian-oriented nature of this community.   
 
Conclusions   
The project area contains several sites that should be studied to determine the 
feasibility of development and/or redevelopment. In addition, the project’s 
consultant team contacted previous land users that have visited the area and elected 
not to develop.   The reasons for not developing on US 50 include traffic congestion 
on US 50, issues with the location of utilities and the population mix in the county.  
Access management improvements and land use enhancements may help alleviate 
some of their concerns.  
 
The US 50 Corridor has had a fair amount of recent small development, almost all of 
which is associated with commercial/retail uses. There appears to be several large 
tracts of property currently for sale or lease within the study area. Most, if not all, of 
these tracts are listed on the Dearborn County economic development web site and 
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are suitable for commercial, office and/or industrial uses. The existing retail and its 
growth are most likely associated with the added traffic along the US 50 Corridor 
generated by the casino traffic together with a few big box retailers that have located 
within the immediate area. 
 
The majority of available sites are well identified for informational purposes and 
there appears to be no single reason why these sites have not been developed other 
than lack of demand. Other larger issues regarding the demand that have been 
identified in previous county studies of transportation, housing, employment etc. 
are most likely involved.  Marketing tools such as the Dearborn County Economic 
Development web page have done an excellent job of putting forward the available 
sites together with the statistical information of the area and the county.  Most of the 
identified sites currently appear to have access to the required utilities for most, if 
not all, of the contemplated land uses. The availability of utilities will be verified to 
determine if this is an issue concerning future development. 
 
The traffic within the corridor and within the incorporated areas has been a driving 
force for the retail development to date. The amount of traffic, the numerous access 
points and/or the lack of defined access points appear to be hampering the ease of 
use of the smaller parcels for retail development and redevelopment. Another 
contributing factor with some of the smaller parcels within the study areas appears 
to be the existing shallow depths of parcels as well as the surrounding topography. 
From a national or regional retailers perspective, this inability to readily access US 
50 with ease definitely plays a part in whether or not to locate or redevelop within 
the area.  
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ACCESS MANAGEMENT 
 
Access Management Benefits 
A main task of the US 50 Gateway Study was to evaluate side road and adjacent 
property access to and from US 50 between State Line Road and SR 62. US 50 is 
plagued with access problems such as poorly located and/or closely spaced 
driveways and intersections.  These problems degrade the capacity of the roadway 
and result in more traffic crashes on US 50.  The study recommends implementing 
nationally recognized access management practices that have been proven to 
improve the roadway’s traffic-carrying capability and reduce traffic crashes.   
 
The practice of access management brings a balance of mobility, safety and access to 
adjacent properties.  The benefits of access management have been well documented 
in recent years.  This report applies information from the Transportation Research 
Board Access Management Manual, the Indiana Statewide Access Management 
Study, the INDOT Driveway Permit Manual and the Ohio Department of 
Transportation (ODOT) State Highway Access Manual.   
 
In evaluating current research on the benefits of implementing an access 
management plan, four overall conclusions can be drawn: 

1. As access density increases, crash rates increase.  In a Minnesota Department of 
Transportation Study, crash rates increased as access density increased 
regardless of roadway condition and geometry.  The study indicated that 
increasing access points by 50 percent resulted in an increase in crash rates of 
41 percent. 

2. Roadways with medians are safer than undivided roadways or those with continuous 
two-way left turn lanes.  In 1999, NCHRP Report 420 found that the crash rates 
on roadways with medians were 30 percent lower than on those with 
continuous two-way left-turn lanes. 

3. U-turns are generally safer than direct left turns.  A 2000 Florida study found that 
u-turns combined with right-turn only access exhibited almost 20 percent 
fewer crashes than on roadways that allow left turns. 

4. Medians improve pedestrian safety. Properly designed medians can provide a 
safe haven for pedestrians on crowded roadways.  These refuges are not 
available with two-way continuous left turns lanes, like those that are present 
in most of the study area. 

 
Another significant benefit of access management is an increase in operational 
efficiency.  Again, there is extensive research on the subject.  The studies found 
repeatedly that good access management practice helped to maintain the desired 
speeds and reduced congestion related delays.  For example, the Highway Capacity 
Manual states that for every increase of 10 access points per mile, one can expect a 
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2.5 mile per hour reduction in the free flow speed of the roadway.  ODOT found that 
roadway capacity can be increased as much as 35 percent by employing access 
management practices.  That’s an increase of 10,000 cars per day for a four-lane 
facility, without having to construct additional new lanes. 
 
There are economic benefits to implementing an access management plan as well.  
When a roadway becomes congested, travel speeds decline and it becomes more 
difficult for customers to travel to and from businesses along the facility.  Access 
management can help to reduce congestion by increasing travel speeds and 
improving safety.  For example, if the current average roadway speed is 30 miles per 
hour (mph), a business is within a 15 minute drive for customers living within a 
seven mile radius.  If the average speed of the roadway is increased by 10 mph to 40 
mph with the implementation of access management techniques, the same 15 
minute drive puts businesses within reach of customers within a 10-mile radius, 
expanding the potential customer base one and one half times. 
 
Access Management Guidelines   
Before an access management plan can be developed, a list of guidelines must be 
created.  Because the US 50 corridor is developed, there are some constraints that 
affect the ability to meet all guidelines.  For example, the major roadway 
intersections on US 50 cannot be moved; therefore, the access management plan 
must accommodate them.  The following table lists access management standards 
that guided the US 50 Gateway Study recommendations.  The priorities represent the 
way the guidelines were applied (see Figure 1-21).  For example, “the functional 
area” of each intersection was looked at and protected first. 
 
Figure 1-21: Access Management Priorities  
Priority Condition Access 

Spacing (ft) 
      1 Intersection Upstream Functional Area, 45 mph, suburban 702** 

2 
Minimum spacing between driveways (edge of driveway to edge of 
driveway, 45 mph 350* 

3 
Offset distance between driveways on opposite sides of an undivided 
roadway, minor arterial 220** 

*Indiana Permit Manual, 1996 
** Transportation Research Board, Access Management Manual, 2003 
 
The following table represents the characteristics of driveway geometry that were 
followed when analyzing US 50 (see Figure 1-22).  These standards may be found in 
the INDOT Driveway Permitting Manual, 1996.  It is assumed that INDOT’s 
forthcoming updates to the Permitting Manual will also use these standards. 
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Figure 1-22: Access Management Driveway Geometry 
Condition Standard (ft) 

    Driveway width, 2-way access, low volume, single-unit trucks 24 
Driveway width, 2-way access, high volume, multi-unit truck 36 
Typical corner radii, moderate speed turns for passenger cars 40 
Corner Radii, moderate speed turns for multi-unit trucks 50 

 
There are several access management techniques that can be used to retro-fit a 
corridor like US 50.  Several of these techniques are described below. 

 Shared Driveways - The combination of adjacent access points to create a 
common drive servicing two or more properties were investigated.  Shared 
driveways help to preserve the traffic carrying capacity of an arterial.  This 
technique results in fewer driveway intersections that often can be controlled 
by a traffic signal. 

 Frontage/Service Roads - The access management study also considered 
alternative access to US 50 through the use of frontage and/or service roads.  
These roadways are generally one-way and would be accessed from US 50 
either from a signalized intersection or acceleration/deceleration lanes.  
Frontage roads and service roads could be used to provide access to adjacent 
property from a different direction, thus allowing the US 50 access points to 
be closed.  

 Acceleration Lanes - Reducing the amount of slower turning traffic from the 
arterial is an access management technique that is used to improve the traffic 
carry capacity and safety on the arterial. Proper turn radius, driveway width, 
driveway length and driveway slope are features that are important because 
they help slower, turning traffic move off the arterial more quickly and help 
the traffic leaving a driveway turn and enter the stream of traffic more 
efficiently. The study evaluated the design features of cross road intersections 
and major driveways and makes recommendations for improvements, where 
necessary. Right turn deceleration lanes help to get turning vehicles smoothly 
out of the through traffic lane 

 Raised Medians -   “Non-transversable” or raised medians are generally safer 
than two-way left turn lanes in areas where the average daily traffic exceeds 
24,000 vehicles per day, on multi-lane facilities, where there is a high crash 
rate, or where there is a desire to limit left turns.  Median breaks should 
generally be provided only at public road intersections or at driveways 
shared by several businesses. This study investigated the possibility of using 
right-in, right-out driveways as opposed to full-movement.  This type of 
driveway decreases the number of conflict points on the roadway. 

 
As discussed previously, there are dramatic differences in configuration and 
performance across the length of US 50.  While the area from I-275 to SR 350 is 
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highly developed, the area east of I-275 and west of SR 350 has not yet seen the 
commercial boom.  These western areas remain largely rural, but this characteristic 
is expected to quickly change in the future.  Access management should be more 
conservative in these areas.  For example, currently developed areas may not allow 
for the use of frontage roads on US 50; future development can be designed so that 
frontage roads are commonly used, thereby preserving the integrity of the arterial.   
 
The final recommendations from the access management study are comprised of a 
package of access management techniques that is best tailored to the US 50 study 
area. The recommended techniques vary along the length of the study area, 
depending on traffic counts, adjacent land uses and number and type of existing 
driveways.  
 
Access Management Inventory   
In order to most efficiently and effectively implement access management guidelines 
discussed above, the project team first gained an understanding of the current access 
conditions along US 50.  The following inventory itemizes every access point in the 
US 50 study area. This list provides insight into the assets and challenges that might 
exist to developing good access management practices.  Some initial information is 
given regarding access conditions for the study area as a whole, but as the four 
sections of the highway differ in nature, so do the characteristics of the access each 
provides to US 50.  For this reason, the inventory has been divided into four parts, 
each addressing the specific access issues present in each of the four quadrants of 
the project.  Appendix B contains a table and maps for each section, detailing each 
access point in that area. 
 
The US 50 Gateway Study spans nearly 17 miles and contains over 400 access points; 
an average of 25.8 per mile.  Of greatest concern with regard to safety are the 15 
signalized intersections in the study area, accounting for 3.5 percent of all access 
points.  A secondary concern is the unsignalized intersections which account for an 
additional 40 (9.2 percent) access points.  Finally, the remaining access points are 
driveways, which still pose concerns for safety, especially when their widths are 
excessive and spacing is minimal or non-existent.  
 
Section 1: State Line Road to Argosy Parkway   
The eastern-most sub-area of the US 50 project is 3.7 miles in length and contains 50 
access points, an average of 13.5 per mile.  Of these 50 access points, four (eight 
percent) are signalized intersections (see Figure 1-23). 
 
Figure 1-23: Section 1 Signalized Intersections 

Access Width (Ft.) Distance to Next Access Point (Ft.) Access 
ID # Road 

EB Side WB Side To the East To the West 

0 State Line Road - 27 - 170 
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Access Width (Ft.) Distance to Next Access Point (Ft.) Access 
ID # Road 

EB Side WB Side To the East To the West 

21 State Route 1 105 67 514 433 
44 Lorey Lane - 66 391 1014 
47 Rudolph Way - 28 787 257 

* Shaded boxes designate a deficiency 

 
While each of the roads in Section 1 are of an adequate width, each is deficient in its 
spacing (within 702 feet) from the next closest access point in at least one direction, 
as shown by the cells above highlighted in yellow, in Figure 1-24.  This section also 
contains seven (14 percent) unsignalized intersections (see Figure 1-24).  Like the 
signalized intersections, each of the unsignalized intersections in this portion of the 
study area meets the minimum standard for road width.  Three of the eight 
unsignalized intersections fail to meet spacing standards as they are within 360 feet 
of the next access point in at least one direction.  Additionally, one access point, ID 
#20, fails to meet spacing standards as it is less than 700 feet from a signalized 
intersection to the west. 
 
Figure 1-24: Section 1 Unsignalized Intersections 

Access Width (Ft.) Distance to Next Access Point (Ft.) Access 
ID # Road 

EB Side WB Side To the East To the West 

13 Oberting Road - 27 28 794 
14 Auction Lane 25 - 794 814 
19 Unnamed 41 38 1987 657 
20 Unnamed 26 39 657 514 
28 Walnut Street 44 - 38 8 
45 Unnamed - 38 1014 764 
46 McClure Way - 32 764 787 

* Shaded boxes designate a deficiency 

 
Of the 39 driveways in Section 1, eight (21 percent) have widths less than the 24 foot 
minimum standard, and an additional 24 (62 percent) have widths in excess of 36 
feet, the standard for two-way, high volume, multi-unit truck access.  All but four 
driveways in this area are less than the recommended distance from the nearest 
access point, meaning that 90 percent are deficient in this area of the access 
management inventory. 
 
Section 2: Argosy Parkway to State Route 48   
This is the smallest of the four sections, stretching only 1.1 miles and containing 30 
access points, an average of 27.3 points per mile.  This section of US 50 is entirely 
urban as it cuts through the City of Lawrenceburg, therefore many of the access 
management standards which are designed for higher speed areas will not be met, 
specifically spacing between intersections.  Proportionally, there are a greater 
number of signalized and unsignalized intersections in this section than in any 
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other, and because intersections are the greatest safety concerns in an access 
management study attention must still be paid to their widths and spacing.  There 
are five signalized intersections in this section (see Figure 1-25). 
 
Figure 1-25: Section 2 Signalized Intersections 

Access Width (Ft.) Distance to Next Access Point (Ft.) Access 
ID # Road 

EB Side WB Side To the East To the West 

50 Argosy Parkway 76 48 286 292 
53 Arch Street/ 

Tiger Boulevard 53 31 884 710 
57 Walnut Street/ 

Stadium Lane 62 30 51 23 
73 Front Street 43 37 50 148 
75 Main Street 56 54 139 144 

* Shaded boxes designate a deficiency 
 
All five signalized intersections meet minimum width requirements, but only the 
Arch Street/Tiger Boulevard intersection corresponds with the spacing 
requirements set forth in the guidelines.  The other four signalized intersections fail 
to meet proper spacing in both directions.  In addition to the five signalized 
intersections, there are six (20 percent) unsignalized intersections in Section 2 (see 
Figure 1-26).  In this urban setting, none of the unsignalized intersections maintains 
the minimum 360 foot spacing from other access points.  Four of the six intersections 
also lead to roads with widths insufficient to handle even low volume, two-way 
traffic. 
 
Figure 1-26: Section 2 Unsignalized Intersections 

Access Width (Ft.) Distance to Next Access Point (Ft.) Access 
ID # Road 

EB Side WB Side To the East To the West 

56 Third Street 37 - 38 51 
69 Water Street 22 48 12 7 
71 Unnamed 12 13 114 78 
74 Park Street 23 23 148 139 
77 Shipping Street 40 42 161 68 
79 Unnamed 20 31 112 546 

* Shaded boxes designate a deficiency 

 
The remaining 19 access points are driveways, of which six (32 percent) have widths 
of less than 24 feet, and eight (42 percent) have widths greater than 36 feet.  A total 
of 17 (89 percent) of the driveways in Section 2 have spacing less than the 
recommended safe distance.  This includes four with “zero spacing”, which means 
that the drives on opposite sides of US 50 overlap but are not aligned at an 
intersection. 
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Section 3: State Route 48 to State Route 350   
Section 3 is 3.5 miles long and contains 121 access points with an average of 34.6 
access points per mile, the densest groupings of access points of the four.  Despite 
having more than double the access points of Sections 1 or 2, Section 3 has only six (5 
percent) signalized intersections (see Figure 1-27).  Each of the six intersections is of 
adequate width, but only Reese Drive meets the minimum 700 foot spacing standard 
in each direction. 
 
Figure 1-27: Section 3 Signalized Intersections 

Access Width (Ft.) Distance to Next Access Point (Ft.) Access 
ID # Road 

EB Side WB Side To the East To the West 

80 State Route 48 29 58 546 31 
107 Reese Drive 40 38 704 776 
139 Unnamed 80 54 79 85 
143 Wilson Creek Road - 34 705 686 
185 State Route 148 25 43 25 0.00 
191 George Street 48 - 81 440 

* Shaded boxes designate a deficiency 

 
There are nine (seven percent) unsignalized intersections in this area (see Figure1-
28).  All but one of the unsignalized intersections meet the minimum width 
standards set forth in the guidelines, but none meet the standards for intersection 
spacing.  Both Billingsly Drive and Moore Street are directly west of signalized 
intersections and although they are separated by more than the 360 foot minimum 
for unsignalized intersections, they are within 700 feet.  One intersection of great 
concern in Section 3 is Harrison Street as it fails to meet width standards and there is 
essentially has no separation between it and State Route 148, which is the next access 
point to the east.  This presents a serious safety concern for vehicles turning onto 
and off of US 50. 
 
Figure 1-28: Section 3 Unsignalized Intersections 

Access Width (Ft.) Distance to Next Access Point (Ft.) Access 
ID # Road 

EB Side WB Side To the East To the West 

84 Unnamed - 49 153 494.13 
89 Doughty Road - 122 51 0.00 
99 Unnamed 40 - 0.00 130.03 
106 County Road 5 - 26 91 707 
125 Florence Drive 35 - 0.00 0.00 
144 Billingsly Drive - 32 686 157 
186 Harrison Street - 23 0.00 52 
192 Moore Street - 43 440 7 
195 Broadway Street - 40 13 72 

* Shaded boxes designate a deficiency 
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With signalized and unsignalized intersections accounting for only 12 percent of the 
access points in Section 3, the vast majority (106) of access points are driveways.  In 
analyzing these driveways, it is clear that access management in this area is sporadic 
in some places and non-existent in others as driveway widths range from 8.5 feet to 
over 300 feet.  A total of 22 (21 percent) driveways are less than 24 feet in width and 
another 43 (41 percent) are greater than 36 feet in width.  Furthermore, only one 
driveway meets the access spacing guidelines in both directions.  Particular 
attention was paid to access points 154 through 161, where eight driveways in a row 
exist with virtually no spacing in between. 
 
Section 4: State Route 350 to State Route 62 
Covering 8.5 miles of US 50, Section 4 is larger than the other three sections 
combined.  There are a total of 232 access points in this portion of the study area, 
which translates to 27.3 points per mile.  Because the majority of Section 4 is a four 
lane divided facility, it is also important to consider access to the eastbound and 
westbound lanes separately as not all access points are common to each direction.  In 
the eastbound direction, there are 114 access points, or 13.4 per mile, while the 
westbound lanes have 118 access points, or 13.9 accesses per mile.  As this portion of 
US 50 is predominantly rural, there are few intersections and far more driveways.  
The only signalized intersection in either direction is State Route 350 (Access ID 
#201) in Aurora.  The road widths at this intersection meet the access management 
guidelines, but intersection spacing is deficient in both directions.  Unsignalized 
intersections are far more prominent in Section 4 than are signalized intersections; 
there are 24 (21 percent) unsignalized intersections in the eastbound direction (see 
Figure 1-29), and 26 (22 percent) in the westbound direction (see Figure 1-30).  Of the 
24 unsignalized intersections in the eastbound direction, nine (38 percent) fail to 
meet minimum width requirements in at least one direction and 18 (75 percent) fail 
to meet intersection spacing standards.  In the westbound direction, 10 (38 percent) 
of 26 intersections fail to meet minimum width requirements in at least one 
direction, and 21 (81 percent) fail to meet minimum spacing requirements.  Among 
the unsignalized intersections, the three-way intersection of Indiana Avenue, West 
Conwell Street, and Lower Dillsboro Road is of the greatest concern for safety, as 
access to US 50 from each of these roads overlap with the others, and proper 
alignment does not occur. 
 
Figure 1-29: Section 4 Unsignalized Intersections (Eastbound Lanes) 

Access Width (Ft.) Distance to Next Access Point (Ft.) Access 
ID # Road 

EB Side WB Side To the East To the West 

202 Exporting Street 45.86 - 202 52 
203 Unnamed 40.83 - 52 4008 
205 Indiana Avenue - 24 1854 0.00 
206 W Conwell Street 67.23 - 0.00 0.00 
207 Lower Dillsboro Road - 31 0.00 747 
210 Stewart Street - 52 250 100 
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Access Width (Ft.) Distance to Next Access Point (Ft.) Access 
ID # Road 

EB Side WB Side To the East To the West 

211 Gnawbone Road 28.00 - 100 1327 
212 Hilltop Drive 48.09 - 1327 1595 
213 Blair Road - 33 1595 193 
215 Dutch Hollow Road 30.27 60 370 99 
217 Locust Street 24.88 13 111 278 
256 Unnamed 32.20 13 423 428 
261 Cole Lane 25.27 22 528 397 
273 Randall Avenue 29.55 47 394 277 
280 Marsh Road 20.21 38 440 43 
285 Unnamed - 124 323 370 
288 Hueseman Road 24.60 11 370 446 
318 Lower Dillsboro Road - 51 675 82 
324 Mt Tabor Road 20.37 23 352 698 
338 Cherokee Lane 15.26 - 179 190 
354 Sharon Drive 29.29 33 242 361 
380 Texas Gas Road 31.09 19 219 151 
397 Campo Verde Drive 10.88 23 695 34 
404 State Route 62 26.83 25 540 - 

* Shaded boxes designate a deficiency 

 
Figure 1-30: Section 4 Unsignalized Intersections (Westbound Lanes) 

Access Width (Ft.) Distance to Next Access Point (Ft.) Access 
ID # Road 

EB Side WB Side To the East To the West 

202 Exporting Street 46 - 202 52 
203 Unnamed 41 - 52 4008 
205 Indiana Avenue - 24 1854 0.00 
206 W Conwell Street 67 - 0.00 0.00 
207 Lower Dillsboro Road - 31 0.00 747 
210 Stewart Street - 52 250 100 
211 Gnawbone Road 28 - 100 1327 
212 Hilltop Drive 48 - 1327 1595 
213 Blair Road - 33 1595 193 
215 Dutch Hollow Road 30 - 361 243 
217 Locust Street 25 13 243 306 
256 Unnamed 32 13 442 63 
261 Gatch Hill Road 25 22 228 142 
269 Unnamed - 14 270 96 
273 Randall Avenue 30 - 410 53 
280 Marsh Road 20 38 428 133 
284 Unnamed 124 32 236 0.00 
288 Hueseman Road 25 11 35 1350 
306 Unnamed - 37 379 18 
318 Lower Dillsboro Road 51 32 118 919 
324 Hoffman Road 20 23 537 701 
345 Highridge Road - 45 63 61 
354 Sharon Drive 29 33 434 217 
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Access Width (Ft.) Distance to Next Access Point (Ft.) Access 
ID # Road 

EB Side WB Side To the East To the West 

380 Texas Gas Road 31 19 308 958 
397 Campo Verde Drive 11 23 606 600 
404 State Route 62 27 25 871 - 

* Shaded boxes designate a deficiency 

 
There are 89 driveway access points in both the eastbound and westbound 
directions of Section 4 of the US 50 study area.  Because most of these are residential 
driveways, especially toward the western edge of the study area, the vast majority 
fail to meet minimum width standards.  Although widths standards for drives along 
this part of US 50 are consistently not met, access spacing is of greater concern for 
safety.  In the eastbound lanes, 68 (76 percent) of driveways fail to meet spacing 
standards, while 74 (83 percent) driveways on the westbound side do not have 
adequate spacing.  In addition to the signalized intersection, unsignalized 
intersections and driveways, there is one exit ramp in the westbound direction in 
Section 4 (Access ID #204).  Although standards are not discussed for exit ramps, the 
ramp in this case is sufficiently spaced from other access points to avoid safety 
concerns.  While Section 4 of the study area is of a rural character, growing 
development pressures in this area warrant good access management standards and 
practices in order to prevent traffic safety problems from occurring in the future.   
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NEEDS STATEMENT 
 
As clearly illustrated in this Current Conditions Report, Dearborn County is 
growing and US 50 serves as its “Main Street”.  Congestion levels on US 50 are 
expected to increase in the future and the current roadway does not function as it 
should.  Two issues that are complicating matters are poor access management in 
the corridor and disparities in land use. 
 
Access management changes on US 50 are needed.  There are access management 
deficiencies in all sections of the corridor, with the worst area being between SR 48 
and SR 350, with approximately 35 access points per mile on average, equating to 
one access point every 150 feet; well below the national standard of 350 feet.  In 
addition, six intersections along the US 50 study area experience more than 10 
crashes per year.  These accidents pose a safety concern and contribute to congestion 
on US 50.   
 
Land use changes are also needed on the US 50 Corridor.  Overall the corridor 
contains a mix of land uses, from suburban-scale retail uses throughout to industrial 
uses with in and west of Lawrenceburg.  These land uses sometimes conflict with 
each other and present difficulties for development opportunities in the future.  
Changing land use will make US 50 appear as a cohesive corridor with more 
promising development potential.  
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CHAPTER 2: FUTURE LAND USE CONCEPTS 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The future land use concepts presented in this chapter are an expression of 
community support for a viable and vital US 50 Corridor.  Land use 
recommendations made for US 50 apply to new development, redevelopment, and 
property and streetscape enhancements along the US 50 Corridor.  This chapter 
establishes a guiding framework for more site-specific recommendations, zoning 
recommendations and implementation strategies in chapters six through eight.   
 
At six miles long, the US 50 Corridor travels through a variety of development 
patterns, from dense, urban cores to sparsely developed rural areas.  Accordingly, 
recommendations were tailored to five distinct corridor sections (or sub-areas) 
according to differences in the character of the existing roadway and adjacent 
development, as well as community preferences expressed for each corridor section.  
The location of the five corridor sections used in this chapter include: (1) State Line 
Road to I-275, (2) I-275 to Argosy, (3) Argosy Parkway to SR 48, (4) SR 48 to SR 350, 
and (5) SR 350 to SR 62.   
 
The US 50 Corridor is constantly changing.  New development has occurred with 
the expansion of the Cincinnati metropolitan area.   Dearborn County’s rich history, 
abundance of natural resources, vacant land and increasing labor force are 
important factors contributing to development along US 50.   
 
Dearborn County communities are excited about the opportunity economic growth 
brings, but they also hope to mitigate incoherent land use patterns, “sign blight,” 
undesirable strip development, increased traffic congestion and increased vehicle 
crash rates. 
 
This chapter’s, maps, tables and land use intensity descriptions serves as an area-
wide, multi-jurisdictional land use plan and policy document.  As such it should be 
used as decision making tool by public officials and private sector developers when 
development is contemplated anywhere in the US 50 study area.   
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LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY 
 

One objective of this plan is to create a sustainable environment where long-term 
property values and community benefits are maximized.  To that end, the US 50 
Corridor land use strategy recommends the maintenance of distinct communities, 
each with a strong sense of place, high quality of life and appealing environment to 
attract and retain residents, business and tourism.  In that context, new development 
should be sensitive to the area’s rich historical and natural assets.   
 
The future land use concepts presented in this chapter preserve desirable features of 
each development type while recommending changes for undesirable elements.  
Implementation of the concepts will generally occur incrementally as new 
development occurs.  Streetscape improvements, however, can be implemented 
more proactively in concert with access management improvements to set the stage 
for continued economic development.  This land use strategy is best accomplished 
by utilizing a mixed-use, form-based approach to land use planning.  That reduces 
the significance of specific land uses and increases the importance of design and 
appearance in new developments.  This strategy allows market forces to determine 
the highest and best use of US 50’s frontage.  To balance this land use flexibility, 
adherence to corridor design standards is critically important to ensure new 
development is sustainable for long-term economic development and quality of life 
purposes.   
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LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT GOALS AND PRINCIPLES 
 

The land use and development strategy will be achieved through the following 
goals and principles: 

1. Development will occur in a planned and organized manner to create a 
strong visual and physical connection along US 50.   

2. Development will include a wide range of land use types within the corridor 
including mixed use and compact development nodes to prevent 
monotonous strip development. 

3. Larger employers, offices and clean industrial uses will be clustered in 
landscaped master-planned business parks at appropriate locations.   

4. New development will be pushed to existing development nodes to 
maximize the use of existing roadway and utility infrastructure.  

5. Redevelopment and reuse of existing structures and development centers will 
be encouraged as market demand for goods and services continues to grow.     

6. Development in rural areas will occur in a fiscally responsible and 
environmentally sensitive manner.  Intense development should not occur in 
rural areas until public utility and roadway infrastructure is adequately in 
place. 

7. Elements of the natural environment will be preserved as the built 
environment grows, maintaining the natural beauty of the region.   

8. The scale of the built environment will evolve to favor pedestrians, while 
maintaining automobile convenience.  

9. The design of development and redevelopment will support and facilitate 
future expansions of mass transit along the US 50 Corridor. 

10. Streetscape, gateway and other infrastructure improvements will be phased 
in over time in conjunction with access management improvements as a 
means to proactively position the US 50 Corridor for economic development.   
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FUTURE LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 
 
This section provides more detailed descriptions of land uses.    
 
Mixed Use   
Mixed use development which promotes a mix of office and retail is permitted and 
encouraged in land located in the segments of the corridor between State Line Road 
and SR 350.  The mixed use designation calls for greater flexibility by moving away 
from prescriptive single-use districts.   Mixed uses can be arranged horizontally, 
where different uses are provided side-by-side, or vertically where different uses are 
located in the same structure but generally on different floors.  Retail or office is 
preferred on the first and office and/or residential is preferred on upper stories in 
multi-story structures.   
 
Office 
Office land use within the corridor is likely to evolve over time.  Small general and 
professional offices are envisioned throughout the corridor to serve the needs of area 
residents and business service needs.  The total land and building area devoted to 
office space will likely be limited at first and grow incrementally as additional 
residents are attracted to US 50 Corridor communities.    
 
Examples include medical, dental, real estate, financial, legal, accounting, 
engineering, employment, education, administrative and managerial, etc.  Regional 
and corporate offices are also desired especially in the I-275/US 50 area.   Permitting 
office uses with high employment densities will help balance job to housing 
mismatches and create a diverse local economy that requires varying employment 
skills and education levels. 
 
Retail 
Retail land uses are generally appropriate anywhere in the study area.  Fast food 
restaurants, big box retail and shopping centers should be limited to defined 
development nodes to avoid the proliferation of strip commercial development that 
is notorious for creating unsafe traffic conditions and unwanted congestion.   
 
Convenience-oriented retail uses are permitted to provide needed goods and 
services to residents located in nearby neighborhoods.  Examples include carry-outs, 
dry-cleaning, service facilities, clothing, pharmacy, medical device, optical, car parts 
and electronics, etc.  Hospitality uses such as hotels, conference centers and standard 
restaurants are desired and needed business and tourist amenities.    
 
Industrial 
Industries utilizing clean and modern manufacturing, processing, and/or 
fabrication techniques are planned between State Line Road and I-275 where 
industrial uses already exist in the US 50 Corridor.  Industrial uses that discharge 
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obnoxious odors or cause excessive vibration or noise are not appropriate.  Likewise, 
industrial uses that generate excessive truck traffic, such as warehousing and 
distribution, are not appropriate.  Exceptions can be made when the identified 
negative impacts can be mitigated through thoughtful site design and building 
placement.  
 
Business Park 
Though office and industrial uses are generally appropriate in any section of the 
corridor, interstate-visible and/or accessible land is planned for modern, high-tech 
business parks.  The purpose of the business park designation is to attract a high-
tech employment base to diversify the economy and increase non-residential tax 
revenues.   
 
Business park land uses encourage a compatible mixture of clean industry and 
professional office uses within the same development parcel in a landscaped master-
planned, campus-style setting.    The business park land use designation permits a 
flexible range of land uses to be responsive to the market including:  medical, 
engineering, architectural, managerial, corporate and regional offices; research and 
prototypical development and design; data storage, information technology and 
computer centers.   
 
Suitable clean industry includes manufacturing using advanced or leading 
technology and industrial research and development.  Clean industrial uses must 
harmoniously co-exist with office development and meet similar performance 
standards for noise, fumes and vibrations, etc.  Clean industry building design and 
materials must be high-quality and be indistinguishable from office structures.   
  
Residential 
Residential land uses includes single family detached or attached housing, as well as 
multi-family housing.  Residential land use is generally not appropriate along the 
US 50 Corridor frontage between State Line Road and State Route 350, due to the 
exposure to high traffic volumes, speed and road noise.  Adhering to this strategy 
will avoid future land use and transportation conflicts and preserve valuable road 
frontage for economic development.  Conversion of existing residential uses to 
commercial uses should be encouraged.  The access management recommendations 
made in this plan should be implemented as part of any residential to commercial 
land use conversion project.  
 
The only portion of the US 50 Corridor frontage that is appropriate for residential 
development is west of State Route 350.  Residential development in this currently 
rural area must be buffered from other uses, and individual homes should not have 
direct access to US 50.   
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Transit 
Currently, public transit in Dearborn County is limited to a small on-demand system 
as described in Chapter 1 of this report.  Due to the limited transit options currently 
in place, the land use recommendations described here are primarily auto-oriented. 
These land uses however, do not preclude the use of expanded more traditional 
transit in the future if it is available.  
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CORRIDOR SECTION RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
This section provides a detailed description of proposed future land use and 
development strategies for the five corridor sections.  A closer examination of each 
corridor section serves as a summary of the development vision and strategy created 
during the planning process.  Land use policy statements, suggested capital 
improvements and streetscape improvements are included.   
 
The land use strategies recognize the diversity of existing development in the 
corridor and the need to encourage development and redevelopment in some areas 
while preserving natural features in others.  The corridor’s five defined land use 
sections were classified under one of four “development intensity” (or place) types.  
They are: (1) urban, (2) high density suburban, (3) suburban and (4) rural.  Figure 2-1 
provides an overview of each corridor section’s planned development intensity, 
along with the desired land uses and design vision.  The location of each 
recommended development intensity type is shown on Exhibit 2-1.  
 
Figure 2-1: Summary of Land Use Recommendations 

Location(s) Development 
Intensity Uses Vision 

State Line Road 
 to I-275 Suburban 

Master-planned business 
parks, mixed commercial 
uses. 

Landscaped setting with 
high-quality building and 
site design.   

I-275 to Argosy 
Parkway 

Higher Density 
Suburban 

Mixed commercial uses, 
including “destination” retail 
and professional office. 

“Parkway” framed by 
buildings to create an 
attractive “front door” to 
the region. 

Argosy Parkway 
 to SR 48 Urban 

Commercial and institutional 
uses mixed horizontally and 
vertically, residential only 
permitted on upper floors 

Support and strengthen 
urban, pedestrian-oriented 
environment.   

SR 48 to SR 350 Higher Density 
Suburban 

Mixed commercial and 
institutional uses, 
emphasizing local retail and 
office services. 

“Parkway” framed by 
buildings that connect 
Lawrenceburg and Aurora. 

SR 350 to SR 62 Rural 

A compatible mix of retail, 
office, light industrial and 
institutional uses.  Residential 
uses with adequate buffering 
from other uses and the 
roadway. 

Preserve rural character 
and preserve natural 
features such as 
woodlands, wetlands, 
streams and topography.   
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State Line Road to I-275  
Development design guidelines for this section can be found in Exhibit 2-2. 
 
Vision 
Future land use in this relatively undeveloped portion of the corridor would include 
a mix of commercial and clean industrial uses in a green, landscaped setting.  
Buildings and parking would be set back from the roadway with trees and 
landscaping gracing the roadway frontage.  Sidewalks will connect uses to one 
another and surrounding residential uses. 
 
Land Uses  
Office and light industrial uses in landscaped, master-planned business parks are 
very desirable at this location for the purpose of increasing the number of higher-
wage jobs in the region and diversifying and expanding the local tax base.  Such 
uses would benefit from the proximity to the interstate, as well as amenities offered 
in new retail developments.   
 
A wide range of commercial uses are appropriate in this section of the corridor.  
Proximity to I-275 and nearby residential areas would create demand for retail 
services.  Big-box retail uses, fast food restaurants, carry-outs, and shopping centers 
are appropriate along with smaller retail operations such as cleaners, laundry mats 
and beauty salons.  However, land in the State Line Road to I-275 section should be 
preserved to the extent possible for economic development purposes (i.e., office and 
industrial employment growth).  Stand alone small-scale office and industrial uses 
are also appropriate.  Local professional services such as medical or insurance offices 
could be placed in stand-alone structures or integrated in shopping center space. 
   
Streetscape Design   
Understanding that no median is recommended for this section of US 50, the 
streetscape design would consist of improvements made to either side of the 
roadway.  As development occurs, a sidewalk should be installed along the 
roadway with at least a 10 foot treelawn separating the sidewalk from the road.  This 
treelawn would act as a buffer between pedestrians and US 50 auto and truck traffic.  
Street trees would create additional buffering and a sense of enclosure for 
pedestrians.  Trees should be planted at a maximum of 35 feet apart. The point at 
which US 50 crosses the Ohio/Indiana state line should be enhanced with improved 
signage and landscaping. 
 
Site and Building Design   
In order to achieve the green, landscaped character envisioned for this section of the 
corridor, buildings should be set back from the ROW by at least 50 feet.  Parking 
may be located to the front, sides or rear of the building, though side and rear 
parking is encouraged.  Parking must also be set back at least 50 feet.   
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Exhibit 2-2: Development Design Guidelines, State Line Rd. to I-275 

 
 
The buffer formed by the front yard setback should be used as a tree preservation 
zone or landscape buffer yard that includes densely-planted evergreen and 
deciduous trees and shrubs.   This would retain the corridor’s remaining natural 
character and create an attractive frontage to each property. 
 
Buildings should include an entrance facing the street, with pedestrian connections 
to the roadside sidewalk.  Buildings should be constructed out of high-quality, 
durable materials including, but not limited to, brick, stone, stucco, and concrete 
masonry units. Architectural details should be included to break up the mass of 
large buildings.   
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I-275 to Argosy Parkway 
Development design guidelines for this section can be found in Exhibit 2-3. 
 
Vision 
Future development, redevelopment and streetscape improvements should reflect 
the fact that this segment is a “front door” to the region.  Development and 
streetscape enhancements should create a “parkway” effect by creating a green strip 
on either side of the roadway framed by buildings, with parking placed behind or to 
the sides of buildings.  Trees should be planted in the median and along the sides of 
the roadway, and landscaping should be added at key intersections and gateways.  
Future land uses should include a range of commercial uses that enhance the 
corridor as a destination and grow the local economy.   
 
Land Uses  
A wide range of professional office and retail uses are appropriate in this section of 
the corridor.  Retail development should emphasize destination shopping, dining 
and entertainment uses that serve a regional audience and help to attract visitors to 
the corridor.  Such uses would take advantage of and add to existing regional 
attractions such as Argosy Casino and Perfect North Ski Slopes.  Proximity to I-275 
and exposure to a large volume of traffic would serve these uses well.   
 
Streetscape Design   
Street trees should be planted no more than 35 feet apart along the proposed median 
and in treelawns on the sides of the roadway.  Flower beds and shrubs should be 
placed at key intersections and gateway locations.  Sidewalks should be constructed 
to connect uses to one another and to surrounding neighborhoods.  Where feasible, 
the sidewalk should be separated from the roadway by a treelawn that is at least 10 
feet wide. 
 
Site and Building Design  
Buildings and parking should be set back from the ROW between 25 and 50 feet.  Up 
to one row of parking may be located in front of the building, and all other parking 
must be located to the rear or sides of the building.  Parking must be screened from 
the roadway by buildings, evergreen shrubs, trees and/or an ornamental brick wall 
or fence. 
 
Buildings should include an entrance facing the street, with pedestrian connections 
to the roadside sidewalk.  Buildings should be constructed out of high-quality, 
decorative materials, with architectural elements to break up the mass of large 
buildings. 
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Exhibit 2-3: Development Design Guidelines, I-275 to Argosy Parkway 

 
 
Argosy Parkway to SR 48 
Development design guidelines and property enhancement guidelines for this 
section can be found in Exhibits 2-4 and 2-5. 
 
Vision 
Future redevelopment and streetscape improvements would support and 
strengthen the urban, pedestrian-oriented nature of this segment of the corridor.  
Buildings should be placed close to the sidewalk, with parking located behind or to 
the sides of buildings.  Sidewalks should be widened to increase pedestrian comfort 
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and safety.  Street trees should be planted to soften the appearance of the buildings 
and street and calm traffic.  Land uses should include a mix of predominantly 
commercial uses, mixed horizontally and vertically.   
 
Land Uses   
A mix of retail, office, and institutional uses is appropriate in this setting.  
Residential uses would be permitted on upper floors only.  Uses would be mixed 
vertically or horizontally.  Retail uses would be encouraged on the first floor, with 
other uses placed on upper floors.  The uses encouraged in this segment of the 
corridor would be mainly small-scale, local services but might also include specialty 
retail establishments that benefit from being located in a historic, urban setting. 
 
Exhibit 2-4: Development Design Guidelines, Argosy Parkway to SR 48 
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Streetscape Design   
Street trees should be planted no more than 25 feet apart along the median and 
widened sections of the sidewalk.  Existing sidewalks should be widened to at least 
12 feet to increase pedestrian safety and comfort and to allow space for street trees.  
Raised pedestrian crosswalks should be constructed at the intersections of US 50 
with Main and Front Streets to further calm traffic and increase pedestrian safety. 
 
Site and Building Design   
New buildings or building additions should be set back no more than five feet from 
the ROW.  Parking must be located to the side or rear of buildings.  Due to the 
limited space available for off-street parking, parking requirements should 
encourage shared parking arrangements where feasible and account for the 
availability of on-street parking on side streets.  Decorative masonry or stone walls 
should be constructed between parking lots and the sidewalk to maintain the urban 
“street wall” and screen the parking from public view.   
 
Figure 2-5: Property Enhancement Guidelines, Argosy Parkway to SR 48 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Property Enhancement   
Since this area is completely developed and redevelopment is a costly, challenging 
process, a set of interim recommendations has been developed for the enhancement 
of existing development.  The scenario shown in Exhibits 2-4 and 2-5 depict methods 

Enhanced Site Existing Site 

Parking 

Sidewalk 

US 50 

Curb 
cuts 

Existing 
building 
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to retrofit a property to bring it closer to the design guidelines.  Actions would 
include taking advantage of available space on properties to widen the sidewalk, 
constructing a brick wall along the existing parking lot, and replacing portions of the 
parking lot with landscaping. 
 
SR 48 to SR 350 
Development design guidelines and property enhancement guidelines for this 
section can be found in Exhibits 2-6 and 2-7. 
 
Vision 
This section of the corridor would evolve into a green parkway that connects the 
urban centers of Lawrenceburg and Aurora.  Green strips on either side of the 
roadway would be framed by buildings, with parking placed behind or to the sides 
of buildings.  Trees should be planted in the median and along the sides of the 
roadway.  Future land uses should include a range of commercial uses that provide 
services to local neighborhoods as well as passing motorists.   
 
Exhibit 2-6: Development Design Guidelines, SR 48 to SR 350 
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Exhibit 2-7: Property Enhancement Guidelines, SR 48 to SR 350 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Land Uses   
Future development in these areas should consist of convenience-oriented 
commercial uses to provide goods and services needed by local residents.  Big box 
retail uses, fast food restaurants, carry-outs and shopping centers would be 
appropriate along with smaller retail operations such as cleaners, laundry mats and 
beauty salons.  Roadside services that cater to motorists would be acceptable as long 
as they can meet design guidelines.  Small-scale office uses would also be 
appropriate, including local professional services such as medical or insurance 
offices, which can be placed in stand-alone structures or integrated in shopping 
center space.   
 
Streetscape Design  
Street trees should be planted no more than 35 feet apart along the proposed median 
and in treelawns on the sides of the roadway.  Flower beds, shrubs and improved 
signage would enhance the gateway between Lawrenceburg and Aurora.  Sidewalks 
should be constructed to connect uses to one another and to surrounding 
neighborhoods.  Where feasible, the sidewalk should be separated from the roadway 
by a treelawn that is at least 10 feet wide. 
 
Site and Building Design 
Buildings and parking should be set back from the ROW between 25 and 50 feet.  Up 
to one row of parking may be located in front of the building, and all other parking 
must be located to the rear or sides of the building.  Parking must be screened from 
the roadway by buildings, evergreen shrubs or a decorative masonry or stone wall 
or metal fence. 
 

Existing Site Enhanced Site 

Unmarked 
parking, 

continuous 
curb cut 

US 50 Existing 
building 
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Buildings should include an entrance facing the street, with pedestrian connections 
to the roadside sidewalk.  Buildings should be constructed out of high-quality, 
decorative materials, with architectural elements to break up the mass of large 
buildings. 
 
Development of remaining hillsides should fit with the landscape and minimize 
disruption to natural drainage patterns and topography to the extent possible. 
 
SR 350 to SR 62 
Development design guidelines for this section can be found in Exhibit 2-8. 
 
Vision   
Future development would act to preserve the rural character of this section of the 
corridor.  Large setbacks from the roadway would preserve a feeling of openness 
and preserve the natural beauty of the roadway frontage.  Development would 
preserve natural features throughout the site to the extent possible. 
 
Exhibit 2-8: Development Design Guidelines, SR 350 to SR 62 
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Land Uses 
A compatible mix of retail, office, light industrial and institutional uses are 
appropriate in this section of the corridor.  Residential uses are appropriate given 
adequate buffering from other uses, and as long as individual homes do not have 
direct access to US 50. 
 
Streetscape Design 
No streetscape improvements are recommended for this section of the corridor, as 
the intent is to preserve natural features and maintain rural character. 
 
Site and Building Design 
This section of the corridor would include the lowest density of all sections of the 
corridor, with the intent of allowing development while preserving the rural 
character of the area.  Buildings and parking should be set back at least 75 feet.  
Natural drainage patterns, topography and vegetation should be preserved to the 
extent possible, particularly within the front setback. 
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CHAPTER 3: FUTURE ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN  
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
Chapter 3 explains the proposed access management changes for each of the four 
sections included this study, including recommendations for over 400 access points 
in the corridor.  These recommendations were developed from the results of the 
following analyses, studies and meetings: 

 An analysis of the existing conditions of the corridor including: crash rates, 
access density, traffic volumes, an access point inventory and an analysis of 
existing land uses in the corridor 

 Review of the current INDOT Driveway Permit Manual, 1996 and access 
management standards from the Transportation Research Board Access 
Management Manual, 2003 and ODOT 

 Input from the public at three public meetings and dialogue at an additional 
six meetings with all the jurisdictions in the corridor 

 A business survey with over a 30 percent return rate from businesses along 
the corridor 

 Four advisory committee meetings, including a field review/bus tour of the 
corridor 

 Monthly project management team meetings 

 A meeting with the Dearborn County Commissioners 

 A meeting with the management of Argosy Casino 

 New traffic counts, which also analyzed traffic speed and percentages of 
truck traffic 

 A field review of the corridor to determine if the access management and 
land use recommendations could be implemented given existing 
development. 

 
Overall, the goal of the recommendations was to attain a minimum of 350 foot 
spacing between driveways and 700 foot spacing at intersections to preserve the 
upstream intersection functional area. The intersection upstream functional area is 
the storage capacity needed at intersections.   It is measured from the intersection 
with the cross street.  Most of the proposed access management changes meet this 
goal. 
 
The access management recommendations described below are illustrated on color 
aerial photos in Appendix B under separate cover.  
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SECTION 1 
 
1.1: Stateline Road to I-275/SR 1  
Within this 2-mile segment of Section 1, there are 22 access points (see Appendix B 
#1 – 8). The recommendations would define, combine and relocate many of these 
access points. In addition, Oberting Road would be realigned. Many of the 
driveways are currently residential in use. In the future, if these uses change, it is 
recommended to reevaluate these access points. Below is summary of the proposed 
changes to all of the access points in this first portion of Section 1, from Stateline 
Road (#0) west to I-275/SR 1 (#21) (see Figure 3-1). 
 
Figure 3-1: Proposed Changes - Stateline Road to I-275/SR 1 

ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

0 Unsignalized Intersection State Line Road No Change 
1 Driveway   Relocation 
2 Driveway   Removal 
3 Driveway   Change in Width/Re-design 
4 Driveway   Removal 
5 Driveway   Shared Driveway 
6 Driveway   No Change 
7 Driveway   No Change 
8 Driveway   Removal 
9 Driveway   No Change 

10 Driveway   No Change 
11 Driveway   No Change 
12 Driveway   No Change 
13 Unsignalized Intersection Oberting Road Change in Width/Re-design 
14 Unsignalized Intersection Auction Lane No Change 
15 Driveway   Change in Width/Re-design 
16 Driveway   Change in Width/Re-design 
17 Driveway   No Change 
18 Driveway   No Change 
19 Unsignalized Intersection Unnamed No Change 
20 Unsignalized Intersection Unnamed No Change 
21 Signalized Intersection State Route 1 No Change 

 
1.2: I-275/SR 1 to Argosy Parkway  
Within this 1.4 mile segment of Section 1, there are 31 access points (see Appendix B 
#9 – 13).  The recommendations would define, combine and relocate many of these 
access points.  In addition a raised concrete median is proposed with full access 
median breaks at existing intersections. The median breaks would be adequately 
spaced along the corridor at the following existing intersections and allow for 
adequate access to the existing development: 
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 I-275/SR 1 (#21) 

 Walnut Street (#28) 

 Faith Way (#40) 

 Lorey Lane (#44) 

 Urban Way (#45) 

 McClure Way (#46) 

 Rudolph Way (#47) 

 Argosy Parkway (#50) 
 
If the proposed raised median is constructed, most full access points would be 
converted to right-in/right-out or consolidated. Each of the businesses would still 
have appropriate access with these recommendations. 
 
Below is summary of the proposed changes to all of the access points in the third 
segment of Section 3, from I-275/SR 1 (#21) west to Argosy Parkway (#47) (see 
Figure 3-2). 
 
Figure 3-2: Proposed Changes - I-275/SR 1 to Argosy Parkway 

ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

21 Signalized Intersection State Route 1 No Change 
22a Driveway - Walgreens   Removal 
22 Driveway - Walgreens   Removal 
23 Driveway   Removal 
24 Driveway   Removal 

25 Driveway - Shell & 
Subway   Removal 

26 Driveway - Ande 
Chevrolet    Right in/Right out 

27 Driveway   Removal 
28 Unsignalized Intersection Walnut Street No Change 
29 Driveway - Tire Center   Removal 
30 Driveway - Discount Store   Removal 
31 Driveway - Tire Center   Removal 

32 Driveway - Whiskey Cold 
Beer   Right in/Right out 

33 Driveway - Wishing Well 
Motel   Removal 

34 Driveway - Wishing Well 
Motel   Removal 

35 Driveway - Wishing Well 
Motel   Right in/Right out 

36 Driveway - Quality Inn   Right in/Right out 
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ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

37 Driveway - Marathon Gas 
Station   Right in/Right out 

38 Driveway - Truck Stop   Removal 

39 Driveway - M&M 
Automotive   Right in/Right out 

40 Unsignalized Intersection Faith Way  No Change 

41 Driveway - Site 
redevelopment   Removal 

42 Driveway - Chrysler    Right in/Right out 

43 Driveway - Mixed small 
retail   Right in/Right out 

44 Signalized Intersection Lorey Lane  No Change 
45 Unsignalized Intersection Urban Way No Change 
46 Unsignalized Intersection McClure Way No Change 
47 Signalized Intersection Rudolph Way  No Change 

48 Driveway - Ford 
Dealership   Right in/Right Out 

49 Driveway - Ford 
Dealership   Removal 

50 Signalized Intersection Argosy Parkway No Change 
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SECTION 2 
 
2.1: Argosy Parkway to Walnut Street/Stadium Lane  
In this 0.6 mile segment of Section 2, there are eight access points (see Appendix B 
#14 – 15). The recommendations would define and combine many of these access 
points.  In particular, it is recommended to consolidate driveways and protect 
existing intersections. Below is summary of the proposed changes to all of the access 
points in this first portion of Section 2, from Argosy Parkway (#50) west to Walnut 
Street/Stadium Lane (#57) (see Figure 3-3). 
 
Figure 3-3: Proposed Changes - Argosy Parkway to Walnut Street/Stadium Lane 

ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

50 Signalized Intersection Argosy Parkway No Change 
51 Driveway N/A Removal 
52 Driveway N/A No Change 

53 Signalized Intersection  Arch Street/Tiger 
Boulevard No Change 

54 Driveway N/A Right in/Right out  
55 Driveway N/A Already removed 
56 Unsignalized Intersection Third Street Right In 

57 Signalized Intersection 
Walnut 
Street/Stadium 
Lane 

No Change 

 
2.2: Walnut Street/Stadium Lane to Front Street  
In this 0.21 mile segment of Section 2, there are 18 access points, giving it the highest 
density of access points of all of the segments (see Appendix B #15 – 16).  This is also 
the most confined and congested portion of the corridor.  Before specific 
recommendations are made to this portion of the corridor, further analysis should 
be undertaken.  Possibilities for improving the safety and congestion in this area 
would include; raised medians, consolidation of driveways, right in/right out 
driveways, shared parking, roundabouts and the creation of supplemental parking.  
More information regarding possible improvements to the downtown 
Lawrenceburg section of the corridor may be found in Appendix D.  Because this 
area needs future evaluation, specific improvements are not recommended at this 
time.  The decisions in this portion of US 50 also depend on the recommendations of 
the INDOT US 50 EA Study.   
 
Below is summary of the existing access points in this second portion of Section 2, 
from Walnut Street/Stadium Lane (#57) west to Front Street (#73) (see Figure 3-4). 
 
Figure 3-4: Proposed Changes - Walnut Street/Stadium Lane to Front Street 

ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

57 Signalized Intersection Walnut 
Street/Stadium Ln NA 
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ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

58 Driveway - A1 Auto   NA 
59 Driveway - KFC   NA 
60 Driveway - KFC   NA 

61A & 61B Driveways - Boat Shop 
and Service Center   NA 

61 Driveway - Alley   NA 

62 Driveway - Bill's Service 
Car Repair   NA 

63 Driveway - KFC   NA 

64 Driveway - Bill's Service 
Car Repair   NA 

65 Driveway - Fehrman 
Realty   NA 

66 Driveway - Glass Pro   NA 

67 Driveway - Fehrman 
Realty   NA 

68 Driveway - Glass Pro   NA 
69 Unsignalized Intersection  Water Street NA 
70 Driveway   NA 

71 Driveway - Whisky's 
Driveway   NA 

72 Driveway   NA 
73 Signalized Intersection Front Street NA 

 
2.3: Front Street to SR 48  
In this 0.32 mile segment of Section 2, there are eight access points (see Appendix B 
#16 – 17). The recommendations would define, combine and relocate many of these 
access points. In addition, it is recommended that the mid-block access points be 
removed because they are redundant access for properties that already have access 
to side streets. It is also recommended that Park Street be converted to a one-way 
street due to its narrow width and its close proximity to the Main Street intersection. 
 
The access changes in this area were purposefully minimized due to the future 
construction of a new Tanners Creek Bridge. The bridge design is currently under 
review by INDOT.  The construction of this facility will significantly alter this 
section of US 50. 
 
Below is summary of the proposed changes to all of the access points in this third 
segment of Section 2, from Front Street (#73) west to SR 48 (#80) (see Figure 3-5). 
 
Figure 3-5: Proposed Changes - Front Street to SR 48 

ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

73 Signalized Intersection Front Street - 
Median Ends No Change 



The Southeastern Indiana Gateway: US 50 Transportation and Land Use Plan 
 

 
 

  January 2007 Page 3-7  

ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

74 Unsignalized Intersection  Park Street Right In 
75 Signalized Intersection Main Street No Change 
76 Driveway  Removal 
77 Unsignalized Intersection Shipping Street No Change 
78 Driveway   Relocation 
79 Unsignalized Intersection Unnamed Removal 
80 Signalized Intersection State Route 48 No Change 
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SECTION 3 
 
3.1: SR 48 to Tanners Creek Road  
In this 1.03 mile segment of Section 3, there are 27 access points (see Appendix B #17 
– 20). The recommendations would define, combine and relocate many of these 
access points. Access in this area does not reveal any severe problems; however 
some access points should still be consolidated and some curbs should be added. In 
particular, in the area just west of Doughty Road there is a collection of businesses 
with open frontage on the north side from K&K Mini Mart to Cut-Rate Liquors. It is 
recommended to add a one-way frontage road to accommodate these businesses 
(#90). Below is summary of the proposed changes to all of the access points in this 
first portion of Section 3, from SR 48 (#80) west to Tanners Creek (#107) (see Figure 
3-6). 
 
Figure 3-6: Proposed Changes - SR 48 to Tanners Creek Road 

ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

80 Signalized Intersection State Route 48 No Change 
81 Driveway   Removal 
82 Driveway   Removal 

83 Driveway - Water 
Treatment Plant   No Change 

84 Driveway - Kroger   Right in / Right out 
85 Driveway   Removal 
86 Driveway   No Change 
87 Driveway   Removal 
88 Driveway   Removal 
89 Unsignalized Intersection Doughty Road No Change 
90 Driveway   Shared Driveway 

91 

Driveway - K&K Mini 
Mart, Jones Flooring, 
Nugent Tractor Sales, Cut 
Rate Liquors 

  Frontage Road 

92 Driveway - Home 
Furniture   No Change 

93 Driveway - Real Estate 
Services   Removal 

94 Driveway - New Bank    No Change 
95 Driveway   Already Removed 
96 Driveway   Already Removed 
97 Driveway   Already Removed 
99 Signalized Intersection SR 48 Connector No Change 

100 Driveway - Car Wash   Right in /Left in Only  
101 Driveway - Small Retail   Removal 
102 Driveway - Skyline   No Change 
103 Driveway - Classic Car   Removal 



The Southeastern Indiana Gateway: US 50 Transportation and Land Use Plan 
 

 
 

  January 2007 Page 3-9  

ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

Wash 
104 Driveway   Removal 
105 Driveway - House   No Change 
106 Unsignalized Intersection County Road 5 No Change 

107 Signalized Intersection Tanners Creek 
Road No Change 

 
3.2: Tanners Creek Road to Wilson Creek Road  
In this 1.11 mile segment of Section 3, there are 37 access points (see Appendix B #20 
– 24).  The recommendations would define, combine and relocate many of these 
access points.  In addition, a raised concrete median is proposed because this area is 
so well developed.  The median breaks would be adequately spaced along the 
corridor at the following existing intersections to allow for adequate access to the 
existing development: 

 Tanners Creek Road (#107) 

 Shurlite Drive (#116) 

 Florence Drive (re-align south side) (#124S, #125N) 

 Sycamore (#139) 

 Wilson Creek Road (#143) 
 
If the proposed raised median is constructed, most full access points would become 
right-in/right-out, and a one-way eastbound frontage road would be warranted on 
the south side of US 50 between Access Point #132 and Sycamore (#139).  Below is 
summary of the proposed changes to all of the access points in second segment of 
Section 3, Tanners Creek Road (#107) west to Wilson Creek Road (#143) (see Figure 
3-7). 
 
Figure 3-7: Proposed Changes - Tanners Creek Road to Wilson Creek Road 

ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

107 Signalized Intersection Tanners Creek 
Road No Change 

108 Driveway - Lowe’s   No Change 

109  Driveway - Art Deco 
Residence   Right in / Right out 

110 Driveway - Golden Corral   Right in / Right out 
111 Driveway - closed already   Already Removed 
112 Driveway - Pizza Hut   Removal 
113 Driveway - Garden Center   Right in / Right out 
114 Driveway - Garden Center   Removal 
115 Driveway - Papa John   Relocation 
116 Unsignalized Intersection Shurlite Drive No Change 
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ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

117 Driveway - Open land   Removal 
118 Driveway - Speedway   Right in   
119 Driveway - Speedway    Right out 

120 Driveway - Abandoned 
building   Right In/Right Out 

121 Driveway - Abandoned 
building   Removal 

122 Driveway - Auto Zone   Right In/Right Out 
123 Driveway - Frisch’s    Removal 
124 Driveway - Frisch’s    Removal 
125 Unsignalized Intersection Florence Drive No Change 
126 Driveway - Pro Outdoors   Removal 
127 Driveway - Movie Gallery   Removal 
128 Driveway - Art's Rental   Removal 
129 Driveway - US Bank   Right in  
130 Driveway - US Bank   Right Out 

131 Driveway - Beers Auto 
Sales   Removal 

132 Driveway - Small Retail  Right Out 

133 Driveway - Beers Auto 
Sales  Right in / Right out 

134 Driveway - Beers Auto 
Sales   Removal 

135 Driveway - Advance Auto 
Parts   Removal 

136 Driveway - Do it Best 
Hardware   Removal 

137 Driveway - Bob Summeral 
Tire   Removal 

138 Driveway - Do it Best 
Hardware   Removal 

139 Signalized Intersection  Sycamore No Change 

140 Driveway - Indiana 
Monument   Removal 

141 Driveway - Modular home   Removal 

142 Driveway - Long John 
Silvers   Removal 

143 Signalized Intersection Wilson Creek Road No Change 
 
3.3: Wilson Creek Road to SR 148  
In this 1.95 mile segment of Section 3, there are 44 access points (see Appendix B #24 
– 26). The recommendations would define, combine and relocate many of these 
access points.  In addition, a raised concrete median is proposed to reduce accident 
conflict points in this highly developed area between Lawrenceburg and Aurora.  
Median breaks would be adequately spaced along the corridor at the following 
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existing intersections and allow for adequate access to the existing development: 

 Wilson Creek Road (#143) 

 Hillcrest Drive (#144) 

 Aurora Boat Ramp (#159) 

 SR 148 (#185) 
 
If the proposed raised median is constructed, most full access points would become 
right-in/right-out.  Because of the multiple residences along this segment of Section 
3, it is recommended that the driveways be changed to right-in/right-out.  If those 
properties are converted to a more traffic-intensive use in the future, their access 
should be reconsidered. 
 
Below is summary of the proposed changes to all of the access points in the third 
segment of Section 3, from Wilson Creek (#143) west to SR 148 (#185) (see Figure 3-
8). 
 
Figure 3-8: Proposed Changes - Wilson Creek Road to SR 148 

ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

143 Signalized Intersection Wilson Creek Road No Change 
144 Unsignalized Intersection Hillcrest Drive No Change 
145 Driveway - Insurance   Removal 
146 Driveway - Insurance   Right in/Right out 
147 Driveway - Dairy Queen   Right in/Right out 
148 Driveway - Glass shop   Removal 

149 Driveway - Ashcroft / 
Auto body   Right in/Right out 

150 Driveway - Far East   Removal 
151 Driveway - Far East   Right in/Right out 

152 Driveway - NOT 
UTILIZED   Removal  

153 Driveway - Riverside Car 
Sales   Removal 

154 Driveway - Riverside Car 
Sales   Right in/Right out  

155 Driveway - All American 
Carwash   Right in/Right out 

156 Driveway - American 
Rental   Removal 

157 Driveway – Besslers 
Restaurant   Removal 

158 Driveway - Victory crafts  Removal 
159 Unsignalized Intersection Boat Ramp No Change 

160 Driveway - Poor House 
Liquor w/ Motel   Removal 
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ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

161 Driveway - Riverside sales   Removal 

162 Driveway - Poor House 
Liquor   Removal 

163 Driveway - Riverside sales   Removal 
164 Driveway - house   Removal 
165 Driveway - Red Dog   Right in 
166 Driveway - Carpet World   Right in/Right out 

167 Driveway - Red Dog Gas 
Station   Right out 

168 Driveway - Trade Winds 
Marine   Removal 

169A Driveway - Help U Sell   Right in/Right out 
169 Driveway - residential   Right in/Right out 
170 Driveway - Locksmith   Removal 
171 Driveway - residential   Right in/Right out 

172 Driveway - Small Retail, 
Subway   Removal 

173 Driveway - residential   Right in/Right out 
174 Driveway - BP   Right in/Right out 
175 Driveway - BP   Removal 
176 Driveway - Family Dollar   Right in/Right out 
177 Driveway - residential   Right in/Right out 
178 Driveway - Family Dollar   Removal 
179 Driveway - Walgreens   Right in/Right out 
180 Driveway - Walgreens   Removal 
181 Driveway - Family Dollar    Right in/Right out 
182 Driveway - Swifty Gas   Removal 
183 Driveway   Removal 
184 Driveway - Swifty Gas  Removal 
185 Signalized Intersection State Route 148 No Change 

 
3.4: SR 148 to George Street  
In this 0.1 mile segment of Section 3, there are seven access points (see Appendix B 
#26 – 27).  The recommendations would define, combine and relocate many of these 
access points.  It is recommended to consolidate access points, construct curbs, and 
protect intersections.  Below is summary of the proposed changes to all of the access 
points in the fourth segment of Section 3, from SR 148 (#185) west to George Street 
(#191) (see Figure 3-9). 
 
Figure 3-9: Proposed Changes - SR 148 to George Street 

ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

185 Signalized Intersection State Route 148 No Change 
186 Unsignalized Intersection Harrison Street Removal 



The Southeastern Indiana Gateway: US 50 Transportation and Land Use Plan 
 

 
 

  January 2007 Page 3-13  

ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

187 Driveway   Removal 
188 Driveway   No Change 
189 Driveway   Removal 
190 Driveway   Removal 
191 Signalized Intersection George Street No Change 

 
3.5: George Street to SR 350  
In this 0.3 mile segment of Section 3, there are 11 access points (see Appendix B #27 
– 28).  The recommendations would define, combine and relocate many of these 
access points.  It is recommended to consolidate access points, construct curbs, and 
protect intersections.  Below is summary of the proposed changes to all of the access 
points in the fifth segment of Section 3, from George Street (#191) to SR 350 (#201) 
(see Figure 3-10). 
 
Figure 3-10: Proposed Changes - George Street to SR 350 

ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

191 Signalized Intersection George Street No Change 
192 Unsignalized Intersection Moore Street No Change 
193 Driveway   Removal 
194 Driveway   Removal 
195 Unsignalized Intersection Broadway Street No Change 
196 Driveway   Removal 
197 Driveway   Removal 
198 Driveway   Removal 
199 Driveway   No Change 
200 Driveway   Removal 
201 Signalized Intersection State Route 350 No Change 
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SECTION 4 
 
SR 350 to SR 62  
Section 4 is 8.4 miles long and contains 204 access points (see Appendix B #28 – 56).  
The recommendations would define, combine and relocate many of these access 
points.  This section is a rural portion of the corridor, so it has not yet experienced 
heavy development.  It is recommended to realign some driveways to match with 
existing median breaks.  Below is summary of the proposed changes to all of the 
access points in Section 4, from SR 350 (#201) west to SR 62 (#404) (see Figures 3-11 
and 3-12). 
 
Figure 3-11: Proposed Changes - SR 350 to SR 62 (Westbound) 

ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

201 Signalized Intersection State Route 350 No Change 
202 Unsignalized Intersection Exporting Street Right out 
203 Unsignalized Intersection Unnamed Right in 
204 Exit Ramp   No Change 
205 Unsignalized Intersection Indiana Avenue Relocation 

206 Unsignalized Intersection West Conwell 
Street No Change 

207 Unsignalized Intersection Lower Dillsboro 
Road Relocation 

208 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
209 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
210 Unsignalized Intersection Stewart Street No Change 
211 Unsignalized Intersection Gnawbone Road Change in Width/Re-design 
212 Unsignalized Intersection Hilltop Drive No Change 
213 Unsignalized Intersection Blair Road No Change 
214 Driveway   Relocation 

215 Unsignalized Intersection Dutch Hollow 
Road No Change 

216 Driveway   Relocation 
217 Unsignalized Intersection Locust Street No Change 
218 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
220 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
222 Driveway   No Change 
223 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
224 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
225 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
227 Driveway   No Change 
229 Driveway   No Change 
230 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
232 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
234 Driveway   No Change 
235 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
238 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
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ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

239 Driveway   No Change 
241 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
242 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
245 Driveway   No Change 
246 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
247 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
249 Driveway   No Change 
250 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
251 Driveway   Shared Driveway 
252 Driveway   Shared Driveway 
253 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
255 Driveway   No Change 
256 Unsignalized Intersection Unnamed No Change 
259 Driveway   No Change 
261 Unsignalized Intersection Cole Lane No Change 
265 Driveway   No Change 
268 Driveway   No Change 
270 Driveway   Shared Driveway 
272 Driveway   Shared Driveway 
273 Unsignalized Intersection Randall Avenue No Change 
276 Driveway   No Change 
279 Driveway   No Change 
280 Unsignalized Intersection Marsh Road No Change 
281 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
282 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
285 Unsignalized Intersection Unnamed Right in/Right out 
288 Unsignalized Intersection Hueseman Road No Change 
289 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
296 Driveway   No Change 
297 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
302 Driveway   No Change 
303 Driveway   No Change 
305 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
307 Driveway   No Change 
310 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
312 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
314 Driveway   No Change 

318 Unsignalized Intersection Lower Dillsboro 
Road No Change 

319 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
320 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
322 Driveway   No Change 
323 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
324 Unsignalized Intersection Mount Tabor Road No Change 
326 Driveway   Right in/Right out 



The Southeastern Indiana Gateway: US 50 Transportation and Land Use Plan 
 

 
 

  January 2007 Page 3-16  

ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

330 Driveway   No Change 
331 Driveway   Removal 
332 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
334 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
336 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
338 Unsignalized Intersection Cherokee Lane No Change 
340 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
341 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
342 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
344 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
346 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
348 Driveway   Removal 
351 Driveway   Removal 
353 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
354 Unsignalized Intersection Sharon Drive No Change 
358 Driveway   No Change 
359 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
362 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
366 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
367 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
370 Driveway   No Change 
371 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
372 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
376 Driveway   No Change 
379 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
380 Unsignalized Intersection Texas Gas Road No Change 
381 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
382 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
383 Driveway   Shared Driveway 
385 Driveway   No Change 
389 Driveway   No Change 
392 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
395 Driveway   No Change 

397 Unsignalized Intersection Campo Verde 
Drive No Change 

398 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
399 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
400 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
402 Driveway   No Change 
403 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
404 Unsignalized Intersection State Route 62 No Change 

 
Figure 3-12: Proposed Changes - SR 350 to SR 62 (Eastbound) 

ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

201 Signalized Intersection State Route 350 No Change 
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ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

202 Unsignalized Intersection Exporting Street Relocation 
203 Unsignalized Intersection Unnamed Change in Width/Re-design 
204 Exit Ramp   No Change 
205 Unsignalized Intersection Indiana Avenue Relocation 

206 Unsignalized Intersection West Conwell 
Street No Change 

207 Unsignalized Intersection Lower Dillsboro 
Road Relocation 

208 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
209 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
210 Unsignalized Intersection Stewart Street No Change 
211 Unsignalized Intersection Gnawbone Road Change in Width/Re-design 
212 Unsignalized Intersection Hilltop Drive No Change 
213 Unsignalized Intersection Blair Road No Change 
214 Driveway   Relocation 

215 Unsignalized Intersection Dutch Hollow 
Road No Change 

217 Unsignalized Intersection Locust Street No Change 
219 Driveway   Removal 
221 Driveway   No Change 
226 Driveway   No Change 
228 Driveway   No Change 
231 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
233 Driveway   No Change 
236 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
237 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
240 Driveway   Removal 
243 Driveway   No Change 
244 Driveway   No Change 
248 Driveway   No Change 
254 Driveway   No Change 
256 Unsignalized Intersection Unnamed No Change 
257 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
258 Driveway   No Change 
260 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
261 Unsignalized Intersection Gatch Hill Road No Change 
262 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
263 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
264 Driveway   No Change 
266 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
267 Driveway   No Change 
269 Unsignalized Intersection Unnamed Right in/Right out 
271 Driveway   No Change 
273 Unsignalized Intersection Randall Avenue No Change 
274 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
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ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

275 Driveway   No Change 
277 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
278 Driveway   No Change 
280 Unsignalized Intersection Marsh Road No Change 
283 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
284 Unsignalized Intersection Unnamed Right in/Right out 
286 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
287 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
288 Unsignalized Intersection Hueseman Road No Change 
290 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
291 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
292 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
293 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
294 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
295 Driveway   No Change 
298 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
299 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
300 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
301 Driveway   No Change 
304 Driveway   No Change 
306 Unsignalized Intersection Unnamed Right in/Right out 
308 Driveway   No Change 
309 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
311 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
313 Driveway   No Change 
315 Driveway   No Change 
316 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
317 Driveway   Right in/Right out 

318 Unsignalized Intersection Lower Dillsboro 
Road No Change 

321 Driveway   No Change 
324 Unsignalized Intersection Hoffman Road No Change 
325 Driveway   Removal 
327 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
328 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
329 Driveway   No Change 
333 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
335 Driveway   Removal 
337 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
339 Driveway   Removal 
343 Driveway   Removal 
345 Unsignalized Intersection Highridge Road No Change 
347 Driveway   Removal 
349 Driveway   Removal 
350 Driveway   Removal 
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ID Number Access Type Intersecting Proposed Change 

352 Driveway   Removal 
354 Unsignalized Intersection Sharon Drive No Change 
355 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
356 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
357 Driveway   No Change 
360 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
361 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
363 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
364 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
365 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
368 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
369 Driveway   No Change 
373 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
374 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
375 Driveway   No Change 
377 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
378 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
380 Unsignalized Intersection Texas Gas Road No Change 
383 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
384 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
386 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
387 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
388 Driveway   No Change 
390 Driveway   Removal 
391 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
393 Driveway   Right in/Right out 
394 Driveway   No Change 
396 Driveway   Right in/Right out 

397 Unsignalized Intersection Campo Verde 
Drive No Change 

401 Driveway   No Change 
404 Unsignalized Intersection State Route 62 No Change 
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CHAPTER 4: COST ESTIMATE METHODOLOGY 
 

LAND USE AND STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS 
 
Cost estimates for the recommended streetscape improvements in the US 50 
Corridor are conceptual, planning-level estimates that are based on sample private 
development projects from other communities that contain these types of similar 
streetscape elements. These costs do not include location-specific land use 
development opportunities; they are solely streetscape costs along the corridor. It is 
assumed that public funds would be used to make the streetscape improvements, 
therefore costs were increased by 15 percent to account for prevailing wage 
requirements and contractor qualification procedures. A 20 percent contingency was 
also added to compensate for the planning level of detail. Below is a specific 
description of the methodology used for estimating costs of streetscape elements for 
each section of the US 50 corridor. Figure 4-1 includes more detailed information 
regarding the streetscape costs and can be found at the end of this chapter. A 
summary of the streetscape costs for each sub-section of the corridor is included in 
Figure 4-2. 
 
Figure 4-2: Sub-Section Summary Project Costs 

Sub-Section Streetscape 
Costs 

Access 
Management 

Costs 
Project Total 

Stateline Road to I-275/SR 1 N/A $3,500,000 $3,500,000 
I-275/SR 1 to Argosy Parkway $700,000 $3,000,000 $3,700,000 
Argosy Parkway to Walnut 
Street/Stadium Lane 

$40,000 $1,000,000 $1,040,000 

Walnut Street/Stadium Lane to Front 
Street 

$500,000 $500,000 $1,000,000 

Front Street to SR 48 $50,000 $600,000 $650,000 
SR 48 to Tanners Creek Road $200,000 $2,000,000 $2,200,000 
Tanners Creek Road to Wilson Creek 
Road 

$700,000 $3,000,000 $3,700,000 

Wilson Creek Road to SR 148 $600,000 $4,000,000 $4,600,000 
SR 148 to George Street N/A $200,000 $200,000 
George Street to SR 350 N/A $500,000 $500,000 
SR 350 to SR 62 N/A $14,000,000* $14,000,000 

* Includes extensive drainage work to install curb 

 
Sidewalks 
Cost estimates for sidewalk construction were based on a cost of $4 per square foot 
for installation of a four inch thick sidewalk, including the base. Proposed sidewalk 
square footage was estimated by measuring length with GIS software, and 
multiplying the length by an assumed width of eight feet, a typical sidewalk width.   
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The same methodology was applied to estimates for sidewalk widening in the 
Argosy Parkway to SR 48 section. In this case, however, the width used was six feet, 
to account for the widening of existing sidewalks from six feet (estimated existing 
width) to 12 feet. 
  
Replacing Pavement with Treelawns 
Since treelawns are proposed to replace portions of existing parking lots and 
driveways to be closed, a cost estimate was developed for demolition and disposal 
of asphalt, clean fill backfill and topsoil dress, and hydro-seeding with grass. This 
cost was estimated at $4.50 per square foot. Total square footage of proposed 
replacement of pavement with treelawns was estimated by measuring the length of 
these areas with GIS software, and multiplying the length by an assumed width of 
10 feet.   
 
Tree Planting 
Trees are recommended in center medians, along treelawns, and in some areas, 
sidewalk grates (see Exhibit 4-1). Costs can vary from $400 to $600 per tree 
depending on the type of the tree. In this case, the middle of this range, $500, was 
used. The number of proposed trees was estimated by measuring the lengths of 
areas in which trees are to be planted with GIS software, and dividing the length by 
the distance between trees. Throughout most of the corridor, this distance is 35 feet.  
Between Argosy Parkway and SR 48, this 
distance is 25 feet, recognizing the slower 
traffic and pedestrian scale of this area. 
 
Ornamental Wall/Fence 
This feature is only proposed between Argosy 
Parkway and SR 48 (see Exhibit 4-1).  The 
proposed type of wall/fence combination is a 
three foot tall decorative metal fence (such as 
wrought iron) interspersed with sections of 
masonry wall with a limestone cap. Roughly 25 
percent of this wall/fence is masonry, which 
costs approximately $150 per linear foot. The 
remaining 75 percent would be ornamental 
metal fencing, which costs approximately $85 
per linear foot. 
 
Landscape Beds 
Landscape beds with flowers and shrubs are proposed at community gateways and 
key development nodes. The installation cost of a landscape bed is approximately $8 
per square foot. Square footages of planting beds at various locations were estimated 
as follows:  

Exhibit 4-1: Tree Planting/ Ornamental 
Wall/Fence 
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 Ohio/Indiana state line 

 Regional gateway at intersection of US 50 and I-275: 6,000 square feet 

 Intersections of Lorey Lane and Urban Way with US 50: 1,000 square feet each 

 Local gateway at Lawrenceburg/Aurora boundary: 2,500 square feet 
 
Gateway Signage 
Gateway signage is proposed at three locations: the I-275 interchange, the 
Lawrenceburg/Aurora boundary 
and the Ohio/Indiana state line. A 
decorative ground-mounted sign 
with a masonry frame and base, 
roughly 11 feet wide and four feet 
tall, was estimated to cost between 
$6,000 and $8,000 (see Exhibit 4-2).   
 
Raised Crosswalks 
This feature was recommended only between Argosy Parkway and SR 48.  The 
estimated cost of a raised, stamped concrete crosswalk is $16 per square foot.  
Square footage was calculated by assuming a 55 foot length and a 12 foot width for 
each crosswalk. 
 
Street Lamps 
This feature, proposed only between Argosy Parkway and SR 48, was estimated to 
cost between $3,500 and $4,000 per street lamp, assuming a double-fixture, 
decorative design similar to the design illustrated below (see Exhibit 4-3).  The cost 
estimates for this report used the average of this range, which is $3,750. 

Exhibit 4-2: Gateway Signage 

 

Exhibit 4-3: Street Lamps 



The Southeastern Indiana Gateway: US 50 Transportation and Land Use Plan 
 

 
 

  January 2007 Page 4-4  

ACCESS MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENTS 
 
The estimated project cost is a construction cost estimate for the recommended 
improvements. These costs were considered to be at a planning level, thus a 10 to 20 
percent contingency was added to each cost along with an overall 20 percent 
contingency. The following are assumptions for the access management 
improvements only; the land use improvement cost assumptions were discussed 
previously in this chapter. Figure 4-3 provides the details of the cost estimate and 
can be found at the end of the chapter. A summary of the sub-section project costs is 
included in the Figure 4-2. 
 
Curb 
A Type 6 curb (6 foot curb) would be installed the entire length of the project. Dives 
and or entrances would be saw cut as needed. At this point in the project 
development process, it is a good assumption that the entire curb would need 
replacement. This assumption may change as the project is designed in more detail. 
 
Right-in/Right-out Islands  
Right-in/right-out traffic islands shall be constructed as shown, which would 
consist of 42.33 square yards of 6 foot wide concrete. 

 
Service Roads  
Two-way and or one-way service roads would be constructed using 6 feet of 
aggregate base, 4 feet of asphalt concrete base and 3 feet of asphalt concrete. 
Proposed lane widths would be 12 feet minimum. 

 
Excavation  
A quantity of excavation would be needed for the removal of flexible pavement in 
the proposed median area and where driveways are noted as removed. 

 
Embankment Material for Median  
Embankment material would be needed for the placement of suitable material in the 
landscaped median area and behind the proposed curb along the edge of pavement 
as needed.   

 
Drainage  
Currently, a ditch system is utilized to carry water run-off on many sections of US 
50.  A drainage system would be needed if curb is installed. This can be a costly 
improvement. The benefits and costs of constructing a curb the entire length of US 
50 would need to be further investigated, particularly in Section 4 from SR 350 to SR 
62.  This drainage system should include catch basins spaced at every 250 feet, 
manholes spaced at 500 feet and an average of 30 inch concrete pipe connecting the 
drainage system and outletting to an approved outfall. 
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Signage  
Signing, including post installations for such signs as “One Way”, “Stop” and “No 
Left Turn” should be installed as shown on the plans. 
 
Raised Median 
A 10 foot wide raised concrete median referred to as the landscaped median should 
be constructed where two-way left turn lanes presently exist. The cost for the 
concrete median would consist of pavement excavation, a 6 foot concrete curb, 
embankment material, 3 feet of topsoil, seeding and mulching. This number does 
not assume landscaping; only the topsoil and base that landscaping would require. 
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Figure 4-1: Streetscape Costs

New 
Sidewalk

Widen 
Sidewalk

Treelawn to replace 
pavement

Flower 
Beds Signs Ornamental 

Fence/Wall
Street 
lamps

Stamped concrete 
crosswalks TOTAL

Unit Square feet Square feet Square feet Lineal Feet, Tree 
Portion of Median Trees Lineal Feet, Treelawn or 

widened sidewalk Trees Square feet Sign Lineal feet Lamp Square feet

Corridor Section Cost per unit $4 $4 $4.50 n/a $500 n/a $500 $8 $6,000 $101.25 $3,750 $16
Total Units 59296 0 12820 4463 128 7257 207 8000 1 0 0 0
Total Cost $327,314 $0 $79,612 n/a $87,985 n/a $143,067 $88,320 $8,280 $0 $0 $734,578
Total Units 6,864 0 0 0 0 n/a 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Cost $37,889 $0 $0 n/a $0 n/a $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $37,889
Total Units 0 10,650 0 735 29 1775 71 0 0 1117 29 660
Total Cost $0 $58,788 $0 n/a $20,286 n/a $48,990 $0 $0 $156,073 $152,145 $14,573 $450,855
Total Units 0 0 0 0 0 n/a 0 0 0 0 0 1,980
Total Cost $0 $0 $0 n/a $0 n/a $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $43,718 $43,718
Total Units 21,848 0 5,570 0 0 3,482 99 0 0 0 0 0
Total Cost $120,601 $0 $34,590 n/a $0 $68,645 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $223,836
Total Units 65,960 0 8,610 4,531 129 8,864 253 2,500 2 0 0 0
Total Cost $364,099 $0 $53,468 n/a $89,325 $174,747 $27,600 $16,560 $0 $0 $0 $725,800
Total Units 43,016 0 33,140 2,935 84 5,641 161 0 0 0 0 0
Total Cost $237,448 $0 $205,799 n/a $57,861 $111,208 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $612,317

State wage and contractor 
requirements 15%

Contingency 20%

Wilson Creek to SR 148

Walnut to Front

Front to SR 48

SR 48 to Tanners Creek

Tanner's Creek to Wilson Creek

Trees in Median Trees, Treelawn/sidewalk grates

275-Argosy Parkway

Argosy-Walnut
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Figure 4-3: Cost Estimates

Access ID 
#

Map Sheet 
# Access Type Intersecting Street Name

TYPE 6 CURB  
(FT)           

Note: 1

6"CONCRETE 
TRAFFIC ISLAND  

(SY YD)            
Note: 2

 SERVICE 
ROAD         

(TWO-WAY)   
Note: 3

 SERVICE 
ROAD        

(ONE-WAY)   
Note: 3

EXCAVATION    
(CU YD)           
Note: 4 

EMBANKMENT     
(CU YD)            Note: 

5

CATCH 
BASIN 
(EACH)    
Note: 6

MANHOLE  
(EACH)   
Note: 7

PIPE  (FT)   
Note: 8

NO LEFT TURN 
SIGN (SQ FT)  

Note: 9

STOP SIGN     
(SQ FT)          
Note: 10

ONE WAY 
SIGN          

(SQ FT)        
Note: 11

GROUND 
MOUNTED 
SUPPORT       

(FT)             
Note: 12

TYPE 6 CURB 
(MEDIAN)  

(FT)      Note: 13

EXCAVATION    
(CU YD)          
Note: 4

EMBANKMENT     
(CU YD)            
Note: 5

TOPSOIL 
FURNISHED 

AND PLACED   
(CU YD)         
Note: 14

SEEDING AND 
MULCHING     

(SQ YD)         
Note: 15

42.33 2.25 6.25 3.00

2

12 1 Driveway 21
4 1 Driveway 22
9 1 Driveway 19

10 1 Driveway 300
17 2 Driveway 100 15

TOTAL 21120 0 400 0 77 0 86 44 25344 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

GRAND TOTAL 21120 0 400 0 77 0 86 44 25344 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
$13 $55 $160 $80 $7 $5 $3,000 $3,500 $85 $12 $12 $12 $6 $13 $7 $5 $35 $1

$274,560 $0 $64,000 $0 $537 $0 $259,440 $154,840 $2,154,240 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

1.4

22A 3 Driveway - Walgreens 44
22 3 Driveway - Walgreens 28
23 3 Driveway 27
24 3 Driveway 64
25 3 Driveway - Shell & Subway 27
26 3 Driveway - Ande Chevrolet 2.25 12
27 3 Driveway 29
28 3,4 Unsignalized Intersection Walnut Street 400 150 12.5 24
29 4 Driveway - Tire Center 26
30 4 Driveway - Discount Store 25
31 4 Driveway - Tire Center 32
32 4 Driveway - Whiskey Cold Beer 2.25 12
33 4 Driveway - Wishing Well Motel 12
34 4 Driveway - Wishing Well Motel 32
35 4 Driveway - Wishing Well Motel 2.25 12
36 4 Driveway - Quality Inn 2.25 12
37 4 Driveway - Marathon Gas Station 2.25 12
38 4 Driveway - Truck Stop 66
39 4 Driveway - M&M Automotive 2.25 12
40 4 Unsignalized Intersection Faith Way - Median Break 1000 430 6.25 12
41 4 Driveway - Site redevelopment 24
42 4 Driveway - Chrysler 2.25 12
43 4 Driveway - Mixed small retail 2.25 12
45 4 Unsignalized Intersection Unnamed - Median Break 6.25 12
46 4 Unsignalized Intersection McClure Way - Median Break 6.25 12
48 5 Driveway - Ford Dealership 25
49 5 Driveway - Ford Dealership 500 100 33 14784 2053 2738 684 8213

GRAND TOTAL 16684 0 680 0 494 0 69 35 20021 18 31 0 156 14784 2053 2738 684 8213
$13 $55 $160 $80 $7 $5 $3,000 $3,500 $85 $12 $12 $12 $6 $13 $7 $5 $35 $1

$216,892 $0 $108,800 $0 $3,457 $0 $206,208 $123,788 $1,701,768 $216 $375 $0 $936 $192,192 $14,373 $13,689 $23,956 $8,213

Stateline Road to I-275/SR 1

I-275/SR 1 to Argosy Parkway

Total Length (miles) =

Total Length (miles) =

CONTINGENCY COST (20%)

COST PER ITEM
TOTAL COST

$581,523
Stateline Road to I-275/SR 1  TOTAL COST $3,489,140

$2,568,520 $0 $0
ESTIMATE CONSTRUCTION COST $2,907,617

$339,097

GRAND TOTAL SECTION 1 COST

ESTIMATE CONSTRUCTION COST $2,614,863

$6,626,976

10 FT WIDE LANDSCAPED MEDIANTRAFFIC CONTROLROADWAY

COST PER ITEM

$3,137,836

TOTAL COST

I-275/SR 1 to Argosy Parkway TOTAL COST

$329,149 $2,031,764 $1,527 $252,423

CONTINGENCY COST (20%) $522,973

SECTION 1

DRAINAGE
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Access ID 
#

Map Sheet 
# Access Type Intersecting Street Name

TYPE 6 CURB  
(FT)           

Note: 1

6"CONCRETE 
TRAFFIC ISLAND  

(SY YD)            
Note: 2

 SERVICE 
ROAD         

(TWO-WAY)   
Note: 3

 SERVICE 
ROAD        

(ONE-WAY)   
Note: 3

EXCAVATION    
(CU YD)           
Note: 4 

EMBANKMENT     
(CU YD)            Note: 

5

CATCH 
BASIN 
(EACH)    
Note: 6

MANHOLE  
(EACH)   
Note: 7

PIPE  (FT)   
Note: 8

NO LEFT TURN 
SIGN (SQ FT)  

Note: 9

STOP SIGN     
(SQ FT)          
Note: 10

ONE WAY 
SIGN          

(SQ FT)        
Note: 11

GROUND 
MOUNTED 
SUPPORT       

(FT)             
Note: 12

TYPE 6 CURB 
(MEDIAN)  

(FT)      Note: 13

EXCAVATION    
(CU YD)          
Note: 4

EMBANKMENT     
(CU YD)            
Note: 5

TOPSOIL 
FURNISHED 

AND PLACED   
(CU YD)         
Note: 14

SEEDING AND 
MULCHING     

(SQ YD)         
Note: 15

42.33 2.25 6.25 3.00

10 FT WIDE LANDSCAPED MEDIANTRAFFIC CONTROLROADWAY DRAINAGE

0.6

51 5 Driveway 8
54 5 Driveway 42.33 2.25 12
56 5 Unsignalized Intersection Third Street 126.99

GRAND TOTAL 6336 169 0 0 8 0 27 15 7603 2 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0
$13 $55 $160 $80 $7 $5 $3,000 $3,500 $85 $12 $12 $12 $6 $13 $7 $5 $35 $1

$82,368 $9,313 $0 $0 $54 $0 $82,032 $51,352 $646,272 $27 $0 $0 $72 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

0.21

58 5 Driveway - A1 Auto 32
59 5 Driveway - KFC 13
60 5 Driveway - KFC 2.25 12

61 B 5 Driveways - Boat Shop and Service 2.25 12
61 5 Driveway - Alley 9
62 5 Driveway - Bill's Service Car Repair 21
63 5 Driveway - KFC 2.25 12
64 5 Driveway - Bill's Service Car Repair 300
65 5 Driveway - Fehrman Realty 33
66 5 Driveway - Glass Pro 21
67 5 Driveway - Fehrman Realty 50
68 5,6 Driveway - Glass Pro 28
69 5,6 Unsignalized Intersection Water Street 2.25 6.25 3.00 36
70 5,6 Driveway 400 2.25 3.00 12
71 6 Driveway - Whisky's Driveway 42.33 2.25
72 6 Driveway 17

GRAND TOTAL 2618 42 0 300 224 0 12 7 3141 14 6 6 84 0 0 0 0 0
$13 $55 $160 $80 $7 $5 $3,000 $3,500 $85 $12 $12 $12 $6 $13 $7 $5 $35 $1

$34,029 $2,328 $0 $24,000 $1,567 $0 $37,411 $25,323 $266,995 $162 $75 $72 $504 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

0.32

74 6 Unsignalized Intersection Park Street 42.33 3.00 12
76 6 Driveway 9
77 6 Unsignalized Intersection Shipping Street 17 22 6.25 12
79 6 Unsignalized Intersection Unnamed 11

GRAND TOTAL 3379 42 0 0 37 22 16 9 4055 0 6 3 24 0 0 0 0 0
$13 $55 $160 $80 $7 $5 $3,000 $3,500 $85 $12 $12 $12 $6 $13 $7 $5 $35 $1

$43,930 $2,328 $0 $0 $258 $111 $46,550 $30,654 $344,678 $0 $75 $36 $144 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$2,079,267

Walnut Street/ Stadium Lane to Front Street TOTAL COST $470,960
Front Street to SR 48 Total Length (miles) =

$78,493

$61,924 $329,730 $813

ESTIMATE CONSTRUCTION COST $392,467

CONTINGENCY COST (20%)

$174,298
 Argosy Parkway to Walnut Street/ Stadium Lane TOTAL COST $1,045,788

$0

TOTAL COST

$871,490

$91,735 $779,656 $99 $0

COST PER ITEM

TOTAL COST

Walnut Street/ Stadium Lane to Front Street Total Length (miles) =

ESTIMATE CONSTRUCTION COST

CONTINGENCY COST (20%)

CONTINGENCY COST (20%) $93,753
Front Street to SR 48 TOTAL COST $562,518
GRAND TOTAL SECTION 2 COST

ESTIMATE CONSTRUCTION COST $468,765

COST PER ITEM
TOTAL COST

 Argosy Parkway to Walnut Street/ Stadium Lane Total Length (miles) =

COST PER ITEM

$46,627 $421,883 $255 $0

SECTION 2
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Access ID 
#

Map Sheet 
# Access Type Intersecting Street Name

TYPE 6 CURB  
(FT)           

Note: 1

6"CONCRETE 
TRAFFIC ISLAND  

(SY YD)            
Note: 2

 SERVICE 
ROAD         

(TWO-WAY)   
Note: 3

 SERVICE 
ROAD        

(ONE-WAY)   
Note: 3

EXCAVATION    
(CU YD)           
Note: 4 

EMBANKMENT     
(CU YD)            Note: 

5

CATCH 
BASIN 
(EACH)    
Note: 6

MANHOLE  
(EACH)   
Note: 7

PIPE  (FT)   
Note: 8

NO LEFT TURN 
SIGN (SQ FT)  

Note: 9

STOP SIGN     
(SQ FT)          
Note: 10

ONE WAY 
SIGN          

(SQ FT)        
Note: 11

GROUND 
MOUNTED 
SUPPORT       

(FT)             
Note: 12

TYPE 6 CURB 
(MEDIAN)  

(FT)      Note: 13

EXCAVATION    
(CU YD)          
Note: 4

EMBANKMENT     
(CU YD)            
Note: 5

TOPSOIL 
FURNISHED 

AND PLACED   
(CU YD)         
Note: 14

SEEDING AND 
MULCHING     

(SQ YD)         
Note: 15

42.33 2.25 6.25 3.00

10 FT WIDE LANDSCAPED MEDIANTRAFFIC CONTROLROADWAY DRAINAGE

1.03

81 6 Driveway 21
82 6 Driveway 22
83 6 Driveway - Water Treatment Plant 6.25 12
84 6 Driveway - Kroger 42 2.25 12
85 6 Driveway 16
86 6 Driveway 20
87 6 Driveway 14
89 6 Unsignalized Intersection Doughty Road 6.25 12
90 6 Driveway 200 40
91 6 Driveway - K&K Mini Mart, Jones 200 200 3.00 12
93 6 Driveway - Real Estate Services 200 40 9
100 6,7 Driveway - Car Wash 250 70
101 7 Driveway - Small Retail
102 7 Driveway - Skyline 400 80
103 7 Driveway - Classic Car Wash 22
104 7 Driveway 7
106 7 Unsignalized Intersection County Road 5 6.25 12

GRAND TOTAL 12127 42 230 220 111 0 51 26 14552 2 19 3 60 0 0 0 0 0
$13 $55 $160 $80 $7 $5 $3,000 $3,500 $85 $12 $12 $12 $6 $13 $7 $5 $35 $1

$157,648 $2,328 $36,800 $17,600 $780 $0 $151,522 $91,888 $1,236,934 $27 $225 $36 $360 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

1.11

109 7  Driveway - Art Deco Residence 2.25 12
110 7,8 Driveway - Golden Corral 2.25 12
112 8 Driveway - Pizza Hut 2.25 12
113 8 Driveway - Garden Center 16
114 8 Driveway - Garden Center 200 30 14
115 8 Driveway - Papa John 200 30 14
116 8 Unsignalized Intersection Shurlite - Median Opening 6.25 12
117 8 Driveway - Open land 300 50 21
118 8 Driveway - Speedway 100 20 20
119 8 Driveway - Speedway 100 20 20
120 8 Driveway - Abandoned building 300 40 2.25 12
121 8 Driveway - Abandoned building 24
122 8 Driveway - Auto Zone 2.25 12
123 8 Driveway - Frish's 19
124 8 Driveway - Frish's 36
125 8 Unsignalized Intersection Florence Drive - Median 1000 140 12.50 24
126 8 Driveway - Pro Outdoors 250 40 29
127 8 Driveway - Movie Gallery 21
128 8 Driveway - Art's Rental 300 40 17
129 8 Driveway - US Bank 100 20 20
130 8 Driveway - US Bank 100 20 20
131 8 Driveway - Beers Auto Sales 12
132 8 Driveway - Small Retail 900 900 3.00 12
133 8 Driveway - Beers Auto Sales 2.25 12
134 8 Driveway - Beers Auto Sales 37
135 8 Driveway - Advance Auto Parts 16
138 8 Driveway - Do it Best Hardware 3.00 12
140 8 Driveway - Indiana Monument 200 40 25
141 8 Driveway - Modular home 20
142 8 Driveway - Long John Silvers 27 11722 1628 2171 543 6512

GRAND TOTAL 15772 0 410 900 427 80 65 34 18926 14 19 6 132 11722 1628 2171 543 6512
$13 $55 $160 $80 $7 $5 $3,000 $3,500 $85 $12 $12 $12 $6 $13 $7 $5 $35 $1

$205,031 $0 $65,600 $72,000 $2,987 $400 $195,259 $117,401 $1,608,703 $162 $225 $72 $792 $152,381 $11,396 $10,853 $18,993 $6,512

1.95

144 9 Unsignalized Intersection Hillcrest Drive - Median 6.25 12
145 9 Driveway - Insurance 11
146 9 Driveway - Insurance 2.25 12
147 9 Driveway - Dairy Queen 200 70 2.25 12
148 9 Driveway - Glass shop 61
149 9 Driveway - Ashcroft / Auto body 2.25 12
150 9 Driveway - Far East 9
151 9 Driveway - Far East 2.25 12
153 9 Driveway - Riverside Car Sales 15
154 9 Driveway - Riverside Car Sales 2.25 12

Tanners Creek Road to Wilson Creek Road TOTAL COST $2,962,521
Wilson Creek Road to SR 148 Total Length (miles) =

$200,135

ESTIMATE CONSTRUCTION COST $2,468,768

CONTINGENCY COST (20%) $493,754

SR 48 to Tanners Creek Road TOTAL COST $2,035,376
Tanners Creek Road to Wilson Creek Road Total Length (miles) =

$0

ESTIMATE CONSTRUCTION COST $1,696,147

CONTINGENCY COST (20%) $339,229

TOTAL COST

$215,156 $1,480,343 $648

SR 48 to Tanners Creek Road Total Length (miles) =

COST PER ITEM

SECTION 3

COST PER ITEM
TOTAL COST

$346,017 $1,921,364 $1,251
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Access ID 
#

Map Sheet 
# Access Type Intersecting Street Name

TYPE 6 CURB  
(FT)           

Note: 1

6"CONCRETE 
TRAFFIC ISLAND  

(SY YD)            
Note: 2

 SERVICE 
ROAD         

(TWO-WAY)   
Note: 3

 SERVICE 
ROAD        

(ONE-WAY)   
Note: 3

EXCAVATION    
(CU YD)           
Note: 4 

EMBANKMENT     
(CU YD)            Note: 

5

CATCH 
BASIN 
(EACH)    
Note: 6

MANHOLE  
(EACH)   
Note: 7

PIPE  (FT)   
Note: 8

NO LEFT TURN 
SIGN (SQ FT)  

Note: 9

STOP SIGN     
(SQ FT)          
Note: 10

ONE WAY 
SIGN          

(SQ FT)        
Note: 11

GROUND 
MOUNTED 
SUPPORT       

(FT)             
Note: 12

TYPE 6 CURB 
(MEDIAN)  

(FT)      Note: 13

EXCAVATION    
(CU YD)          
Note: 4

EMBANKMENT     
(CU YD)            
Note: 5

TOPSOIL 
FURNISHED 

AND PLACED   
(CU YD)         
Note: 14

SEEDING AND 
MULCHING     

(SQ YD)         
Note: 15

42.33 2.25 6.25 3.00

10 FT WIDE LANDSCAPED MEDIANTRAFFIC CONTROLROADWAY DRAINAGE

155 9 Driveway - All American Carwash 2.25 12
156 9 Driveway - American Rental 86
157 9 Driveway - Besslers Restaurant 106
158 9 Driveway - Victory crafts 73
159 9 Unsignalized Intersection Boat Ramp - Median Opening 12.5 24
161 9 Driveway - Riverside sales 16
162 9 Driveway - Poor House Liquior 22
163 9 Driveway - Riverside sales 20
164 9 Driveway - house 5
165 9 Driveway - Red Dog 100 20 20
166 9 Driveway - Carpet World 2.25 12
167 9 Driveway - Red Dog Gas Station 100 20 20 2.25 12
168 9 Driveway - Trade Winds Marine 26

169A Help U Sell 2.25 12
169 9 Driveway - residential 2.25 12
170 9 Driveway - Locksmith 400 60 15
171 9 Driveway - residential 2.25 12
172 9 Driveway - Small Retail, Subway 79
173 9 Driveway - residential 2.25 12
174 9 Driveway - BP 2.25 12
175 9 Driveway - BP 28
176 9 Driveway - Family Dollar 2.25 12
177 9 Driveway - residential 2.25 12
178 9 Driveway - Family Dollar 17
179 9 Driveway - Walgreens 2.25 12
180 9 Driveway - Walgreens
181 9 Driveway - Family Dollar 200 30 139 2.25 12
182 9 Driveway - Swifty Gas 15
183 56
184 9 Driveway - Swifty Gas 18

GRAND TOTAL 21592 0 160 0 855 40 88 45 25910 38 19 0 240 0 0 0 0 0
$13 $55 $160 $80 $7 $5 $3,000 $3,500 $85 $12 $12 $12 $6 $13 $7 $5 $35 $1

$280,696 $0 $25,600 $0 $5,985 $200 $265,104 $158,144 $2,202,384 $459 $225 $0 $1,440 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Wilson Creek Road to SR 148 TOTAL COST $3,528,284

$0

ESTIMATE CONSTRUCTION COST $2,940,237

CONTINGENCY COST (20%) $588,047

TOTAL COST

$312,481 $2,625,632 $2,124

COST PER ITEM
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Access ID 
#

Map Sheet 
# Access Type Intersecting Street Name

TYPE 6 CURB  
(FT)           

Note: 1

6"CONCRETE 
TRAFFIC ISLAND  

(SY YD)            
Note: 2

 SERVICE 
ROAD         

(TWO-WAY)   
Note: 3

 SERVICE 
ROAD        

(ONE-WAY)   
Note: 3

EXCAVATION    
(CU YD)           
Note: 4 

EMBANKMENT     
(CU YD)            Note: 

5

CATCH 
BASIN 
(EACH)    
Note: 6

MANHOLE  
(EACH)   
Note: 7

PIPE  (FT)   
Note: 8

NO LEFT TURN 
SIGN (SQ FT)  

Note: 9

STOP SIGN     
(SQ FT)          
Note: 10

ONE WAY 
SIGN          

(SQ FT)        
Note: 11

GROUND 
MOUNTED 
SUPPORT       

(FT)             
Note: 12

TYPE 6 CURB 
(MEDIAN)  

(FT)      Note: 13

EXCAVATION    
(CU YD)          
Note: 4

EMBANKMENT     
(CU YD)            
Note: 5

TOPSOIL 
FURNISHED 

AND PLACED   
(CU YD)         
Note: 14

SEEDING AND 
MULCHING     

(SQ YD)         
Note: 15

42.33 2.25 6.25 3.00

10 FT WIDE LANDSCAPED MEDIANTRAFFIC CONTROLROADWAY DRAINAGE

0.1

186 9,10 Unsignalized Intersection Harrison Street 13
187 9,10 Driveway 17
188 9,10 Driveway 13
189 9,10 Driveway 13
190 10 Driveway 29

TOTAL 1056 0 0 0 86 0 6 4 1267 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
GRAND TOTAL 1056 0 0 0 86 0 6 4 1267 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

$13 $55 $160 $80 $7 $5 $3,000 $3,500 $85 $12 $12 $12 $6 $13 $7 $5 $35 $1
$13,728 $0 $0 $0 $599 $0 $18,672 $14,392 $107,712 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

0.3

193 10 Driveway 17
194 10 Driveway 34
196 10 Driveway 8
197 10 Driveway 12
198 10 Driveway 18
200 10 Driveway 21

GRAND TOTAL 3168 0 0 0 111 0 15 8 3802 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
$13 $55 $160 $80 $7 $5 $3,000 $3,500 $85 $12 $12 $12 $6 $13 $7 $5 $35 $1

$41,184 $0 $0 $0 $774 $0 $44,016 $29,176 $323,136 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

George Street to SR 350 Total Length (miles) =

GRAND TOTAL SECTION 3 COST

CONTINGENCY COST (20%)

TOTAL COST

George Street to SR 350 TOTAL COST

COST PER ITEM

CONTINGENCY COST (20%) $31,021
SR 148 to George Street TOTAL COST $186,123

$0 $0

ESTIMATE CONSTRUCTION COST $155,103

COST PER ITEM
TOTAL COST

$14,327 $140,776

SR 148 to George Street Total Length (miles) =

ESTIMATE CONSTRUCTION COST $438,286

$0 $0

$9,238,248
$525,943

$41,958 $396,328

$87,657
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Access ID 
#

Map Sheet 
# Access Type Intersecting Street Name

TYPE 6 CURB  
(FT)           

Note: 1

6"CONCRETE 
TRAFFIC ISLAND  

(SY YD)            
Note: 2

 SERVICE 
ROAD         

(TWO-WAY)   
Note: 3

 SERVICE 
ROAD        

(ONE-WAY)   
Note: 3

EXCAVATION    
(CU YD)           
Note: 4 

EMBANKMENT     
(CU YD)            Note: 

5

CATCH 
BASIN 
(EACH)    
Note: 6

MANHOLE  
(EACH)   
Note: 7

PIPE  (FT)   
Note: 8

NO LEFT TURN 
SIGN (SQ FT)  

Note: 9

STOP SIGN     
(SQ FT)          
Note: 10

ONE WAY 
SIGN          

(SQ FT)        
Note: 11

GROUND 
MOUNTED 
SUPPORT       

(FT)             
Note: 12

TYPE 6 CURB 
(MEDIAN)  

(FT)      Note: 13

EXCAVATION    
(CU YD)          
Note: 4

EMBANKMENT     
(CU YD)            
Note: 5

TOPSOIL 
FURNISHED 

AND PLACED   
(CU YD)         
Note: 14

SEEDING AND 
MULCHING     

(SQ YD)         
Note: 15

42.33 2.25 6.25 3.00

10 FT WIDE LANDSCAPED MEDIANTRAFFIC CONTROLROADWAY DRAINAGE

8.4

202 10 Unsignalized Intersection Exporting Street 42 2.25 12
203 10 Unsignalized Intersection Unnamed 42 2.25 12
205 11 Unsignalized Intersection Indiana Avenue 42 2.25 12
207 11,12 Unsignalized Intersection Lower Dillsboro Road 42 2.25 12
208 12 Driveway 100 20 20 2.25 12
209 12 Driveway 100 20 20 2.25 12
219 13 Driveway
240 13 Driveway 8
270 14 Driveway 140
325 17 Driveway 13
331 17 Driveway 12
335 17 Driveway 20
339 17 Driveway 17
343 17 Driveway 12
347 17 Driveway 27
348 17 Driveway 27
349 17 Driveway 24
350 17,18 Driveway 16
351 18 Unsignalized Intersection Sharon Drive 16
352 18 Driveway 24
390 19 Driveway 24

GRAND TOTAL 88904 169 140 0 281 40 358 180 106685 14 0 0 72 0 0 0 0 0
$13 $55 $160 $80 $7 $5 $3,000 $3,500 $85 $12 $12 $12 $6 $13 $7 $5 $35 $1

$1,155,752 $9,313 $22,400 $0 $1,964 $200 $1,072,848 $629,328 $9,068,208 $162 $0 $0 $432 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

SR 350 to SR 62 Total Length (miles) =

SECTION 4

ESTIMATE CONSTRUCTION COST $11,960,606

CONTINGENCY COST (20%) $2,392,121

COST PER ITEM
TOTAL COST

SR 350 to SR 62 (SECTION 4) GRAND TOTAL COST $14,352,728

$1,189,628 $10,770,384 $594 $0
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Access ID 
#

Map Sheet 
# Access Type Intersecting Street Name

TYPE 6 CURB  
(FT)           

Note: 1

6"CONCRETE 
TRAFFIC ISLAND  

(SY YD)            
Note: 2

 SERVICE 
ROAD         

(TWO-WAY)   
Note: 3

 SERVICE 
ROAD        

(ONE-WAY)   
Note: 3

EXCAVATION    
(CU YD)           
Note: 4 

EMBANKMENT     
(CU YD)            Note: 

5

CATCH 
BASIN 
(EACH)    
Note: 6

MANHOLE  
(EACH)   
Note: 7

PIPE  (FT)   
Note: 8

NO LEFT TURN 
SIGN (SQ FT)  

Note: 9

STOP SIGN     
(SQ FT)          
Note: 10

ONE WAY 
SIGN          

(SQ FT)        
Note: 11

GROUND 
MOUNTED 
SUPPORT       

(FT)             
Note: 12

TYPE 6 CURB 
(MEDIAN)  

(FT)      Note: 13

EXCAVATION    
(CU YD)          
Note: 4

EMBANKMENT     
(CU YD)            
Note: 5

TOPSOIL 
FURNISHED 

AND PLACED   
(CU YD)         
Note: 14

SEEDING AND 
MULCHING     

(SQ YD)         
Note: 15

42.33 2.25 6.25 3.00

10 FT WIDE LANDSCAPED MEDIANTRAFFIC CONTROLROADWAY DRAINAGE

TYPE 6 CURB  
(FT)           

Note: 1

6"CONCRETE 
TRAFFIC ISLAND  

(SY YD)            
Note: 2

 SERVICE 
ROAD         

(TWO-WAY)   
Note: 3

 SERVICE 
ROAD        

(ONE-WAY)   
Note: 3

EXCAVATION    
(CU YD)           
Note: 4 

EMBANKMENT     
(CU YD)            Note: 

5

CATCH 
BASIN 
(EACH)    
Note: 6

MANHOLE  
(EACH)   
Note: 7

PIPE  (FT)   
Note: 8

NO LEFT TURN 
SIGN (SQ FT)  

Note: 9

STOP SIGN     
(SQ FT)          
Note: 10

ONE WAY 
SIGN          

(SQ FT)        
Note: 11

GROUND 
MOUNTED 
SUPPORT       

(FT)             
Note: 12

TYPE 6 CURB 
(MEDIAN)  

(FT)      Note: 13

EXCAVATION    
(CU YD)          
Note: 4

EMBANKMENT     
(CU YD)            
Note: 5

TOPSOIL 
FURNISHED 

AND PLACED   
(CU YD)         
Note: 14

SEEDING AND 
MULCHING     

(SQ YD)         
Note: 15

16684 0 680 0 494 0 69 35 20021 18 31 0 156 14784 2053 2738 684 8213
$216,892 $0 $108,800 $0 $3,457 $0 $206,208 $123,788 $1,701,768 $216 $375 $0 $936 $192,192 $14,373 $13,689 $23,956 $8,213

3379 42 0 0 37 22 16 9 4055 0 6 3 24 0 0 0 0 0
$43,930 $2,328 $0 $0 $258 $111 $46,550 $30,654 $344,678 $0 $75 $36 $144 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

3168 0 0 0 111 0 15 8 3802 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
$41,184 $0 $0 $0 $774 $0 $44,016 $29,176 $323,136 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

88904 169 140 0 281 40 358 180 106685 14 0 0 72 0 0 0 0 0
$1,155,752 $9,313 $22,400 $0 $1,964 $200 $1,072,848 $629,328 $9,068,208 $162 $0 $0 $432 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

112,135 212 820 0 922 62 457 232 134,562 32 38 3 252 14,784 2,053 2,738 684 8,213

$1,457,758 $11,641 $131,200 $0 $6,453 $311 $1,369,622 $812,946 $11,437,790 $378 $450 $36 $1,512 $192,192 $14,373 $13,689 $23,956 $8,213

NOTES:

$0

$1,607,363 $13,620,359 $2,376 $252,423
$1,189,628 $10,770,384 $594

$41,958 $396,328 $0 $0

$46,627 $421,883 $255 $0

$252,423

9)   NO LEFT TURN SIGN SHALL  INCLUDE 30 INCH R3-2, ACCORDING TO ODOT, 
AND PLACED AT A 6 FOOT HEIGHT ABOVE THE GROUND

10)   STOP SIGN SHALL INCLUDE FABRICATION OF 30' X 30" STOP SIGN AND 
INSTALLATION 

11)   ONE WAY SIGN SHALL INCLUDE FABRICATION OF A 36" X 12" ONE WAY SIGN 
AND INSTALLATION

12)   GROUND MOUNTED SUPPORT:  INCLUDES 12 FOOT YIELDING POST AS 
NEEDED

13)   TYPE 6 CURB (MEDIAN):  INCLUDES TYPE 6 CURB INSTALLED IN THE CENTER 
OF THE ROADWAY FOR THE PURPOSED OF CREATING A LANDSCAPED MEDIAN

14)   TOPSOIL FURNISHED AND PLACED: INCLUDES FURNISHING AND PLACING 3" 
OF TOPSOIL IN THE LANDSCAPED MEDIAN AREA.

15)   SEEDING AND MULCHING:  INCLUDES PREPARING AND INSTALLING 
SEEDING AND OR MULCHING IN THE LANDSCAPED MEDIAN AREA

1)   TYPE 6 CURB SHALL BE INSTALLED ON BOTH SIDES OF THE ROADWAY. ENTRANCES/DRIVES WILL 
BE SAWCUT WHERE NEEDED.

5)   EMBANKMENT SHALL INCLUDE THE REPLACING OF SUITABLE MATERIAL IN THE MEDIAN AND 
BEHIND THE CURB LINE.

6)   CATCH BASIN SHALL INCLUDE CATCH BASIN NO. 3 ALONG THE CURB LINE EVERY 250 FEET ON 
BOTH SIDES OF THE ROADWAY.

7)   MANHOLE SHALL INCLUDE MANHOLE NO. 3 PLACED DOWN THE CENTER OF ROADWAY EVERY 
500 FEET.

TOTAL QUANTITY

$2,031,764 $1,527

GRAND TOTAL

GRAND TOTAL COST

TOTAL COST

$329,149

SECTION 3
$9,238,248

SECTION 4
$14,352,728

TOTAL COST

PROJECT TOTAL ESTIMATED COST

PROJECT SUMMARIES

SECTION 1
$6,626,976

TOTAL QUANTITY
TOTAL COST

SECTION 2

$36,197,885

$2,079,267

$32,297,219

$3,875,666
RIGHT OF WAY COSTS $25,000

ENGINEER'S COST (12%)

GRAND TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST

4)   EXCAVATION SHALL  INCLUDE THE REMOVAL OF ALL PAVEMENT INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED 
TO DRIVEWAYS, ASPHALT CONCRETE AND NATURAL SOILS.

2)   FOR THE RIGHT-IN RIGHT OUT A 6" CONCRETE TRAFFIC ISLAND WILL USED AND INCLUDES 42.33 
SQUARE YARDS OF ITEM 609, 6" CONCRETE TRAFFIC ISLAND.

3)   SERVICE ROAD:  INCLUDES THE FOLLOWING PAVEMENT BUILD-UP FOR A 12' LANE;  3" OF ITEM 448 
ASPHALT CONCRETE, 4" OF ITEM 301 ASPHALT CONCRETE BASE AND 6" OF ITEM 304 AGGREGATE 
BASE. TWO-WAY ROADWAY IS FOR 24 FEET OF PAVEMENT AND ONE-WAY IS FOR 12 FEET OF 
PAVEMENT.

TOTAL QUANTITY
TOTAL COST

TOTAL QUANTITY
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CHAPTER 5: EVALUATION 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
This chapter includes the evaluation of the access management and land use 
recommendations for this project. The evaluation is based on the results found in the 
evaluation matrix and can be found at the end of this chapter (see Figure 5-1). 
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ACCESS MANAGEMENT MATRIX EVALUATION AND CRITERIA 
 
Several criteria were included in the access management portion of the evaluation 
matrix:  congestion, safety and logistics. For congestion, information was included 
for 2001 AADT (vehicles per day (vpd)), 2006 AADT (vpd) 2006 peak hour LOS (A-
F) 2036 AADT (vpd), 2036 Peak Hour LOS (A-F) 2006 truck percentage (%), 2006 85th 
percentile speed (miles per hour). The 2006 traffic information was gathered from 
US 50 Gateway Study traffic counts (Stateline Road to SR 148); 2006 LOS information 
was calculated from HCS 2000; and the 2001 traffic information was gathered from 
INDOT. 
 
For safety, information was included for the segment length (miles), access points 
(number), average access spacing (feet), crashes (number) and the comparative link 
crash rate (accidents per 100 million vehicle miles). The access point information was 
gathered for this project in 2006. The average access spacing was calculated by 
taking an average of all the link lengths between access points in this segment. Crash 
data was provided by Dearborn County for 2003-2005. Due to the lack of traffic data 
at the intersections, the crashes coded at an intersection were split in half and 
assigned to the links on either side of the intersection. The comparative link rate was 
estimated from the 2006 and 2001 ADT’s and the segment lengths.  (It is intended to 
be a comparison of segments within the corridor and not a full crash analysis.) 
 
The logistics evaluation of the matrix contains qualitative information. 
Recommended improvements were based on short to long term solutions. The short 
term solutions include projects built within the next five years; moderate term 
solutions include projects built within five to 15 years; and long term solutions 
include projects built in 15 or more years.  Implementation difficulty qualified the 
proposed improvements on a simple-to-difficult scale. “Simple” projects would 
require little ROW and/or require access changes to the least number of properties; 
“moderate” projects would involve access changes to comparatively more 
properties; and “difficult” projects would involve more ROW and access changes to 
the highest number of properties. “Public support” is an evaluation on which 
recommendations the public supports or does not support based on comments 
received from the public during several public meetings and presentations. The 
estimated project costs are a quantitative estimate based on the preliminary 
information developed thus far and will become more refined as the 
recommendations become more defined. 
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LAND USE EVALUATION AND CRITERIA 
 
The US 50 Corridor was evaluated by section and subsection to determine priority 
areas and timeframes for the implementation of land use and streetscape 
recommendations. Evaluation was based on four criteria, as described in the below 
table. Corridor sections were rated as “high”, “moderate”, or “low” for each of these 
criteria, based on comparisons among the corridor sections 
 
Figure 5-2: Land Use Evaluation 

Criteria Rating Description 

Availability of 
Developable Land  Amount of undeveloped land along the US 50 

frontage. 

High Multiple large sites (10 or more acres) of vacant 
property 

Moderate Few sites available, generally less than five acres each 

 

Low Generally built-out with little or no vacant land 
remaining 

Development 
Constraints  Extent to which future development will be physically 

constrained by steep slopes, floodplain or lot sizes. 

High 
Most land in segment faces constraints; development 
not possible or will require significant site work or 
acquisition of multiple properties 

Moderate 
Some small unconstrained sites are available, though 
mitigation of slopes or floodplain is necessary with 
most of remaining vacant land 

 

Low Few obstacles to development relative to rest of 
corridor 

Strategic 
Significance to 
Region 

 Visibility and effect of future development on the 
remainder of the study area and Dearborn County. 

High Section through which most of corridor traffic travels, 
provides first impression of region to many motorists 

Moderate Substantial through traffic, provides first impressions 
of individual communities along corridor 

 

Low Separated from predominant corridor traffic flow 
Planned 
Development 
Intensity 

 Planned development intensity type as identified on 
Exhibit 2-1 in Chapter 2.   

High Areas identified as “Urban”  
Moderate Areas identified as “High-Density Suburban” 

 

Low Areas identified as “Suburban” or “Rural” 
 
Additionally, a timeframe was assigned to each section of the corridor, based on the 
rate at which land use changes are expected to occur.  The pace of land use change 
will be affected by both development pressure and access management 
implementation timeframes. Development pressure is based on a corridor section’s 
suitability for commercial development, as well as observations of recent 
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development activities. High development pressure indicates that real estate 
demand is high and development activities are imminent.   
 
The number and timeframe of access management recommendations are also 
considered because access changes would create opportunities for streetscape 
improvements.  For example, eliminating a curb cut would create an opportunity to 
replace pavement with a section of treelawn. 
 
Timeframe is rated as short, moderate, or long.  Short indicates that land use change 
will occur within five years.  Moderate indicates five to 15 years, while long 
indicates greater than 15 years. 
 
In general, land use and streetscape recommendations should be given a higher 
priority in sections of the study area that have ample developable land, few 
development constraints, high strategic significance and planned development 
intensity, and a short time frame for land use change.  It is in these areas where the 
adjustment of land use policies, targeting of incentives and planning and funding 
for streetscape improvements would have the greatest impact and should occur the 
soonest. 
 
The evaluation is summarized in Figure 5-1, and is also described in detail for each 
section of the corridor. 
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SECTION 1 
 
Stateline Road to I-275/SR 1 
Access Management 
This segment of Section 1 has an AADT of 12,800 vehicles per day (vpd) in 2006 and 
a projected volume of 16,700 vpd in 2036. It currently functions at LOS A and is 
projected to function at LOS A in 30 years. Twenty-three percent of the vehicles 
traveling this roadway are trucks and the 2006 85th percentile speed is 55 mph. So 
this segment, although experiencing a high percentage in trucks, has smooth traffic 
flow and functions at an optimal LOS now and well into the future. 
 
There are currently 22 access points in this segment, resulting in an existing access 
point density of 11 accesses per mile, which is the lowest density for the project area. 
The existing average access spacing of 509 feet exceeds the minimum goal of 350 
feet, so this segment has an ideal number and spacing of access points. 
Implementation of these recommendations would reduce the number of access 
points to 20, resulting in a lower density of 10 access points per mile and a higher 
access spacing of 528 feet. 
 
There were 92 crashes on this segment over a three-year period, equating to a crash 
rate of 328 crashes per 100 million vehicle miles. Compared to a statewide average 
crash rate of 187 (1997-1999 rate), this crash rate is very high. It is also important to 
note that 26 or 28 percent of those crashes are associated with “animals or objects” in 
the road. These crashes are not associated with the access points in this area. As this 
area becomes more developed and less rural, this statistic should decrease. In 
addition, 20 accidents occurred at the Stateline Road/US 50 intersection.  While not 
included in the scope of this study, improvements should be made to this crossroads 
to ensure safety in the future, especially as traffic continues to increase.  
 
Logistically, these recommendations would be built in the long term (15 or more 
years) and would be require a moderate effort to implement. This area is still 
developing and there is a large portion of land available.  Therefore, the changes 
suggested in this area would take place over time. This sub-section was deemed as 
moderate to construct not because of the location or changes to driveways, but 
because of the realignment of Oberting Road to 90 degrees with US 50. With its 
relatively high cost it is likely that these changes would take place incrementally as 
the area develops, not as a single project. The estimated project cost for the access 
management recommendations would be approximately $3.5 million in 2006 dollars, 
excluding right of way. 
 
Land Use 
Most of the US 50 frontage properties in this subsection are undeveloped, primarily 
because substantial portions of these properties are constrained by floodplain, steep 
slopes and I-275 ROW. With the exception of properties located closest to the I-275 
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interchange, this subsection is separated from the predominant traffic flow in the 
corridor. This characteristic will moderate development pressure.  Development 
intensity is planned to be low for this subsection, because of its distance from 
existing urban centers and infrastructure. 
 
Relatively low development pressure and a low number and long time frame of 
access management recommendations indicate this section of the corridor has a 
moderate timeframe for land use changes.   
 
I-275/SR 1 to Argosy Parkway 
Access Management 
This segment of Section 1 has an AADT of 31,800 vehicles per day in 2006 and a 
projected volume of 41,400 vpd in 2036. It currently functions at LOS C and is 
projected to function at LOS C in 30 years. Trucks make up 23 percent of the traffic, 
and in 2006 the 85th percentile speed was 55 mph. This segment has a high 
percentage of trucks but functions at an average LOS now and in the future. 
 
There are currently 31 access points in this segment, resulting in an existing access 
point density of 22 accesses per mile. This is mainly due to the fact that the levy 
borders the south side of US 50. Even with only one side of the road being 
developed, the existing average access spacing of 185 feet is below the minimum 
goal of 350 feet, so this segment does not have an ideal spacing of access points. If 
the study’s recommendations are implemented these numbers will be improved and 
exceed the minimum 350 feet goal. Access points would be reduced to 20, resulting 
in a lower density of 14 accesses per mile and a higher access spacing of 377 feet. 
 
There were 119 crashes on this segment over a three-year period, equating to a crash 
rate of 244 crashes per 100 million vehicle miles. Compared to a statewide average 
crash rate of 187 (1997-1999 rate), this crash rate is high. However, the improvements 
associated with this segment should reduce the crashes based on the modification of 
some of the access points and construction of a raised median. This segment is three 
lanes in each direction with a center left turn lane.  Each access point enjoys full 
access currently, meaning drivers may turn left or right at will. The interaction of 
each of the access points creates conflict points, increases the likelihood of accidents. 
Reducing the number of access points would reduce the number of conflict points 
and thereby create a safer roadway. 
 
Logistically, these recommendations would be built in the short-term (0-5 years) and 
would be moderately easy to implement. This segment is fairly wide and the space 
is available to construct a raised median, but the land is mostly developed. As 
mentioned previously, access changes only affect only one side of the roadway for 
most of this segment, making changes less complicated. The estimated access 
management project cost would be approximately $3 million. 
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Land Use 
Although most of the western frontage of US 50 in this subsection is constrained by 
a floodwall, there are several large vacant development sites along the western 
frontage. This subsection is highly significant to the region, since it represents a 
“front door” for much of the traffic entering Dearborn County and southeastern 
Indiana. The appearance of this subsection will be critical in defining the first 
impression that many motorists have of this region.  Development intensity is 
planned to be moderate for this area, due to the development potential and its 
proximity to the urban cores of Greendale and Lawrenceburg. 
 
Development pressure is high due to proximity to I-275 and the high traffic volume 
that includes visitors to the Argosy Casino. This factor and the high number and 
short timeframe of access management recommendations indicate this corridor 
section has a short time frame for land use changes. 
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SECTION 2 
 
Argosy Parkway to Walnut Street/Stadium Lane 
Access Management 
This segment of Section 2 had an AADT of 41,900 vpd in 2001, a 2006 AADT of 
44,000 vpd, and a projected volume of 57,200 vpd in 2036. It currently functions at 
an LOS of B and is projected to function at an LOS of C in 30 years. Twenty-three 
percent of the vehicles traveling this roadway are trucks and the 2006 85th percentile 
speed is 55 mph. So this segment has a high percentage of trucks but functions at a 
good LOS now and at an average LOS in the future. 
 
There are currently eight access points in this segment, resulting in an existing 
access point density of 13 accesses per mile. The existing average access spacing of 
368 feet exceeds the minimum goal of 350 feet, so this segment has an ideal number 
and spacing of access points. While this average spacing does exceed the goal of 350 
feet, there are some individual access points that currently violate the guidelines and 
increase the potential for traffic crashes.  The proposed access points would be 
reduced to seven, resulting in a lower density of 12 accesses per mile and a higher 
average access spacing of 440 feet. 
 
There were 75 crashes on this segment over a three-year period, factoring to a crash 
rate of 259 crashes per 100 million vehicle miles.  Compared to a statewide average 
crash rate of 187 (1997-1999 rate), this crash rate is high.  Over half (57) of these 
accidents occurred at the intersections of Argosy Parkway/US 50 and Arch 
Street/US 50. By protecting the functional area of these interchanges by reducing 
access points, the safety should improve. 
 
Logistically, these recommendations would be built in the long-term (15 or more 
years) and would be simple to implement due to their relatively small number. 
However, current access densities do not warrant an immediate action as do other 
sections of the corridor and will likely take place as redevelopment opportunities 
present themselves.  The estimated access management project cost would be 
approximately $1 million.  These costs are primarily related to the replacement of 
the drainage system and construction of a curb. These costs could be reduced 
dramatically by not constructing a new curb. 
 
Land Use 
Much of this subsection is constrained by steep slopes on either side of US 50, and 
by the passage of US 50 over the Lawrenceburg Floodwall. As a result, there are few 
opportunities for development or even redevelopment. The strategic significance of 
this subsection is somewhat limited relative to the lack of Casino traffic, although a 
large volume of traffic does pass through the section.  However, the constrained 
nature of this section would limit opportunities for streetscape improvements, 
except for a small section from Arch Street to Stadium/Walnut Street. This 
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subsection is within the historic core of Lawrenceburg, which is planned for high 
development intensity. 
 
Few access management improvements are proposed here. Little development 
pressure is anticipated due to physical constraints. So, there is a relatively long 
timeframe for land use change in this subsection.   
 
Walnut Street/Stadium Lane to Front Street 
Access Management 
This segment of Section 2 had an AADT of 41,900 vpd in 2001, a 2006 AADT of 
44,000 vpd and a projected volume of 57,200 vpd in 2036. It currently functions at 
LOS B and is projected to function at LOS C in 30 years. Twenty-three percent of the 
vehicles traveling this roadway are trucks and the 2006 85th percentile speed is 55 
mph. So this segment has a high percentage of trucks but functions at a good LOS 
now and at an average LOS in the future. 
 
There are currently 18 access points in this segment, resulting in an existing access 
point density of 86 accesses per mile, which is the highest density for the project 
area. The existing average access spacing of 30 feet is well below the minimum goal 
of 350 feet, so this segment does not have an ideal density or spacing of access 
points.  
 
There were 33 crashes on this segment over a three-year period, equating to a crash 
rate of 326 crashes per 100 million vehicle miles. Compared to a statewide average 
crash rate of 187 (1997-1999 rate), this crash rate is very high.  
 
Recommendations for this section of the corridor are complicated and also highly 
dependent on the selected alternative for the INDOT US 50 Environmental 
Assessment study.  Further study is required to determine the proper mix of access 
management improvements.  Possibilities for improvements include; raised 
medians, consolidation of driveways, right in/right out driveways, shared parking 
and the creation of supplemental parking.  Due to the nature of this area and 
relationship to the INDOT US 50 Environmental Assessment Study, detailed 
recommendations for this section of the corridor were not made at this time.   
 
Land Use 
Future development in this highly urban subsection of the corridor will be 
constrained by the lack of available properties and small lot sizes. However, 
redevelopment and high development intensity are encouraged in this area, and 
some clusters of underutilized properties may provide redevelopment 
opportunities. The strategic significance of this section has been hampered by the 
lack of casino traffic, although a large volume of traffic passes through.   
 
The challenges of redevelopment along with loud truck traffic, narrow sidewalks, 
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and lack of off-street parking will continue to limit the pressure for both pedestrian- 
and automobile-oriented development.  
 
Front Street to SR 48 
Access Management 
This segment of Section 2 has a 2006 AADT of 43,800 vpd, and a projected volume of 
57,000 vpd in 2036. It currently functions at LOS B and is projected to function at 
LOS C in 30 years. Twenty-three percent of the vehicles traveling this roadway are 
trucks and the 2006 85th percentile speed is 55 mph. So this segment has a high 
percentage of trucks but functions at a good LOS now and at an average LOS in the 
future. 
 
There are currently eight access points in this segment, resulting in an existing 
access point density of 25 accesses per mile, which is toward the lower end of 
densities for the project area. The existing average access spacing of 188 feet is below 
the minimum goal of 350 feet, so this segment does not have an ideal density or 
spacing of access points. Implementing the recommendations would improve but 
these numbers but they would still be just under the minimum goal of 350 feet.  
Access points would be reduced to six, resulting in a lower density of 19 accesses 
per mile and a higher access spacing of 278 feet. 
 
This area of US 50 is also a concern. There were 105 crashes on this segment over a 
three-year period, equating to a crash rate of 684 crashes per 100 million vehicle 
miles. Compared to a statewide average crash rate of 187 (1997-1999 rate), this crash 
rate is very high and is the highest in all four Sections.  This is the most confined 
area of the corridor, thus it is not surprising that the accident rate is high. In this 
only .32 mile segment of the corridor, there are over 100 crashes, with over 60 
percent at the intersections.  This area of US 50 is a safety concern. 
 
Logistically, these recommendations would be built in the long-term (15 or more 
years) and would be simple to implement because they eliminate access points at 
mid-blocks, where there is already access from a side street. However, a future 
Tanners Creek bridge and associated sections will be built in this section. The 
recommendations of this study should be implemented only after new travel 
patterns from a new bridge crossing are confirmed. The estimated access 
management project cost would be approximately $600,000. This cost includes the 
replacement of the existing curb on each side of the roadway, which may not be 
necessary or may be part of a larger bridge crossing construction project. 
 
Land Use 
This subsection is similar to the previous subsection in terms of developable land, 
development constraints, strategic significance to the region and recommended 
development intensity. One difference, however, is that this section has fewer 
opportunities for redevelopment or sidewalk widening.  
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Additionally, the future of this segment depends on the design of the Tanners Creek 
bridge replacement, which has yet to be determined. The bridge reconstruction 
should be leveraged as an opportunity to improve pedestrian safety and 
streetscaping in this subsection, and to create pedestrian connections to surrounding 
communities. Planning should occur immediately to incorporate such 
improvements into the bridge design.   
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SECTION 3 
 
SR 48 to Tanners Creek Road 
Access Management 
This segment of Section 3 has a 2006 AADT of 43,800 vpd and a projected volume of 
57,500 vpd in 2036. It currently functions at LOS D and is projected to function at 
LOS E in 30 years. Twenty-three percent of the vehicles traveling this roadway are 
trucks and the 2006 85th percentile speed is 55 mph. So this segment has a high 
percentage of trucks and functions at a poor LOS now and in the future. 
 
There are currently 27 access points in this segment, resulting in an existing access 
point density of 26 accesses per mile, which is toward the lower end of densities for 
the project area. The existing average access spacing of 118 feet is below the 
minimum goal of 350 feet, so this segment does not have an ideal density or spacing 
of access points. Implementing the recommendations would improve these numbers 
and the access spacing would be very close to the minimum 350 feet. Access points 
would be reduced to 16, resulting in a lower density of 16 accesses per mile and a 
higher access spacing of 330 feet. 
 
There were 46 crashes on this segment over a three-year period, equating to a crash 
rate of 93 crashes per 100 million vehicle miles. Compared to a statewide average 
crash rate of 187 (1997-1999 rate), this crash rate is low. The improvements 
recommended for this segment should further reduce the crashes based on the 
modification of some of the access points.  
 
Logistically, these recommendations would be built in the long-term (15 or more 
years) and would require a moderate effort to implement. There is little 
undeveloped land in this area, a low occurrence of accidents, and with the 
recommendations, the safest access spacing would be achieved. It is likely given 
these factors that this portion of the corridor would see recommendations 
implemented over time, as the segment parameters do not warrant an immediate 
action.  The estimated project cost would be approximately $2 million. 
 
Land Use 
Most of the US 50 frontage in this subsection has already been developed or is 
constrained by steep hillsides or floodplains. The reduced casino traffic and distance 
from I-275 act to moderate the strategic regional significance of this subsection. 
Development intensity is planned as moderate in this area, due to its proximity to an 
existing urban center and infrastructure. 
 
Development pressure is limited by this segment’s distance from I-275, as well as the 
presence of power and sewage plants, reducing the likelihood of short-term land use 
change. The high number and timeframe of access management improvements in 
this subsection, however, will create opportunities to implement streetscape and 
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property enhancements but those improvements would more than likely be in the 
long-term. 
 
Tanners Creek Road to Wilson Creek Road 
Access Management 
This segment of Section 3 has a 2006 AADT of 35,700 vpd, and a projected volume of 
46,500 vpd in 2036. It currently functions at LOS C and is projected to function at 
LOS D in 30 years. Twenty-four percent of the vehicles traveling this roadway are 
trucks and the 2006 85th percentile speed is 51 mph. So this segment has a high 
percentage of trucks and functions at an average LOS now and poor LOS in the 
future. With the construction of a raised median and the reduction of access points, 
the future year LOS should improve. 
 
There are currently 37 access points in this segment, resulting in an existing access 
point density of 33 accesses per mile, which is in the middle of densities for the 
project area. The existing average access spacing of 127 feet is below the minimum 
goal of 350 feet, so this segment does not have an ideal density or spacing of access 
points. Implementing the recommendations would improve these numbers and the 
access spacing would be very close to the minimum goal of 350 feet.  Access points 
would be reduced to 19, resulting in a lower density of 17 accesses per mile and a 
higher access spacing of 311 feet. A raised median in this area would improve the 
access spacing even more.    
 
There were 74 crashes on this segment over a three-year period, equating to a crash 
rate of 171 crashes per 100 million vehicle miles. This crash rate is just below the 
average statewide crash rate of 187 (1997-1999 rate).  The improvements associated 
with this segment should reduce the crashes.  
 
Logistically, these recommendations would be built in the moderate-term (5-15 
years) and would be difficult to implement given the number of property owners 
and the number of access points recommended for elimination. The estimated 
project cost would be approximately $3 million. 
 
Land Use 
This subsection is constrained by steep hillsides and floodplains, although a few 
developable parcels remain. Development intensity is planned as moderate in this 
area, due to its proximity to an existing urban center and infrastructure.  Strategic 
significance to the region is similar to the previous subsection. 
 
Development pressure, though moderated by the distance from I-275, seems to be 
steady with the development of several retail projects serving local populations as 
well as pass-through traffic. Additionally, the high number and timeframe of access 
management improvements in this subsection will create opportunities to 
implement streetscape and property enhancements but those improvements will 
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more than likely be in the long-term. 
 
Wilson Creek Road to SR 148 
Access Management 
This segment of Section 3 has a 2006 AADT of 32,200 vpd, and a projected volume of 
41,900 vpd in 2036. It currently functions at LOS C and is projected to function at 
LOS C in 30 years. Nine percent of the vehicles traveling this roadway are trucks 
and the 2006 85th percentile speed is 53 mph. So this segment has a low percentage of 
trucks and functions at an average LOS now and in the future. 
 
There are currently 44 access points in this segment, resulting in an existing access 
point density of 23 accesses per mile, which is toward the lower end of densities for 
the project area. The existing average access spacing of 50 feet is below the minimum 
goal of 350 feet, so this segment does not have an ideal density or spacing of access 
points. Implementing the recommendations will improve these numbers and the 
access spacing would exceed the minimum goal 350 feet. The access points would be 
reduced to 22, resulting in a lower density of 11 accesses per mile and a higher 
access spacing of 480 feet. 
 
There were 78 crashes on this segment over a three-year period, equating to a crash 
rate of 113 crashes per 100 million vehicle miles. Compared to a statewide average 
crash rate of 187 (1997-1999 rate), this crash rate is low. The improvements 
associated with this segment should further reduce the crashes.  
 
Logistically, these recommendations would be built in the moderate-term (5-15 
years) and would be difficult to implement given the number of property owners 
and the number of access points. The estimated access management project cost 
would be approximately $4 million. 
 
Land Use 
This section is similar to the previous subsection in terms of the development 
constraints, strategic significance to the region, planned development intensity and 
timeframe. The main difference lies in the relative lack of developable land in this 
subsection. 
 
SR 148 to George Street 
Access Management 
This segment of Section 3 had a 2001 ADT of 37,350, has a 2006 AADT of 32,200 vpd, 
and a projected 2036 AADT of 41,900 vpd. It currently functions at LOS C and is 
projected to function at LOS D in 30 years. Nine percent of the vehicles traveling this 
roadway are trucks and the 2006 85th percentile speed is 53 mph. So this segment has 
a low percentage of trucks and functions at an average LOS now and a poor LOS in 
the future. 
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There are currently seven access points in this segment, resulting in an existing 
access point density of 70 accesses per mile, which is toward the high end of 
densities for the project area. The existing average access spacing of 105 feet is below 
the minimum goal of 350 feet, so this segment does not have an ideal density or 
spacing of access points. Implementing the recommendations would improve these 
numbers but the access spacing would still be below the minimum goal of 350 feet. 
The access points would be reduced to two, resulting in a lower density of 20 
accesses per mile and a higher access spacing of 264 feet. One access point in the 
intersection of SR 148/US 50, the other is a shared driveway of three local 
businesses. It would be ideal if this shared driveway would access US 50 from SR 
148 via a service road, but after discussions with the property owner that does not 
seem a possibility at the time. If the land use for this property changes, alternate 
access should be investigated.   
 
There were 29 crashes on this segment over a three-year period, equating to a crash 
rate of 674 crashes per 100 million vehicle miles. Compared to a statewide average 
crash rate of 187 (1997-1999 rate), this crash rate is very high. Twenty-five of these 
crashes or 86 percent occurred at the intersections of either SR 148 or George Street.   
The George Street intersection is at an angle to US 50. While not included in the 
scope of this study a re-alignment of George Street should be investigated. 
 
Logistically, these recommendations would be built in the long-term (15 or more 
years) and would require a simple effort to implement. While these improvements 
would be simple to implement, it is likely that they will take place over time. It is 
feasible to complete them sooner, given the nature of the access and the relatively 
low cost. The estimated project cost would be $200,000. 
 
Land Use 
This subsection contains relatively dense development on small lots, as this portion 
of the corridor is adjacent to the historic urban core of Aurora. A steep embankment 
along the western frontage, a railroad along the eastern frontage and a bridge all act 
as significant development constraints in this area. Strategic significance is mainly 
local, as this subsection of US 50 approaches a gateway to historic Aurora. 
 
Development pressure is somewhat limited by physical constraints and the distance 
from I-275. Additionally, relatively few access management improvements would 
create opportunities for significant streetscape or property improvements in this 
area. Therefore, the timeframe for land use change in this segment is moderate. 
 
George Street to SR 350 
Access Management 
This segment of Section 3 had a 2001 AADT of 27,900, has a 2006 AADT of 29,400 
vpd and a projected 2036 AADT of 38,200 vpd in 2036. It currently functions at LOS 
B and is projected to function at LOS C in 30 years. Nine percent of the vehicles 
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traveling this roadway are trucks and the 2006 85th percentile speed is 53 mph. So 
this segment has a low percentage of trucks and functions at a good LOS now and 
an average LOS in the future. 
 
There are currently 11 access points in this segment, resulting in an existing access 
point density of 37 accesses per mile, which is toward the middle of densities for the 
project area. The existing average access spacing of 17 feet is below the minimum 
goal of 350 feet, so this segment does not have an ideal density or spacing of access 
points. Implementing the recommendations would improve these numbers and the 
access spacing would be just below the minimum goal of 350 feet. Access points 
would be reduced to five, resulting in a lower density of 17 accesses per mile and a 
higher access spacing of 311 feet. 
 
There were 78 crashes on this segment over a three-year period, equating to a crash 
rate of 113 crashes per 100 million vehicle miles. Compared to a statewide average 
crash rate of 187 (1997-1999 rate), this crash rate is low. The improvements 
associated with this segment should further reduce the crashes based on the 
modification of some of the access points. Again, over 50 percent of these crashes 
occurred at the intersections of George and SR 350. In the area of SR 350, the access 
management improvements would protect the functional area of the intersection 
and thus increase the safety of the intersection. As mentioned earlier, a re-alignment 
of George Street should be considered as part of a subsequent project. 
 
Logistically, these recommendations would be built over time in the long-term (15 
or more years) and would be simple to implement.  Improvements could be 
completed sooner, due to the nature of the access and their relatively low cost. The 
estimated project cost would be $500,000. 
 
Land Use 
This subsection contains relatively dense development on small lots, as this portion 
of the corridor is adjacent to the historic urban core of Aurora. A steep embankment 
along the western frontage, a railroad along the eastern frontage and a bridge all act 
as significant development constraints in this area. Strategic significance is mainly 
local, as this subsection of US 50 approaches a gateway to historic Aurora. 
Development pressure is somewhat limited by physical constraints and the distance 
from I-275. Additionally, relatively few access management improvements would 
create few opportunities for significant streetscape or property improvements in this 
area. Therefore, the timeframe for land use change in this segment is moderate. 
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SECTION 4 
 
SR 350 to SR 62 
Access Management 
Section 4 had a 2001 AADT range of between 10,310 and 21,070. Other congestion-
related information was not available for Section 4. 
 
There are currently 114 access points in the eastbound direction and 118 in the 
westbound direction, resulting in an existing access point density of 14 (eastbound 
(EB)) and 14 (westbound (WB)) accesses per mile, which is toward the lower end of 
densities for the project area. The existing average access spacing of 389 (EB) and 376 
(WB) feet exceeds the minimum goal of 350 feet, so this segment has an ideal spacing 
of access points. Implementing the recommendations would improve these 
numbers. Access points would be reduced to 111 (EB) and 108 (WB), resulting in a 
lower density of 13 (EB) and 13 (WB) accesses per mile and a higher access spacing 
of 400 (EB) and 411 (WB) feet. 
 
There were 197 crashes on this segment over a three-year period.  The remaining 
safety-related information is not currently available for Section 4. 
 
Logistically, these recommendations would be built in the long-term (15 or more 
years) and would require a moderate effort to implement. This area is still rural in 
nature and it is likely that access management practices would be implemented over 
time with a moderate effort. Future access management guidelines are important in 
this section of US 50. The estimated project cost would be $14 million dollars. As in 
all of the access management cost estimates, a complete curb construction is 
included. This is one of the segments where that type of construction is not needed 
currently because of the segment’s rural nature, but may be required in the future. 
 
Land Use 
This rural section of the corridor contains a large amount of developable land and is 
less constrained by topography and floodplains than other sections of the corridor. 
However, relatively low traffic volume and the distance from I-275 limit the regional 
significance of this segment. Planned development intensity is low due to the 
distance from urban centers and infrastructure, and the desire to preserve rural 
character.  Because of this, recommendations point to a long timeframe for land use 
change in this segment. 
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COMPARISON AND SUMMARY 
 
Access Management 
Congestion 
Section 1, from Stateline Road to I-275/SR 1 has the best traffic flow, or LOS, Section 
3, from SR 48 to Tanners Creek Road has the worst. The remaining segments had 
average to good LOS. 
 
Safety 
Section 2, Walnut Street/Stadium Road to Front Street had the highest density of 
access points, followed closely by Section 3, SR 148 to George Street. Section 1, 
Stateline Road to I-275/SR 1 had the lowest density of access points, followed 
closely by Section 2, Argosy Parkway to Walnut Street/Stadium Lane. The 
remaining segments were toward the lower end of densities.  Section 2, Walnut 
Street/Stadium Road to Front Street had the lowest existing average access spacing, 
followed closely by Section 3, Wilson Creek Road to SR 148. Section 1, Stateline Road 
to I-275/SR 1, and Section 2, Argosy Parkway to Walnut Street/Stadium Lane were 
the only two segments that met the average access spacing goal. With the 
recommendations, five segments would exceed the minimum spacing goal and three 
would be just under the minimum. The remaining two segments would remain 
below the minimum spacing goal (Section 2, Front Street to SR 48, and Section 3, SR 
148 to George Street.) Seven of the segments have crash rates that exceed the 
statewide average, one segment did not have the information available for 
comparison, one was right at the average (Section 3, Tanners Creek Road to Wilson 
Creek Road), and only two segments were under the statewide average crash rate – 
Section 3, SR 48 to Tanners Creek Road, and Section 3, Wilson Creek Road to SR 148. 
 
Logistics 
Most of the segments have long-term projects associated with their 
recommendations except for Section 1, I-275/SR 1 to Argosy Parkway – short-term. 
Most of the segments would require a moderate effort to implement, except for 
Section 2, Front Street to SR 48 – simple, Section 3, SR 148 to George Street and 
George Street to SR 350 – simple, Tanners Creek Road to Wilson Creek Road – 
difficult, and Section 3, Wilson Creek Road to SR 148 – difficult.   
 
The most expensive project area to address is Section 4, from SR 350 to SR 62 at $14 
million and the least expensive cost to address is Section 3 – SR 148 to George Street. 
 
Land Use 
Sections 1 and 4 both have a high availability of developable land; Section 2 has low; 
and Section 3 has low to moderate availability in its developable land evaluation 
rating. Section 2 has high development constraints; Section 1 ranges from high to 
low constraints; Section 3 ranges from moderate to high constraints; and Section 4 
has moderate constraints. The second segment of Section 1 is the only segment that 
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has high significance to the region; Section 2 and 3 have moderate regional 
significance; Section 4 and the first segment of Section 1 have low regional 
significance. Section 2 would have a high planned development intensity; most of 
the remaining sections have moderate planned development intensity; and Section 4 
has low regional significance. For project timeframe, the segments vary, five would 
be long-term projects – Section 2, Argosy Parkway to Walnut Street/Stadium Lane, 
Section 3 SR 48 to SR 148, and Section 4. 
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Figure 5-1: Evaluation Matrix
SECTION 4 

Stateline Road to I-
275/SR 1

I-275/SR 1 to Argosy 
Parkway

 Argosy Parkway to Walnut 
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Wilson Creek Road 
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George Street to SR 
350 SR 350 to SR 62
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points; Construct 
Raised Median
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Points

Define, Combine 
and Relocate Access 

Points

Define, Combine 
and Relocate Access 

Points
Category Quantity/Rating
2001 AADT vehicles per day 41,900 41,900 37,350 27,990 10,310 to 21,070
2006 AADT vehicles per day 12,800 31,800 44,000 44,000 43,800 43,800 35,700 32,200 39,300 29,400
2006 Peak LOS A-F A C B B B D C C C B ------
2036 AADT vehicles per day 16,700 41,400 57,200 57,200 57,000 57,000 46,500 41,900 51,100 38,200 ------
2036 Peak LOS A-F A C C C C E D C D C ------
2006 Truck Percentage percentage 23% 23% 23% 23% 23% 24% 24% 9% 9% 9%
2006 85 percentile speed miles per hour 55 mph 55 mph 55 mph 55 mph 55 mph 51 mph 51 mph 53 mph 53 mph 53 mph
Segment Length miles 2 1.4 0.6 0.21 0.32 1.03 1.11 1.95 0.1 0.3 8.4
Existing Access Points Number 22 31 8 18 8 27 37 44 7 11 114(EB)/118(WB)
Proposed Access Points Number 20 19 7 NA 6 16 19 22 2 5 111(EB)/108(WB)
Exsting Access Point Density points per mile 11 22 13 86 25 26 33 23 70 37 14(EB)/14(WB)

Proposed Access Point Density points per mile 10 14 12 NA 19 16 17 11 20 17 13(EB)/13(WB)

Existing Average Access Spacing feet 509 185 368 30 188 118 127 50 105 134 389(EB)/376(WB)

Proposed Average Access Spacing feet 528 377 440 NA 278 330 311 480 264 311 400(EB)/411(WB)

Crashes number 92 119 75 33 105 46 74 78 29 62 197

Comparative Link Crash Rate
Crashes per 100 million 
vehicle miles  328 244 259 326 684 93 171 113 674 642 ----

Project Timeline Short, Moderate, Long Long Short Long NA Long Long Moderate Moderate Long Long Long

Implementation Difficulty Simple, Moderate, 
Difficult

Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Simple Moderate Difficult Difficult Simple Simple Moderate

Public Support low, medium, high High High Medium NA Low Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium High
Estimated Access Managment Project 
Cost $ $3,500,000 $3,000,000 $1,000,000 NA $600,000 $2,000,000 $300,000 $4,000,000 $200,000 $500,000 $14,000,000

None; developer-
driven

New sidewalk, street 
trees, treelawn to 

replace pavement, 
gateway landscaping 

and signage

New sidewalk

Widen sidewalk, street trees, 
decorative wall/fence, 

decorative street lamps, 
raised crosswalks

Raised crosswalks

New sidewalk, 
street trees, 
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pavement
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sidewalk, street 
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replace pavement
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None; developer-
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driven

Quantity/Rating

Low/Moderate/High High High Low Low Low Low Moderate Low Low Low High

Low/Moderate/High High Low High High High Moderate Moderate Moderate High High Moderate

Low/Moderate/High Low High Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Low

Low/Moderate/High Low Moderate High High High Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Low

Short/Moderate/Long Moderate Short Long Short to Moderate Short Long Long Long Moderate Moderate Long

N/A $700,000 $40,000 $500,000 $50,000 $200,000 $700,000 $600,000 N/A N/A N/A
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CHAPTER 6: PRIORITIZATION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
Access management recommendations were drafted and presented to the public at a 
facilitated workshop held July 25, 2006. Ideas were also solicited on which land use 
treatments were most desirable in each segment of the corridor. Participants 
reviewed pictures of various land use treatments and selected their preferred 
approach based on their overall goals for each corridor section. A more detailed 
discussion followed, allowing participants to discuss trade-offs of various access 
management and land use approaches. See Appendix C for public meetings and 
summaries. 
 
After reviewing the public’s comments, the study team walked the corridor to gain a 
“real world” perspective on how best to respond to public comments and make 
adjustments where technically feasible.  Wherever possible, the study team sought 
additional input from the owner or tenant located at each site. 
 
The recommendations were then revised and presented again to the public at an 
open house held November 2, 2006. Draft “cut sheets” – aerial photos on which 
access management and land use proposals were superimposed – were posted at the 
open house and then made available for public review at the Dearborn County Plan 
Commission office and Lawrenceburg Library. 
 
Following the November public meeting, the study team met with elected officials 
from each city located along the corridor to review the concepts again and to share 
issues and opportunities raised by the community. See Appendix C-4 for summaries of 
these meetings. Based on all the comments collected at these and the public meetings 
outlined above, as well as additional technical analysis and review of national 
guidelines, the following recommendations emerged:  
 
Overall Corridor Recommendations 
US 50 Corridor Collaborative – Dearborn County, along with the communities of 
Greendale, Lawrenceburg, Aurora and Dillsboro should form a collaborative to 
assure consistency and sustainability along the US 50 corridor.  The collaborative 
should be a non-governing but engaged body of elected officials which agree to a set 
of goals and principles for the US 50 Corridor.  A preliminary set of goals and 
principles are included in Chapter 2.  The collaborative should meet on a regular 
basis and discuss the future of US 50.   
 
Zoning and Access Management Regulations - Each community should independently 
adopt the uniform zoning recommendations listed in Chapter 7 and the access 
management regulations developed by INDOT.  The regulations can be customized 
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based on the legal and unique requirements of the communities, but should be 
consistent through out the US 50 Corridor.   
 
US 50 Corridor Section Recommendations 
Section 1: Stateline Road to I-275/SR 1.  The proposed projects listed in Chapter 5 and 
shown Appendix B should be implemented over time as development occurs and 
opportunities are presented.  
 
Section 1: I-275/SR 1 to Argosy Parkway.  The proposed projects listed in Chapter 5 
and shown in Appendix B should proceed for further analysis and design.  
Dearborn County and Greendale should actively seek funding and participation 
from INDOT and OKI to help progress the project.  The project should include not 
only improvements to US 50, but also the parallel road system shown in Appendix 
B.  Conceptual site plans for the development of parcels are shown under the Land 
Use Recommendations. 
 
Section 2: Argosy Parkway to SR 48.  The proposed projects listed in Chapter 5 and 
shown in Appendix B should be suspended pending the approval of a preferred 
alternative in the INDOT US 50 Environmental Assessment Study.  Access 
management practices should be incorporated into the analysis and design of this 
section as the project proceeds.  Conceptual site plans for redevelopment of parcels 
are included below in the Land Use Recommendations.  
 
Section 3: SR 48 to Tanners Creek Road.   The proposed projects listed in Chapter 5 and 
shown in Appendix B should be implemented over time as opportunities present.   
The area to the east, near SR 48, is dependent on the results of the INDOT US 50 
Environmental Assessment.  The US 50 Gateway access management 
recommendations should be included in the INDOT study plans.    
 
Section 3: Tanners Creek Road to SR 350.  Most of the proposed projects listed in 
Chapter 5 and shown in Appendix B should be implemented over time as 
opportunities present.  The City of Aurora should take an active role in 
consolidating driveways and defining driveway widths when possible in this 
section of the corridor.  The US 50/Scyamore Road intersection improvements 
should proceed in the short term with Dearborn County and the City of Aurora 
actively seeking funding and participation from INDOT and OKI.  Conceptual site 
plans for redevelopment of parcels in this section are included below in the Land 
Use Recommendations. 
 
Section 4: SR 250 to SR 62.  The proposed projects listed in Chapter 5 and shown in 
Appendix B should take place over time as development occurs and opportunities 
are presented.  Conceptual site plans for development of parcels in this section are 
included below in the Land Use Recommendations. 
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SECTION ONE: STATE LINE ROAD TO ARGOSY PARKWAY 
 
Note: This section includes I-275 to Argosy Parkway 
 
Recommendations: Pedestrian Connections 

 Create connections between complementary uses to encourage walking and 
discourage additional traffic on US 50. Examples of complementary uses 
include hotels and restaurants/retail, automobile service centers and 
convenience/drug stores, or offices and restaurants. Separate sidewalks from 
the roadway by a treelawn at least 10 feet wide. 

 Improve access to the levee bike path by increasing access points along this 
corridor segment and improving signage and parking availability at the 
Walnut Street terminus. 

 Extend the levee bike trail to connect with the Lawrenceburg riverfront trail. 

 Require sidewalk construction with development, property enhancement and 
access management projects, in order to minimize disruption to property 
owners and maximize leveraging of funding resources. Avoid issuing 
variances to sidewalk requirements, and instead require alternative pedestrian 
routes to be provided when sidewalk construction is constrained by site-
specific conditions. 

 
Recommendations: Streetscape Improvements 

 Replace excessive curb cuts with treelawns to create a continuous green strip 
on either side of the roadway. Coordinate this recommendation with curb cut 
eliminations and consolidations resulting from access management 
recommendations. 

 Plant street trees in proposed center medians and in treelawns along the side of 
the road. 

 Create a regional gateway at the I-275 Interchange that welcomes motorists to 
Dearborn County and southeastern Indiana. Landscape beds should be added 
to the corners of this intersection as well as the median. A decorative 
welcoming sign should be placed in the median or adjacent to the roadway.  

 Add landscape beds to the intersections of US 50 with Lorey Lane and Urban 
Way, coordinated with development of this site. The purpose of this 
streetscaping would be to improve the appearance of this well-traveled section 
of the corridor and to distinguish this site as a “town center” for the 
community of Greendale. 

 
New Development 
Two sites within the I-275 to Argosy Parkway section have been depicted below to 
demonstrate the application of recommended land use and design guidelines to new 
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development (see Figure 1-16). 
 
Site 1 - New Professional Office Development 
Existing Conditions.  This site consists of approximately 2.1 acres located at the 
intersection of US 50 and Faith Way. The current use is a gravel truck parking lot, 
which detracts from the appearance of this important section of the corridor and 
could easily be moved to another location. A wetland area currently exists at the 
southwest corner of the site. 
 
Potential Development Opportunity.  The potential development includes 30,000 
square feet of professional office space in a two story structure. The development 
would help to diversify land uses, the local economy and tax base. Office uses 
would support and benefit from the growing retail mix elsewhere in this section of 
the US 50 Corridor.   
 
This development would improve the image of this section of the corridor by 
following the recommended design guidelines. Building design would utilize high-
quality materials with detailing to break up the mass of the façade. Parking would 
be placed behind the building, allowing the building to frame the roadway and 
create a sense of enclosure for pedestrians. A treelawn, landscaping and sidewalk 
would be placed in the front yard.   
 
Exhibit 6-1: Site 1 – Existing Site 
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Exhibit 6-2: Site 1 - Office Development Concept 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Site 2 - New Destination Retail Development 
Existing Conditions.  The site includes the area generally bounded by US 50 to the 
east, Lorey Lane to the north, Urban Way to the south, and a steep hillside to the 
west.  While much of the property is undeveloped, a portion contains a parking lot 
that provides shuttle access to the Argosy Casino.  Future casino expansion plans 
would allow Argosy to move the parking on this site to a garage located closer to the 
casino, freeing this site for potential development.  A hotel is located immediately to 
the north of the site.  Development must take into account an existing electrical 
transmission line located at the northeast corner of the site.    
 
Potential Development Opportunity.  One possibility for the development of site 2 
would be to build a regional retail and entertainment attraction, as well as a new 
“town center” for the community of Greendale. A total of 340,000 square feet of 
retail is available, in a wide range of store sizes. Larger stores (up to 100,000 square 
feet) and their associated parking could be located toward the rear of the site, with 
smaller establishments in outlots along US 50.  
 
The area occupied by the electrical transmission lines at the northeast corner of the 
site could be planned as an additional open space, with a pond that would serve 
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aesthetic purposes as well as stormwater retention. This space would offer more 
passive recreational uses such as benches and picnic areas for use by shoppers or 
patrons of the adjacent hotel. 
 
Pedestrian connections could connect this development to residential 
neighborhoods to the west, as well as the bike trail along the levee to the east. The 
western connection would require a steep ascent up a hillside, perhaps requiring a 
stairway and a ramp accessible to those using strollers and/or wheelchairs. 
 
A connection to the bike trail would require crosswalks on US 50 at Lorey Lane, and 
steps or a ramp leading up the side of the levee. The median proposed for this 
section of the roadway could be used as a shelter for pedestrians crossing the 
roadway. The traffic light at Lorey Lane must include appropriate timing 
arrangements to allow safe pedestrian crossings. 
 
Exhibit 6-3: Site 2 - Proposed Destination Retail Concept 
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Exhibit 6-4: Site 2 - Existing Site 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Exhibit 6-5: Site 2 - Rendering of Proposed Development  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



The Southeastern Indiana Gateway: US 50 Transportation and Land Use Plan 
 

 
 

  January 2007 Page 6-8  

SECTION TWO: ARGOSY PARKWAY TO SR 48 
 
Recommendations: Pedestrian Connections 

 Widen existing sidewalks to 12 feet where building setbacks allow adequate 
space, to provide added shelter for pedestrians from the intense traffic of US 50.     

 Connect existing sidewalks along US 50 to the pedestrian tunnel at Arch Street.  
This connection would increase the use of the tunnel, which was a significant 
capital investment and improvement for pedestrian safety. 

 Create raised, textured crosswalks at the intersections with Front and Main 
Streets. The crosswalks would provide prominent crossings that calm traffic 
and increase pedestrian safety. 

 Connect existing sidewalk along US 50 to the park and sports complex   
between Water and Walnut streets, behind properties fronting on US 50.  
Businesses along US 50 would benefit from pedestrian traffic generated by the 
park.   

 Incorporate pedestrian walkways and a bike trail connection into the future 
Tanners Creek bridge. The bike trail connection would consist of a spur along 
Tanners Creek that connects to the riverfront path, as well as a ramp or steps to 
connect the spur to the bridge. The spur could also be extended north along 
Tanners Creek to residential areas. 

 
Recommendations: Streetscape Improvements 

 Plant street trees in the proposed center median to soften the appearance of the 
street and calm traffic.   

 Plant street trees in grates in widened sections of the sidewalk. These trees 
would serve the same purposes as the median trees, and buffer pedestrians 
from the intense traffic of US 50.   

 Construct an ornamental masonry wall/metal fence combination between 
sidewalks and parking lots to protect pedestrians, maintain the urban “street 
wall” and screen the parking from the street. The wall should be no higher than 
three feet. 

 
Recommendations: Redevelopment 

 Encourage redevelopment of clusters of underutilized, deteriorated buildings 
and vacant lots. Recommendations for two such clusters of properties in this 
segment of the corridor are highlighted below. Redevelopment should bring 
the properties into compliance with recommended land use and design 
guidelines for this section of the corridor. 
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Property Enhancement 
A concept plan was developed to illustrate methods of “retrofitting” existing 
developed properties to increase compliance with proposed design guidelines.   
 
Site 3 - Office and Retail Property Enhancement 
Existing Conditions.  The site on the southeastern side of US 50 between Water and 
Walnut streets contains an office building and a fast-food drive-through restaurant  
The fast food structure is situated close to the sidewalk, though the office building is 
set back behind a narrow parking lot. The existing sidewalk is narrow and there is 
little separation between the parking lot and sidewalk. Multiple curb cuts break up 
the sidewalk and interfere with pedestrian movement. The buildings are well-
maintained and some spotty landscaping exists. 
 
Proposed Enhancement.  The enhancement of these sites would create a block with 
improved pedestrian safety and comfort, a more attractive frontage for the existing 
businesses, and safer, more efficient traffic flow along US 50 due to reduced access 
points. 
 
Consistent with the access management recommendations for this section of the 
corridor, the sidewalk would be twelve feet.  The parking lot would be screened 
from the sidewalk by a three foot ornamental masonry wall/metal fence 
combination. Additionally, street trees would be planted along the widened 
sidewalk to shield pedestrians from traffic. Landscaped areas would replace asphalt 
where dimensions do not permit parking spaces.   
 
Consistent with access management recommendations, two existing curb cuts for 
the office property and one existing curb cut on the restaurant property would be 
eliminated and consolidated with existing access points, which would be converted 
to only right-in/right-out movements. 
 
The plan would result in a loss of some parking from the two sites combined. This 
parking could be recaptured partially by assuming a shared parking arrangement 
between the two buildings, taking advantage of differences in peak hours between 
the two uses. Additionally, it should be recognized that off-street parking exists 
within walking distance on Water and Walnut streets could be used.  The 
approximate costs for the enhancement of Site 3 would be $150,000 excluding ROW. 
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Exhibit 6-6: Site 3 - Existing Conditions and Proposed Enhancements 

 
Exhibit 6-7: Site 3 - Existing Site 
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Exhibit 6-8: Site 3 - After Property Enhancements  
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SECTION THREE: SR 48 TO SR 350 
 
Recommendations: Pedestrian Connections 

 Create connections between complementary uses to encourage walking and 
discourage additional traffic on US 50. Examples of complementary uses 
include apartments and restaurants/retail, automobile service centers and 
convenience/drug stores, or offices and restaurants. Separate sidewalks from 
the roadway by a treelawn at least 10 feet wide. 

 Extend connections to and along side streets to connect to adjacent residential 
areas. 

 Connect this section of the corridor to historic Lawrenceburg via pedestrian 
facilities on the future Tanners Creek bridge. 

 Widen or relocate existing sidewalks to shelter pedestrians from traffic. Widen 
to 12 feet or relocate and create a 10-foot treelawn. 

 Improve access to the riverfront bike path by adding signage along US 50 that 
directs motorists to the Manchester Landing access point and parking lot. 

 Coordinate sidewalk construction with development, property enhancement 
and access management projects in order to minimize disruption to property 
owners and maximize leveraging of funding resources. 

 
Recommendations: Streetscape Improvements 

 Replace excessive curb cuts with treelawns to create a continuous green strip 
on either side of the roadway. Coordinate this recommendation with curb cut 
eliminations and consolidations resulting from access management 
recommendations. 

 Plant street trees in proposed center medians and in treelawns along the side of 
the road. 

 Enhance the existing gateway treatment near the boundary between 
Lawrenceburg and Aurora, improving its visibility and further delineating the 
unique identity of each community. The current treatment, consisting of a 
welcome sign for Aurora, should be replaced by a larger sign with a stone or 
masonry base with signs greeting motorists in both directions for both 
communities. Landscape beds should be added along each side of the road and 
the median.   

 
New Development/Property Enhancement 
Site 4, a vacant property in the SR 48 to SR 350 corridor segment has been selected to 
demonstrate land use and design recommendations for new development.  Site 6 
has been chosen to illustrate methods of “retrofitting” an existing site in this 
segment of the corridor to increase compliance with proposed design guidelines.   
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Site 4: New Neighborhood Retail Development 
Existing Conditions.  The property consists of approximately 2.75 acres of vacant land 
at the northwest corner of US 50 and Florence Drive. The site is adjacent to multi-
family residential development to the north, an auto parts business to the northeast 
and a video rental business to the southwest.   
 
Potential Development Opportunity.  The proposed concept for this site is 
neighborhood-scale retail, which could include convenience-oriented retail as well 
as restaurants or cafes. The site would include 22,000 square feet of retail in two 
separate buildings. The buildings are situated at the front of the property, helping to 
frame the street. A small outdoor plaza is proposed between the two buildings, 
adding to the attractiveness of the site and creating an area for outdoor seating for 
cafes or restaurants. Entrances should be placed at the front of the buildings, 
connected to the rear parking via the pedestrian plaza. The parking lot would 
include landscape islands to break up the pavement and provide screening from 
surrounding streets. 
 
Exhibit 6-9: Site 4 – Existing Site 
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Exhibit 6-10: Site 4 - Proposed Neighborhood Retail Concept 

 
Site 5: Retail Property Enhancement 
Existing Conditions.  This site is located along the southeast side of US 50, 
immediately north of the boat ramp at access point 159.  Three separate buildings 
occupy the site and contain a bar/restaurant, an appliance rental establishment and 
an automobile dealership. A continuous curb cut extends across the full width of all 
three properties, providing access to a parking lot that is poorly marked and only 
partially paved. The boundary between the site and the roadway is unclear, creating 
a hazardous situation for both pedestrians and parked cars.   
           
Proposed Enhancement.  The enhancement of the properties in site 5 would result in a 
more attractive “front yard” for these businesses, a safer more inviting situation for 
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pedestrians and parked cars, improved parking organization and circulation, and 
improved traffic safety and efficiency along US 50.   
 
Exhibit 6-11: Site 5 – Existing Conditions and Property Enhancement 
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Consistent with access management recommendations, the existing continuous curb 
cut would be reduced to a single, right-in/right-out access point located between the 
rental business and car dealership.  There would be a shared driveway providing 
access to all three businesses from this curb cut.  This action would create an 
opportunity to re-think the aesthetics and layout of the site. 
 
Exhibit 6-12: Site 5 – Existing Site 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Exhibit 6-13: Site 5 - After Property Enhancements 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A 10-foot treelawn is proposed to replace most of the pavement along the frontage 
of the site where access would be eliminated. A sidewalk would be placed along this 
treelawn, providing access to neighboring businesses and to the marina located to 
the rear of these properties. An additional driveway would be created along the rear 
of the property for additional circulation and loading. The majority of the parking 
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would be placed to the sides of the buildings, with landscaped islands breaking up 
the pavement and screening much of the parking from the street. Parallel parking 
spaces would be placed in front of the structures along the shared driveway. 
Existing pole mounted signage would be replaced with more attractive ground-
mounted, monument style signs for each business. The approximate cost for the 
enhancements to site 6 is $150,000, excluding ROW acquisition. 
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CHAPTER 7: ZONING AND ACCESS MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
This chapter contains guidelines to assist communities along the US 50 Corridor in 
reviewing local zoning ordinances to ensure that they promote the type of 
development and transportation changes that are recommended in this plan.   
 
To successfully implement the land use and transportation projects in this plan, all 
communities along US 50 must adopt zoning standards that reflect the 
recommendations of the US 50 Gateway Study. Consistency among communities is 
highly important with zoning implementation. Improving the image, safety and 
mobility of US 50 will be unsuccessful if gaps exist along the corridor. 
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LAND USE 
 

Zoning Overlay District 
An overlay district should be designed and placed over existing zoning in the US 50 
corridor. In this sense, the overlay district would augment the underlying 
commercial zoning districts with provisions to implement this plan including design 
guidelines, land use requirements and access management standards.   
 
Each jurisdiction could adopt their own version of the overlay district tailored to 
meet their unique conditions and needs. However, each community should share as 
much of the same overlay district language as possible to ensure the quality of 
development is consistent throughout the corridor.   
 
Conventional Districts 
As an alternative, entirely new conventional districts could be created along the US 
50 corridor to replace existing zoning districts. This strategy could cause more 
disruption with existing uses and could reduce flexibility, but it should be 
considered nonetheless. The benefit of an entirely new district is that it could 
simplify development regulations by only including a single set of zoning 
regulations instead of a base district and an overlay district. Communities could also 
amend current districts to meet the land use and design guidelines. 
 
Planned Development 
Local jurisdictions are encouraged to amend the “Intent”, “Purpose”, and 
“Standards” sections of their Planned Unit Development (PUD) regulations to 
specifically establish redevelopment as an appropriate and legitimate use of the 
PUD zoning district. Conventional zoning is often rigid and cumbersome to work 
with. PUD’s offer increased flexibility in return for increased design creativity and a 
better project than could be accomplished otherwise. The following paragraphs 
explain why increased flexibility may be needed to encourage redevelopment of 
vacant and/or underutilized structures.   
 
Redevelopment is often difficult and fraught with expensive contingencies. Costs 
associated with land acquisition and clearance for complete redevelopment can 
exceed investor risk limits. To equalize capital requirements, redevelopment projects 
often require additional return on investment. Developers get this added return by 
having more floor area to lease. This results in increased project floor area ratios, 
density and intensity.   
 
Rehabbing existing vacant or underutilized structures for reuse represent 
opportunities as well as constraints for developers. In many cases, substantial work 
is needed to bring older buildings into compliance with building and life and safety 
code regulations such firewalls, fire suppression systems and Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance.  Likewise retrofitting a large retail establishment 
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to accommodate multiple smaller users can be just as expensive as new “greenfield” 
construction due to costs associated with providing individual metered utility 
service and exterior entrances.   
 
Summary Zoning Requirements 
This plan includes guidelines that can be incorporated into local zoning regulations 
in the form of overlay districts, conventional districts and/or PUD regulations. The 
below listed guidelines regulate site design, building placement and architecture 
and reflect the land use and design recommendations of this plan. Figure 7-1 
summarizes the application of each area of concern to each segment of the corridor 
and is followed by a more detailed discussion of zoning guidelines. 

 Site Layout 
▪ Building front setback 
▪ Parking setback and location relative to buildings 

 Landscaping 
▪ Frontage (adjacent to road right-of-way) 
▪ Parking Interior  
▪ Tree preservation 

 Architecture 
▪ Building Orientation 
▪ Building Scale 
▪ Facade Transparency 

 Parking 
▪ Shared parking regulations 

 Natural features  
▪ Hillside regulations 
▪ Wetlands preservation 

 
Figure 7-1: Summary of Zoning Recommendations for the US 50 Corridor 

Corridor Section 

Zoning Topic State Line 
Road to I-

275 

I-275 to 
Argosy 

Parkway 

Argosy 
Parkway to SR 

48 

SR 48 to 
SR 350 

SR 350 to SR 
62 

Site Layout      
Front Building 
Setback 
(minimum ft./ 
maximum ft. from 
property line) 

50/none 25/50 0/10 25/50 75 

Front Parking 
Setback 
(minimum ft. from 
property line) 

50 25 0 25 75 
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Corridor Section 

Zoning Topic State Line 
Road to I-

275 

I-275 to 
Argosy 

Parkway 

Argosy 
Parkway to SR 

48 

SR 48 to 
SR 350 

SR 350 to SR 
62 

Parking  Front, rear, 
or side yard 

Rear or side 
yard 

Rear or side 
yard 

Rear or 
side yard 

Front, rear, or 
side yard 
 

Landscaping       
Frontage  Landscape 

Buffer 
Landscape 
Beds 

N/A Landscape 
Beds 

Natural 
Buffer 

Parking Screening Landscape 
Buffer Yard 

Landscape 
Buffer Yard 

Hardscape 
Screen 

Landscape 
Buffer Yard 

Natural 
Screen 

Parking Interior  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Tree Preservation  Yes No No No Yes 
Architecture       
Building 
Orientation 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Building Scale Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Façade 
Transparency 

25-50% 25-50% 60% ground 
floor, 25% 
other floors 

25-50% 25-50% 

Parking       
Shared Parking 
Regulations 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Natural Features       
Hillside 
Regulations 

Yes No N/A Yes Yes 

Wetland Setbacks Yes Yes N/A Yes Yes 

 
Site Layout 
This category of guidelines addresses the placement of buildings and parking on a 
lot. Different front setbacks for buildings and parking are recommended for each 
section of the corridor, consistent with the land use and design recommendations in 
Chapter 2.  In sections of the corridor that are planned for higher-intensity 
development (i.e. I-275 to SR 350), buildings should frame the roadway and create a 
sense of enclosure for pedestrians. Buildings should be placed at or close to the 
sidewalk in urban sections (Argosy Parkway to SR 48), encouraging pedestrian 
activity and preserving urban fabric and character. In the high-density suburban 
sections adjacent to urban areas, setbacks should be larger to create a “parkway” 
effect but maintain a pedestrian scale.   
 
In the lowest-intensity sections along US 50 (i.e. State Line Road to I-275 and SR 350 
to SR 62), buildings should be set back and allow landscaping or natural features to 
frame the roadway, preserving a sense of openness and preserving rural character.   
 
In all cases, parking should be placed behind buildings whenever possible. The most 
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visible portion of a site should contain the site’s focal points, whether it is buildings 
or attractive landscaping or natural features. Front parking lots detract from these 
focal points and work against achieving a pedestrian scale and framing of the 
roadway. 
 
Landscaping 
Landscaping has a significant impact on the quality of the environment.  In addition 
to visual appeal, landscaping provides an essential buffer and screen for undesirable 
features such as parking lots and utility structures. 
 
Frontage Landscaping 
Landscape Beds.  This type of landscaping applies to the high-density suburban 
segments of the corridor. The intent is to create an attractive frontage to the site but 
not conceal the buildings. This landscaping should consist mainly of flowers and 
shrubs, with occasional trees planted.   
 
Landscape Buffer.  This type of landscaping applies to the suburban areas of the 
corridor. The intent is to frame the roadway with a greenbelt that contains a 
combination of trees, shrubs, and landscape mounds. This arrangement is ideal for 
the development of business parks that do not need high visibility from US 50 and 
benefit from an attractive, landscaped setting. 
 
Natural Buffer.  Trees and shrubs should be grouped into informal masses, creating a 
natural appearance. Preservation of existing woodstands can and should substitute 
for this requirement. This requirement would preserve the natural heritage and 
character of rural portions of US 50. 
 
Parking Screening. Screening parking lots with landscaping or decorative walls 
between the lot and the roadway would enhance the site and de-emphasize the least 
attractive element of the site. 

 Landscape Buffer Yard:   
This type of screening applies to suburban and high-density suburban 
segments of the corridor, where there is adequate space to include landscape 
beds with shrubs along the parking lot edge that faces the roadway. The 
intent is to prevent parking lots from detracting from the landscaped or 
“parkway” environment that is envisioned. 

 Hardscape Screen : 
This type of screening is recommended in highly urban portions of US 50 and 
can consist of decorative stone, masonry, and/or metal. The wall/fence 
should be placed along the street frontage of parking lots that are placed to 
the side of buildings. This type of screening will hide parking, maintain the 
urban “streetwall”, protect pedestrians and add a decorative architectural 
element to the streetscape.  
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 Natural Screen:   
Similar to the natural buffer used for frontage landscaping, this buffer applies 
to rural areas and should be informal and natural in appearance. The density 
of vegetation should be higher than the natural buffer in order to more 
effectively hide the parking lot from view and maintain the character of a 
rural landscape. Existing woodstands can and should be preserved where 
possible to substitute for this requirement.  

 
Parking Interior Landscaping 
Landscape islands placed in the interior of parking lots help to define vehicular 
circulation, improve site aesthetics and provide shade. Because parking lots cannot 
be completely screened from the roadway, interior landscaping would help break 
up and soften the otherwise bleak appearance of a parking lot. Landscape areas 
should be covered by grass, other living ground cover or wood mulch. Trees should 
be planted where possible.   
 
Tree Preservation  
Preservation of existing wooded areas enhances and promotes US 50’s natural 
features and character, preserves and increases property values, mitigates harmful 
environmental effects of land development and provides habitat for wildlife.  
Consideration should be given to laying out streets, lots, structures and parking 
areas to avoid unnecessary destruction of wooded areas or outstanding tree 
specimens.  Credits should be given to developers when mature tree stands or other 
sensitive environmental features are preserved.  When trees must be removed, a 
plan for tree replacement should be required. 
 
Architectural Standards 
Building Orientation 
Orienting buildings toward the street would encourage pedestrian activity and 
contribute to a more desirable appearance to the frontage of US 50. 

 Buildings should front toward and have their primary pedestrian entrance 
facing onto the public street. Building entrances may face towards a side 
yard, provided that defined pedestrian access routes are provided to the 
public street and walls that face the public street contain a level of 
architectural detail equivalent to the front of a building.  

 Walls facing a public street must have windows and architectural features 
commonly associated with the front facade of a building, such as awnings, 
cornice work, edge detailing or other decorative finish materials.   

 
Building Scale 
Buildings should convey a pedestrian-oriented scale with vertical elements placed to 
visually break up the width of the structure.   
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Facade Transparency 
The use of glass as an architectural and design element can provide variety, interest 
and openness. In urban areas, ground-floor windows can make a streetscape more 
inviting to pedestrians and allow businesses more space to display merchandise.  
Highly reflective glass is discouraged.   

 Buildings in urban sections of the corridor should have glass on at least 60 
percent of the ground floor front façade and 25 percent of other floors 
covered by glass, to encourage pedestrian activity.   

 Buildings in all other sections should have between 25 percent and 50 percent 
glass coverage for the entire front facade. 

 
Parking 
Off-street parking is important but parking lots should not define the study area’s 
character and landscape, particularly in the most urban sections of the corridor.  
Reduced parking in urban environments is often necessary due to space constraints 
and the need to balance pedestrian and automobile needs. To reduce the size of 
required parking lots in urban segments, consideration should be given to 
automatically reducing parking requirements. Many communities provide similar 
parking reductions in traditional areas in recognition of limited land area, small-
scale districts and neighborhood character. Availability of public and on-street 
parking within walking distance can also be justification for reducing parking 
requirements. 
 
An additional strategy for the parking-constrained urban segments is a fee-in-lieu-of 
payment. This strategy has been adopted in the urban sections of communities such 
as Mason, Ohio and Clarkston, Michigan. A payment is required that equals the cost 
to plan and construct every required parking space that is not provided in a new 
development. This money is placed into a special parking account which is then 
used for land acquisition and public parking lot construction and maintenance.   
 
A strategy that applies to all areas is the reduction of off-street parking requirements 
in return for shared parking between uses. Shared parking will become more 
necessary and should be encouraged as access points are consolidated. Differences 
in existing and proposed land uses and hours of operation should be reviewed when 
considering shared parking arrangements in order to ensure an adequate supply of 
parking. Access easements are often required to ensure that shared parking works 
effectively. 
 
Natural Features 
Hillside Regulations  
Hillsides pose unique problems for development. They are prone to natural hazards 
and they topographically constrain the design of developments. Local governments 
regulate hillside development to promote the protection of: 
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 Lives and property from landslides 

 Natural resources such as water supply 

 Environmental features and systems, such as river corridors, wildlife habitat 
and natural vegetation 

 Aesthetic or scenic quality 

 Access for residents, visitors, and public service providers 
 
The following are general areas to consider when regulating development activities 
on hillsides: 

 Development density should be limited on hillsides, particularly in slide-
prone areas.  

 Natural character should be preserved by avoiding deep excavations and 
excessive terracing.   

 Building height should be limited and setbacks from hill crests should be 
required in order to preserve natural appearance of hillsides.   

 Existing trees should be preserved and/or quickly replanted in order to 
maintain hillside stability. 

 Excavation and fill activities should be regulated to control stormwater runoff 
and erosion, preserve stability of the slope and protect surrounding 
buildings. 

 
Wetland setbacks 
Wetlands have been identified in some portions of the corridor based on GIS data 
made available during the study. A wetland is an area that is frequently inundated 
or saturated by surface or ground water. In their natural state, wetlands serve to 
control flooding and water pollution, buffer shorelines and stream banks against 
erosion and maintain supplies of potable ground water. Wetlands also provide high-
quality wildlife habitat and offer opportunities for recreation, scientific study and 
natural resource education. Preserving wetlands can help in preserving rural 
character and natural elements of the US 50 Corridor. 
 
Wetlands are subject to significant development constraints because of poorly-
drained subsoils and the need for constructed drainage and storm water 
management systems to compensate for loss of natural wetlands functions. Maps 
that identify wetlands are developed by the National Wetland Inventory and 
published by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
 
Development should preserve wetlands wherever possible, especially in the rural 
segments of the corridor. Wetlands setbacks should be required for structures and 
paved areas. 
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ACCESS MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
INDOT is in the process of completing an access management study for the entire 
state. The product of the study will be an Access Management Manual that includes 
updates to the INDOT Driveway Permit Manual and sample zoning language. It is 
important that US 50, as a state route, adopt and adhere to the regulations 
established by INDOT. The recommendations from the INDOT study are not 
available at this time. In lieu of the updated INDOT access management regulations, 
this study utilized information from the Transportation Research Board, the current 
INDOT Driveway Permit Manual and the ODOT to develop the future access 
management plans. These sources are also referenced in the INDOT access 
management study; therefore the future access management plan should be in 
compliance with the new regulations. 
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CHAPTER 8: NEXT STEPS FOR IMPLEMENTATION 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

The recommendations made during the US 50 Gateway Study will ease congestion 
and improve safety in the corridor, but only if they are implemented.  In order for a 
project to be implemented it needs strong support and funding.  This section of the 
report identifies possible funding sources for the US 50 Gateway Study 
recommendations. 
 
It should always be the objective of any multi-jurisdictional plan to encourage 
participants to continue talking and planning after the initial planning effort is over.  
A coordinated approach to zoning and development regulation among the various 
jurisdictions will be important to achieving a consistent level of quality in 
development throughout the corridor.  This may be the most important 
recommendation of the study.  Dearborn County, Greendale, Lawrenceburg, Aurora 
and Dillsboro must work together to improve traffic congestion, enhance safety and 
produce sustainable development patterns.  US 50 is a shared resource and must be 
looked at strategically in its entirety within Dearborn County.   
 
To this end, each community should draft and approve a resolution that adopts the 
recommendations of this plan.  Additionally, an intergovernmental advisory review 
board or committee should be established to share information with and seek 
involvement from, each community as development and transportation plans are 
proposed.  Such a body would help to maintain communication, coordination and 
cooperation among the participating jurisdictions.  Such collaboration and 
community involvement, will in the end be one of the key yardsticks by which 
success will be measured.   
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POSSIBLE FUNDING SOURCES 
 

Below is a list of possible funding sources that could be used to finance some of the 
improvements recommended by the US 50 Gateway Study.   
 
Economic Development 
The following programs would help communities along the US 50 Corridor create 
jobs and diversify and expand their tax base by attracting new businesses to 
business parks along the corridor.  These strategies have particular applicability in 
the areas closest to the I-275 Interchange. 
 
Certified Technology Park Program 
The Certified Technology Parks program was created as a tool to support the 
attraction and growth of high-technology business in Indiana and promote 
technology transfer opportunities. Designation as a “Certified Tech Park” allows for 
the local recapture of up to $5 million in incremental sales and income taxes over the 
life of the park and invests the funds in the development of the park.   
 
Economic Development for a Growing Economy (EDGE) Tax Credit  
This program was created to reward companies creating new jobs and contributing 
to income growth.  EDGE credits are calculated as a percentage of payroll tax 
withholding for net new Indiana jobs.  EDGE may be awarded for up to 100 percent 
of the projected state income tax withholdings attributable to the company's Indiana 
project and may be awarded for up to 10 years. The company must commit to 
maintaining operations in Indiana for at least two years beyond the term of the 
company's EDGE award.   
 
Hoosier Business Investment Tax Credit (HBITC) Program 
This program encourages capital investment in Indiana by providing a credit against 
a company's Indiana tax liability. The credit amount is based on a company's 
qualified capital investment with the final credit amount determined by the Indiana 
Economic Development Corporation based on an analysis of the economic benefits 
of the proposed investment. 
 
Industrial Recovery Tax Credit 
The Industrial Recovery tax credit provides an incentive for companies to invest in 
facilities requiring significant rehabilitation or remodeling expense. After a building 
has been designated as an industrial recovery site, companies may be eligible for a 
tax credit calculated as a percentage of qualified rehabilitation expense. 
 
Shovel Ready Program 
The Shovel Ready Program is a new state program created to help communities 
certify sites as "ready for development." Shovel Ready is designed to ultimately help 
companies locate and develop a property site quickly.  The program lowers the cost 
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of site development, improves efficiency of state permitting and enhances the 
marketability of the site.  Because site information is available before development, 
potential risks of investing and improving new land are reduced for businesses.  The 
program’s goals are as follows: 

 Help local communities prepare sites ready for development by pre-
permitting a site as much as possible 

 Certify sites to help companies more easily navigate the selection and 
permitting process 

 Generate a list of remaining permits necessary for a specific site 

 Help fast track the remaining state, federal and local business/industry 
specific permits 

 
Marketing Strategy 
Local chambers of commerce and economic development organizations should 
coordinate to create and implement a marketing strategy for Dearborn County to 
attract prospective businesses and residents.  Efforts should focus on the assets and 
opportunities of the region, such as the existing tourism industry, the planned 
Honda manufacturing plant near Greensburg, Indiana, the natural beauty and 
recreational opportunities of the area, and the location near Cincinnati and the 
Cincinnati/Northern Kentucky International Airport. 
 
Private Sector Partnerships 
Establishing public/private relationships between local governments and private 
sector development-related professionals and companies will likely be needed to 
implement the land use and design goals of this plan.  Private/public agreements 
and ventures appear to be more common to implement shared development goals 
and finance projects that might not otherwise come to fruition due to decreased 
federal and state funding opportunities.   Much of this work would require outreach 
to the local business community to determine interest and other networking 
opportunities.  Another component of attracting private sector partners is 
persuasive education.  Local communities must effectively communicate the plan 
vision and the opportunities that exist to make a profit by investing in the US 50 
Corridor. 
 
Redevelopment 
Many older structures have environmental concerns that may make reuse more 
difficult.   Properties whose reuse may be complicated by the presence of hazardous 
materials are often called brownfields.  Many older industrial buildings contain such 
materials as a result of past industrial processes or the construction of the building 
itself.  The extent to which individual properties within the study area have 
environmental concerns is not known at this time.  Reuse, rehabilitation or 
demolition of such buildings often require assessment to ascertain whether such 
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materials exist, and ultimately require cleanup if such materials do exist.   
 
Assessment and cleanup can add substantial, often prohibitive cost to 
redevelopment projects.  Fortunately, the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA) as well as the Indiana Finance Authority and IDEM administer 
several grants and revolving loan funds that can be used to bridge the financial gap 
on such projects.   
 
The following brownfields programs are administered by the USEPA: 

 USEPA Brownfield Assessment Grant: $200,000 to inventory, characterize, 
assess and conduct planning and community involvement related to 
brownfield sites. 

 USEPA Brownfields Cleanup Grants: up to $200,000 for cleanup activities at a 
brownfield site. 

 USEPA Brownfields Cleanup Revolving Loan Fund: up to $1 million to 
provide financial assistance for cleanup activities. 

 
The Indiana Finance Authority, with support from the IDEM, administers the 
following grant and loan incentives: 

 Stipulated Site Assessment Grants: up to $100,000 for environmental site 
assessments and related activities for brownfield sites 

 Stipulated Remediation Grants: up to $300,000 for cleanup activities at a 
brownfield site. 

 Petroleum Remediation Grants: up to $300,000 for cleanup of petroleum 
contamination at a brownfield site. 

 Federal Matching Grants: The Indiana Finance Authority will provide 
matching funds to assist local communities in obtaining USEPA grants.  
Matching percentages include up to 15 percent for USEPA Assessment 
Grants, 20 percent for USEPA Cleanup Grants, and 20 percent for the USEPA 
Revolving Loan Fund. 

 Brownfields Low-Interest Loans: Provides assistance to communities for the 
identification, assessment and/or cleanup of brownfield sites. 

 Voluntary Remediation Tax Credits: Rewards taxpayers who voluntarily 
conduct brownfield cleanup activities.  The maximum credit is the lesser of 
$100,000 or 10 percent of the cleanup investment. 

 
Transportation Enhancement Grants 
Transportation Enhancement (TE) grants are available from the federal government 
and administered through state governments or metropolitan planning 
organizations.  The grants fund projects that expand travel choices and enhance the 
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transportation experience by improving the cultural, historic, aesthetic and 
environmental aspects of the transportation infrastructure.  The following projects 
are eligible for TE funding and must relate to surface transportation:  

 Pedestrian and bicycle facilities 

 Pedestrian and bicycle safety and educational activities 

 Acquisition of scenic or historic easements and sites 

 Scenic or historic highway programs including tourist and welcome centers 

 Landscaping and scenic beautification 

 Historic preservation 

 Rehabilitation and operation of historic transportation buildings, structures 
or facilities 

 Conversion of abandoned railway corridors to trails 

 Inventory, control, and removal of outdoor advertising 

 Archaeological planning & research 

 Environmental mitigation of runoff pollution and provision of wildlife 
connectivity 

 Establishment of transportation museums 
 
Recreational Trails Grant Program 
The Recreational Trails Program (RTP) is a matching assistance program that 
provides funding for the acquisition and/or development of multi-use recreational 
trail projects.  The program is sponsored by the U.S. Department of Transportation’s 
FHWA but is administered through the IDNR.   
 
The program operates on a reimbursement basis, and the local sponsor must 
provide 20 percent of the project cost in matching funds.  The local share may 
include tax sources, bond issues, community development funds, Farmers Home 
Administration loans or force account contributions.  The donated value of land, 
cash, labor, equipment and materials may also be used. 
 
Applicants may request grant amounts ranging from a minimum of $10,000 up to a 
maximum of $150,000.  All units of government and agencies incorporated as not-
for-profit corporations are eligible to participate.   
 
Projects will be eligible if they provide public access to trails. Funds from RTP can be 
used for: 

 Maintenance and restoration of existing trails 
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 Development and rehabilitation of trailside, trailhead facilities and trail 
linkages 

 Purchase and/or lease of trail construction and maintenance equipment 

 Construction of new trails with the restrictions for new trails on Federal lands 

 Acquisition of easement or property for trails 

 Operation of educational programs to promote safety and environmental 
protection related to trails (limited to 5 percent of state's funds) 

 Providing stream and river access sites 

 Construction of bridges, boardwalks and crossings 

 Signage 

 Construction of equestrian facilities 

 Building of sanitary facilities and other support facilities (e.g., water 
fountains, shelter, etc.) 

 
Tax Increment Financing (TIF) 
TIF is a method of raising additional capital within a declared district to pay for 
needed improvements within those districts.  The base of existing assessed property 
tax valuation is frozen with the incremental revenues obtained by the taxes on new 
development in the TIF District then becoming available to fund improvement 
projects.  TIF could be used to fund a variety of access management and streetscape 
recommendations in this plan. 
 
Assessments 
Special assessment districts, as permitted by law, could be used to generate 
additional revenue to pay for the construction and maintenance of streetscape 
improvements. 
 
Urban Forest Conservation Grants 
The IDNR offers four grant programs that help improve, protect, maintain and 
increase the number of trees in Indiana communities.  The Urban Forest 
Conservation (UFC) Grants are intended to help communities develop long term 
programs to manage their urban forests. Grantees may conduct any project that 
helps to improve and protect trees and other associated natural resources in urban 
areas. Community projects that target program development, planning and 
education are emphasized. Previously funded projects include conducting tree 
inventories, developing tree maintenance and planting plans, writing tree 
ordinances, conducting programs to train municipal employees and the public, 
purchase or development of publications, books and videos, hiring consultants or 
city foresters, etc. This program provides $2,000 to $20,000 in grants, which grantees 
must match with an in-kind and/or monetary match.   
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Federal Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds  
The Surface Transportation Program provides flexible funding that may be used by 
states and localities for projects on any Federal-aid highway, including the National 
Highway System, bridge projects on any public road, transit capital projects, and 
intra-city and inter-city bus terminals and facilities.  In addition, the following 
projects can apply: advanced truck stop electrification systems; projects relating to 
intersections that have disproportionately high accident rates, have high congestion, 
and are located on a Federal-aid highway; environmental restoration and pollution 
abatement; and control of terrestrial and aquatic noxious weeds and establishment 
of native species. 
 
The Federal share is generally 80 percent, subject to the sliding scale adjustment. 
When the funds are used for interstate projects to add high occupancy vehicle or 
auxiliary lanes, but not other lanes, the Federal share may be 90 percent, also subject 
to the sliding scale adjustment. Certain safety improvements listed in 23 USC 120(c) 
have a Federal share of 100 percent. 
 
Federal Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) Funds 
The program authorizes a new core Federal-aid funding program beginning in FY 
2006 to achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on all 
public roads.  Each state's apportionment of HSIP funds is subject to be set aside for 
construction and operational improvements on high-risk rural roads. High-risk rural 
roads are roadways functionally classified as rural major or minor collectors or rural 
local roads with a fatal and incapacitating injury crash rate above the statewide 
average for those functional classes of roadways; or likely to experience an increase 
in traffic volume that leads to a crash rate in excess of the average statewide rate. 
The set-aside will total $90 million nationally and be applied proportionally to the 
states' HSIP apportionments. If a state certifies that it has met all its needs relating to 
construction and operational improvements on high-risk rural roads, it may use 
those funds for any safety improvement project eligible under the HSIP. The Federal 
share is 90 percent, subject to the sliding scale adjustment, except that the Federal 
share is 100 percent for certain safety improvements listed in 23 USC 120(c). 
 
Transportation, Community and System Preservation Program (TCSP) funds 
The Transportation, Community, and System Preservation (TCSP) Program is a 
comprehensive initiative of research and grants to investigate the relationships 
between transportation, community and system preservation plans and practices 
and identify provide sector-based initiatives to improve such relationships. States, 
metropolitan planning organizations, local governments and tribal governments are 
eligible for discretionary grants to carry out eligible projects to integrate 
transportation, community and system preservation plans and practices that: 

 Improve the efficiency of the transportation system of the United States.  

 Reduce environmental impacts of transportation.  
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 Reduce the need for costly future public infrastructure investments.  

 Ensure efficient access to jobs, services and centers of trade.  

 Examine community development patterns and identify strategies to 
encourage private sector development patterns and investments that support 
these goals.  

 
The TCSP Program Federal share is 80 percent or subject to the sliding scale rate. 
 
Congestion Mitigation Air Quality Improvement Program 
The Congestion Mitigation Air Quality Improvement Program is a sub-program of 
the Transportation Systems Management and Operations Program.  The purpose of 
the air quality program is to encourage and promote the safe and efficient 
management and operation of integrated, intermodal surface transportation systems 
to serve the mobility needs of people and freight and foster economic growth and 
development.  This program expands eligibilities to include projects or programs 
that improve transportation systems management and operations that mitigate 
congestion and improve air quality, including: 

 Projects to establish or operate a traffic monitoring, management, and control 
facility or program.  

 Programs or projects that improve traffic flow, including projects to improve 
signalization, construct high occupancy vehicle lanes, improve intersections, 
and implement Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) strategies.  

 
Other Funding Methods 

 Special Assessments (i.e. on casinos) 
 Tax Increment Financing future development in project area and dedicate 

those funds to US 50 
 Dearborn County/Local Funds 

▪ Special Assessments and Tax Increment Financing could be used as the 
local match portion by Dearborn County required in many of the 
federal programs listed above.  
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CHAPTER 9: PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT SUMMARY 
 

OBJECTIVES 
 
Involving the public early and often is critical to helping a community understand 
transportation and land use issues so it can, in turn, provide meaningful input to 
help shape solutions.  As reflected throughout this report, from the US 50 Gateway 
Study’s onset Dearborn County and OKI agreed that public involvement must be the 
cornerstone of this effort. To that end, the study team used a variety of techniques to 
seek input that would help: 

 Identify and implement solutions to the chronic traffic congestion on US 50 
on the roughly eighteen mile segment in Dearborn County between Stateline 
Road and State Rt. 62. 

 Develop a plan for land use, access management and street layout that 
increases safety and the overall efficiency of the corridor. 

 Coordinate transportation improvements proposed by INDOT’s US 50 
Environmental Assessment Study with a land use plan that maximizes the 
economic potential of the US 50 Corridor. 

 
Input was sought from those who could be most affected by study area problems 
and potential solutions, including commuters, residents, property owners, 
businesses and the jurisdictions located along the US 50 corridor. The study team 
also reached out to churches, grocery stores and other locations frequented by low-
income and minority populations. The section that follows summarizes the public 
involvement mechanisms used in this effort. 
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ACTIVITIES 
 
Advisory Committee 
An Advisory Committee met four times to provide input and direction. The 
committee included representatives from the cities of Aurora and Lawrenceburg; 
Dearborn County Planning Commission, Administration, Chamber of Commerce 
and Economic Development Initiative; INDOT and OKI.  See Appendix C-1: 
Advisory Committee Meetings for meeting summaries and materials.  
 
Area Business Survey 
There are 228 business parcels in the study corridor. To gain input from these 
business owners and managers, a survey was mailed to representatives from each 
parcel and made available online on OKI’s Website. Sixty-six businesses returned 
the written survey and six others responded online (39% response). See Appendix C-
2: Area Business Survey for the cover letter and survey sent to area businesses as well 
as a summary of the findings. 
 
Three Public Meetings 
Three public meetings were held during the study. The first meeting, held April 25, 
2006, was hosted by INDOT. As a guest participant, the US 50 Gateway Corridor 
Study team presented a study overview and sought input on problems in the study 
corridor. The US 50 Gateway Study also had an information/discussion station in 
the open house portion of the meeting. INDOT and its consultants coordinated the 
promotion of this meeting.  
 
The second public meeting, held July 26, 2006, was an interactive workshop 
designed to seek input on proposed land use concepts and 400 proposed access 
management strategies. This meeting was promoted through paid advertisements in 
the Dearborn County Register and the Journal-Press, news coverage in the Register 
and discussion on the Dearborn County Administrator’s radio commentary. 
Additionally, 500 flyers were hand distributed to churches, grocery stores, social 
service agencies and businesses along the corridor to ensure that low income 
audiences were notified of the meeting.  
 
The third public meeting was held November 2, 2006. Residents were invited to 
review how the proposed access management changes were adjusted based on 
public input and additional technical analysis, and to have another opportunity to 
comment. Draft “cut sheets” – aerial photos on which access management and land 
use proposals were superimposed – were posted at the open house and then made 
available for public review at the Dearborn County Plan Commission office and 
Lawrenceburg Library. 
  
Like before, this meeting was promoted through paid advertisements in the 
Dearborn County Register and the Journal-Press, news coverage in the Register and 
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discussion on the Dearborn County Administrator’s radio talk show. Additionally, 
500 flyers were hand distributed to churches, grocery stores, social service agencies 
and businesses along the corridor to ensure that low income audiences were notified 
of the meeting.  
 
Exhibit 9-1: November 2, 2006 Public Open House 

 
 
See Appendix C-3: Public Meetings for summaries of each public meeting, handouts 
and presentations, comments received, news releases, other publicity materials and 
related news coverage. 
 
Media Outreach and News Coverage 
The local media were viewed as a partner in disseminating information about the 
study and public meetings. As noted above, the Dearborn County Register, Journal-
Press and local radio stations were notified of each public meeting, and each 
provided news coverage as a result. The Dearborn County Register reaches 
approximately 8,500 readers and the Journal-Press reaches approximately 6,700 
readers, so even if Dearborn County residents did not attend the public meetings, 
they had opportunity to learn about the study’s progress and provide comments. 
See Appendix C-3: Public Meetings for news releases and sample news coverage for 
each public meeting. 
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Website 
Dearborn County’s Website, www.DearbornCounty.org, prominently featured the 
US Gateway Study in its planning department page. All study materials were posted 
there, as were public meeting notices. See Exhibit 9-1 for a sample screen from the 
Website. 
 
Exhibit 9-2: Dearborn County Website 

 
 
Property and Business Owner Outreach 
As noted above, business owners were surveyed by mail and property owners were 
notified about the public meetings by flyers, newspaper ads and media coverage.  
See Appendix C-2: Area Business Survey and Appendix C-3: Public Meetings. After the 
potential access management concepts were developed and shared with the public 
at the July 2006 workshop, the study team walked the corridor from end to end to 
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review how they would work in this real world application and to research in more 
detail the issues raised in public comments. As it did so, the study team spoke with 
several individual property owners to identify solutions that would either improve 
access or minimize potential adverse effects of changing access to the businesses. 
The recommendations resulting from this additional analysis and input from 
property owners were shared at the November 2, 2006 public meeting and discussed 
with public officials in each of the jurisdictions during meetings held in December, 
2006. On January 9, 2007, the US 50 Study Team met with Greendale-area business 
owners to seek additional comments. 
 
Additionally, the project manager responded to individual phone calls, e-mails and 
letters from property owners to answer questions and listen to their thoughts about 
how the proposed access management plan might affect their properties on US 50. 
See Appendix C-5: Additional Comments.  A weblog commenting on many topics 
posted by several concerned citizens routinely announced, on their own initiative, 
upcoming public meetings for this study. 
 
Presentations 
The project manager and OKI presented the preliminary recommendations to 
zoning officials from throughout the corridor on October 18, 2006, and met with 
elected and public officials from each of the four affected communities (Aurora, 
Dillsboro, Greendale and Lawrenceburg) during December 2006. Presentations were 
also made to OKI’s Intermodal Coordination Committee on September 12, 2006 and 
the OKI Executive Committee on September 14, 2006. Stakeholders included the 
Dearborn County Commissioners, See Appendix C-4: Other Stakeholder Meetings. 
 
Coordination with INDOT 
As outlined above, INDOT participated on the Advisory Committee, and the US 50 
Gateway Study team participated in an INDOT public meeting in April, 2006. OKI 
and the project managers also met several times with INDOT and its consultants to 
share information and coordinate efforts.  
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CONCLUSION 
 

The public played a key role throughout the US 50 Gateway Study, meeting the 
objectives initially set forth in the Public Involvement Plan to have an open and 
inclusive approach to seeking public input. The Advisory Committee, other elected 
and public officials, businesses and general public helped identify solutions to the 
chronic traffic congestion on US 50, and their input helped shape a plan for desirable 
land uses, access management and street layout that will increase safety and overall 
efficiency of the corridor. The study team also coordinated its study efforts with 
INDOT’s.  
 
Businesses participated in a survey mailed directly to their sites, and were contacted 
individually to determine how they would be affected by proposed access 
management strategies. Adjustments to the proposals were made based on their 
input where feasible. 
 
The public participated in three public meetings held at the beginning, middle and 
end of the study. These meetings were promoted on the internet, in newspaper ads, 
news releases, media coverage and in flyers distributed to organizations and 
businesses located throughout the corridor.  Presentations were also made to 
individuals, public officials in the four cities located along the corridor, Dearborn 
County and OKI. All of this input helped the study team understand community 
priorities and individual concerns. Adjustments were made where possible as a 
result. 
 
As the recommendations move forward into future study and implementation 
phases, the viability and acceptance of each strategy will continue to rely on this 
commitment to an open and transparent public process. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION - SECTION 2: ARGOSY PARKWAY TO SR 28 
 
US 50 Gateway Study: Downtown Lawrenceburg 
There is some concern about the area in downtown Lawrenceburg from Walnut 
Street/Stadium Lane to Main Street. The concern is with the use of a center median 
and limitation of left-hand turns in or out of business located along this section. 
 
This section is comprised of five lanes of traffic of which there are two thru lanes 
and a two way left turn lane (TWLTL) and or dedicated left turn lanes at each 
intersection. There are three signalized intersections (Walnut/Stadium, Front Street, 
and Main Street) located along this section. Structures are located close to the edge 
of the roadway traveled lanes and there are numerous curb cuts. Traffic is very 
heavy with a large percentage of truck and recreational vehicles. Left turning 
vehicles find it very difficult to find gaps in the traffic to even allow left turn 
movements along US 50. The purpose of the US 50 project is to increase safety and 
increase capacity along this corridor. 
 
There are several changes which will have to occur to help reduce accidents and 
increase arterial capacity throughout this section. The installation of a raised median 
will eliminate left turns in and or out of the multiply access points located along this 
section. The elimination of the left turns reduces the number of conflict points which 
therefore will reduce the overall accident rate. Also arterial capacity is reduced 
when vehicles turning left into a midblock drive use the left turn bays and prevents 
left turn vehicles waiting to turn at the signalized intersection. Intersection capacity 
will need to be increased in order to reduce delay.  
 
If the raised median was not installed and shared driveways were constructed 
instead you would not experience a significant decrease in accidents and or an 
increase in capacity. Therefore the installation of the raised median is recommended. 
 
According to recent literature and studies conducted by the Kentucky 
Transportation Center University. The implementation of median U-turns reduce 
crash rates as well as delay when placed on high volume arterials intersecting with 
low to moderate volume cross streets. The most efficient configuration is that of 
stop-controlled median U-turns. This has been shown to increase intersection 
capacity by 20 to 50 percent while decreasing the rate of crashes by up to 30 percent. 
Allowing U-turns at intersections is not advised when U-turn vehicles encounter 
with right–on-red vehicles from the cross street. However if the right turn on red is 
prohibited than U-turns at intersections can be considered. The following are 
advantages of U-turns movements over left turn movements: 
 

 Shorter travel times, reduced delay times and an enhancement in the 
roadway capacity are some of the important benefits of U-turn movements 
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over left turn movements. For distances of less than 0.5 mile the provisions of 
a U-turn will be more effective, as the travel times of the vehicles in this case 
will be comparable with the travel times obtained by providing direct left 
turns. This especially true for heavy arterial volumes. 

 High Left turn volumes at a signalized intersection require left turn phase 
with long green times which may affect the intersection capacity and increase 
the delays of the through movements. The provision of U-turns in these cases 
will improve the traffic flow condition by enhancing the vehicle travel time. 

 Studies indicate that there has been a tremendous decrease in the crash rates 
when direct lanes are replaced by directional left turns/U-turn. The 
reductions ranged from 96 percent for angle crashes to 17 percent for rear 
end crashes with overall crash reduction of 61 percent. 

 
There are three ways U-turns can be accomplished 1) in advance of the intersection; 
2) at the intersection; 3) after the intersection. This treatment is associated with 
median closures and completion of all turns at a signalized intersection. This 
treatment requires a protected left turn phase to accommodate left and U-turns at 
the same time. Also as mentioned earlier the right turn on red should be restricted 
for the cross street traffic. 

 
The Kentucky study issued a questionnaire for business along corridors in which 
median closures were constructed and intersection or midblock U-turns were 
implemented. As a result of the questionnaire one-third of the respondent business 
owners felt that there was a negative economic impact while about one-fourth felt 
there was a positive effect on their business. However, this perception may be due to 
other factors, such as the general economy trends, and thus not directly attributed to 
the U-turn design.  
 
They are other types of intersection control which also has shown increased benefits 
to capacity and safety which can be examined in more detail for use in this corridor. 
Some of these options are described below: 

 
1. Roundabouts – One lane or two lane roundabouts can be installed at the 

signalized intersection. Roundabouts offer about a 90 percent reduction in 
fatal and incapacitating crashes. Increase intersection operational capacity 
and reduce delay. Typically roundabouts reduce the need for left turn 
lanes and inconjuction with median closures offers an alternative to 
providing a dedicated phase for U-turns at the intersections. Also the 
implementation of a roundabout eliminates the need for signalized 
control and continual signal maintenance.  
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2. One-Way Street Operations – A One-Way Street networking system could 
be established to create one-way multilane operations along the 
intersecting roadways and on the parallel streets within the study area. A 
one-way system will increase the length of travel but decrease the overall 
travel time by increasing intersection operational capacity. If intersection 
turning movements can be eliminated then traffic can move more 
effectively throughout the system. 

 
Prior to implementation either U-turn operations, Roundabout design and or a One-
Way Street System, capacity analysis should be completed in order to effectively 
measure the benefits and effect of each design on the intersections and the arterial 
capacity. 
 
Another concern expressed by the public for this corridor is the use of the one-way 
drive shown on the north side of US 50 between Walnut/Stadium and Front Street. 
This drive is intended to offer access to multiply business located in this block, 
which have limited frontage and parking capabilities. A possible alternative to the 
one-way drive is to purchase a parcel near (within the block or next to) these 
business and provide off-street surface parking along with a walkway to the 
business in question.  
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