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The purpose of this document is to provide a unified plan for the development of
thoroughfares within the City of Lebanon and Center Township in Boone County,
Indiana.  Using anticipated 20-year transportation needs and community goals
as guiding principles, this document is intended to:

• Identify and publicize short and long term transportation construction
priorities

• Identify general roadway design standards
• Anticipate right-of-way requirements for transportation facilities
• Anticipate future funding needs and timing

This document offers an overall vision of the future transportation network in
and around the City of Lebanon, as well as guidance for achieving that vision.
The plan emphasizes the network development in the areas of Center Township
immediately adjacent to the Lebanon corporate limits, as these areas are expected
to experience the greatest travel demand growth in the next 20 years.  This
Thoroughfare Plan is intended to supersede both the previous Lebanon
Thoroughfare Plan and the portions of the Boone County Thoroughfare Plan
that describe Center Township.

The Center Township Thoroughfare Plan was developed based on analysis of
existing land use and transportation conditions, identification of future land use
and travel demand trends, and consultation with community stakeholders.  The
existing Comprehensive Plans for Lebanon and Boone County served as a starting
point for identifying future development and future transportation needs. Existing
traffic volumes and roadway network conditions were also documented at key
network locations and used to help identify travel demand growth trends. This
information was supplemented and updated through discussions with various
government representatives, community leaders, and citizens.  Additional
information on the public input process is provided later in this document.
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1DEMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS (CONT.)

Location 2000 2001 2002 2003
Boone County 17,929 18,732 19,172 19,548

Center Township 7,208 - - -
Lebanon 6,202 - - -

Housing Unit Estimates

HOUSING

Between 2001-2003, housing units in Boone County increased by about 400 units
per year.  The current number of housing units in the county is 19,548.  In 2000,
the total number of housing units in Center Township was 7,208 units, which
made up 40.2% of the housing units in the county.  Lebanon had 6,202 units in
2000, equaling 34.6% of all housing units in Boone County.

Source:  STATS Indiana
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1 LAND USE

Center Township is dominated by the City of Lebanon.  The Prairie Creek floodplain
cuts diagonally through the center of the township, limiting the potential for
growth in some areas.  The township currently has four I-65 interchanges, which
are important assets when attempting to attract new businesses, industry, and
residents.  According to the 1993 Boone County Comprehensive Plan, existing
land uses have begun to grow outside of the Lebanon city limits, and include
strip residential lots along some of the townships main roads, including SR 39,
Witt Road, CR 150 W, John-Bart Road and Elizaville Road.  Safety and infrastructure
requirements are a concern for this type of development.  In addition, subdivision
development is occurring along CR 250 N on the north side of Lebanon.

Some of the future growth strategies include limiting the expansion of strip
residential growth along county roads northwest of and adjacent to Lebanon,
encouraging platted subdivision development in areas adjacent to the city,
encouraging industrial and commercial growth south of Lebanon, encouraging
the extension of utilities south of Lebanon, creating standards for new
development along the I-65 corridor, and minimizing strip development and
subdivisions east of Lebanon along SR 32.

On the Land Use Summary Map, areas to the north are recommended for Single
Family Residential growth with Lebanon sewer and water services.  Areas to the
south and southeast are recommended as Designated Development Areas for
mixed use commercial uses with sewer and water service from Lebanon.  The
other areas surrounding Lebanon and the previous uses are recommended for
Single Family Residential growth without sewer and water service from Lebanon.
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Insert 11x17 Map.
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1 LAND USE SUMMARY MAP (CONT.)
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The Existing Thoroughfare Map shows the existing transportation routes in
Center Township and the City of Lebanon.  Personal automobiles are the
predominant mode of passenger transportation in the area.  There is currently no
public transportation system in Lebanon or Center Township.

Interstate 65 bisects Center Township as it travels from the southeast to the
northwest.  This freeway facility provides good access between Center Township
and remote destinations like Indianapolis, Lafayette and northwest Indiana.  With
four interchanges (Hall Baker Road, SR 39, SR 32 and US 52), Lebanon has better
Interstate access than most cities of its size.  However, I-65 also acts as a barrier
between the eastern and western portions of the township.  The only crossing
locations are at the four interchanges and at CR 300 north.

Besides I-65, SR 39 and SR 32 are the major thoroughfares through Center
Township.  SR 39 runs north and south, connecting Lebanon to Frankfort and
Danville.  SR 32 runs east and west, connecting Lebanon to Crawfordsville and
Noblesville.  The intersection of these two roads is at the heart of downtown
Lebanon.

There is significant pedestrian activity in downtown Lebanon due to the density
of development and the presence of sidewalks.  Pedestrian transportation plays
a limited role elsewhere in Lebanon, and it is essentially nonexistent outside of
the city limits due to narrow roads that lack sidewalks.

Bicycle travel is also very limited in Lebanon and Center Township, with most
cycling being for recreational purposes.  There is a lack of either on-street or off-
street bicycle facilities that would be necessary to support cycling as a viable
transportation mode.

A CSX Transportation Freight rail line bisects Center Township and the City of
Lebanon, running close to the route of I-65.  This rail line provides some
impediment to east-west transportation within the Township, especially within
Lebanon, where grade crossings are limited.  Some city street underpasses of the
rail line are narrow and/or provide insufficient clearance for large vehicles.  The
Camp Street and Ransdell Road underpasses were specifically cited.

The Boone County Airport is a private, general aviation airport located on CR 250
S between Indianapolis Road and CR 100 E.  This airport does not have any
scheduled flight service or runway control.

The Existing Thoroughfare Map also shows the existing “functional classification”
assigned to each route by the Indiana Department of Transportation.  All roads
provide for both movement of traffic and access to adjacent land uses.  However,
these are two competing objectives, and an efficient roadway system provides a
network of roads with varying emphasis on one objective or the other.  Functional
classification is a method of identifying the relative emphasis placed on traffic
movement and land use access for any particular route. Depending on its functional
class, the primary purpose of any individual road could be to:

• Provide for movement of vehicles to and through Center Township from
other parts of the region.

• Provide movement between major destination areas within Center
Township and the City of Lebanon, such as Downtown, the Lebanon
Business Park, the retail areas along SR 39 to the north and various
residential areas.

• Provide local movement within the various districts and residential
neighborhoods, or

• Provide access to individual homes and business.

EXISTING TRANSPORTATION ROUTES
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1 EXISTING TRANSPORTATION ROUTES (CONT.)

Establishing a road network with links of different functional classification helps
to provide efficient travel.  The functional classification of any particular road
depends on its connectivity with traffic generators (both inside and outside of
Center Township), the volume of traffic it carries, and the access it provides to
abutting land uses.  The following paragraphs describe the various roadway
functional classifications that exist within Lebanon and Center Township.  The
descriptions are adapted from the Federal Highway Administration and the Indiana
Department of Transportation.

FREEWAYS

These facilities, which include Interstate highways, accommodate the highest
operating speeds, greatest traffic volumes and longest trips.  Freeways are divided
highway with a minimum of two travel lanes in each direction and providing full
control of access.  Example:  Interstate 65

OTHER PRINCIPAL ARTERIALS

These facilities carry high traffic volumes and are intended primarily for through
traffic movement rather than land use access.  Partial control of access is desirable
on these facilities.  In rural areas, these facilities serve substantial statewide or
interstate travel.  Within urbanized areas, these facilities provide for both major
intra-city trips and through trips.  They serve major through movements between
important centers of activity in a metropolitan area and a substantial portion of
trips entering and leaving the area.  Examples:  SR 32 and SR 39 within the City
of Lebanon

MINOR ARTERIALS

Minor arterials connect with and augment the principle arterial system. In rural
areas, these facilities serve both interstate and inter-regional travel.  In urban
areas, they provide intra-community connections and may carry local bus routes,
but should not penetrate neighborhoods.  Minor arterials provide lower travel
speeds and accommodate shorter trip lengths than principal arterials, while
providing more access to property. Examples: Lafayette Avenue and Elm Swamp
Road within the City of Lebanon; SR 32 outside of Lebanon

MAJOR COLLECTORS

These are rural routes that should: (1) provide service to the larger towns not
directly served by arterials and to other traffic generators of equivalent intra-
county importance, such as consolidated schools, shipping points, county parks
and important agricultural areas; (2) link these places with nearby larger towns or
cities, or with routes of higher classification; and (3) serve the more important
intra-county travel corridors.  Examples: the portions of SR 39 and Elizaville
Road outside of the Lebanon City Limits

MINOR COLLECTORS

These are rural routes that: (1) are spaced at intervals, consistent with population
density, to collect traffic from local roads and bring all developed areas within a
reasonable distance of a collector road; (2) provide service to the remaining
smaller communities; and (3) provide access to locally important traffic generators.
Examples: Hazelrigg Road and the portions of Elm Swamp Road outside of the
Lebanon City Limits
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1EXISTING TRANSPORTATION ROUTES (CONT.)

URBAN COLLECTORS

These facilities provide both land access and traffic circulation within residential,
commercial and industrial areas.  Urban collectors may penetrate residential
neighborhoods, providing a connection between the neighborhoods and higher
volume arterials.  Examples: portions of Sam Ralston Road, Ransdell Rd., Royal
Street, Anderson Lane, Elizaville Road, John Bart Road, and Washington Street

LOCAL ROADS AND STREETS

All public roads and streets not classified as arterials or collectors are classified
as local roads and streets.  They provide direct access to abutting properties and
provide only for local traffic movement.  Traffic speeds and volumes are generally
low, and through traffic is often discouraged.
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1 TRANSPORTATION CAPACITY ANALYSIS

Traffic counts were collected by the Boone County Highway Department at
several locations in Center Township during the Spring of 2005.  These counts
were compared to counts collected in the same locations during 1998 in order to
identify growth trends.  Traffic counts were also obtained from the Indiana
Department of Transportation (INDOT) for all state roadway segments and selected
local roadway segments.  Counts on the state routes were available from 2001/
2002 and from 2003/2004, which allowed the identification of short-term growth
trends.  Recent counts from select locations within the City were provided by the
Lebanon Street Department.  Previous comparable counts were not available to
identify growth trends at these locations.

A planning-level capacity analysis was conducted in order to identify roadway
segments with existing congestion problems.  For this analysis, daily traffic
volumes were converted to estimated peak hour volumes and compared to
estimated roadway capacities.  Roadway capacities were estimated based on
factors such as the number of lanes, access control, the presence of medians and
on-street parking. The capacity analysis showed acceptable operating conditions
on most roads in Center Township.  Only SR 39 and SR 32 within the Lebanon city
limits and a segment of Indianapolis Avenue immediately south of SR 32 are
estimated to operate near or above their traffic carrying capacity during certain
peak times.

Tables showing recent traffic volumes and capacity analysis information are
provided in Appendix A.
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Insert 11x17 Existing Functional Class Map

EXISTING THOROUGHFARE MAP
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1 EXISTING THOROUGHFARE MAP (CONT.)
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The following table shows the significant roadway construction projects in Center
Township that have already been designated for funding.

PLANNED ROADWAY PROJECTS

Roa d Loca tion De scription
Anticipa te d 

Construction Status

Sam Ralston 
Road

SR 32 to Lafayette 
Avenue

Reconstruc tion--
no added travel 
lanes

2006 Under design

SR 32
Lebanon east corporate 
line to Hamilton County 
Line

Reconstruc tion--
no added travel 
lanes

2008 Under design

I-65 I-465 to US 52 Added travel 
lanes : 4 lanes to 

2013 INDOT Plan.      
Not programmed

I-65 At SR 39 Interchange Interchange 
Modification 2013 Programmed

Significant Planned Road Projects in Center Township
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1 COMMUNITY INPUT

The recommendations of the Center Township Thoroughfare Plan were in large
part shaped by input obtained during meetings with local government officials,
key business representatives and interested citizens.  Issues and ideas were
generated from meetings of the City/County Transportation Committee, which
served as the steering committee for this effort. Key stakeholder meetings were
also held to discuss future land use and transportation issues with those
responsible for land use planning, roads, utilities, emergency services, school
transportation and local business. Three public workshops were also conducted
to describe the planning process and obtain input from interested citizens.  The
public workshops were broadcast on the local government television channel.
Summaries of these meetings are provided in Appendix B of this document.
Following is a list of the major issues and concerns that were identified through
community input:

• The most immediate growth is expected on the north and northeast
sides of Lebanon.

• Long-term growth is expected to continue along I-65 from Indianapolis
toward Lebanon (e.g., Anson Development).

• There is a desire for growth of the Lebanon Business Park.
• Better access to I-65 is needed from the north side of Lebanon.
• SR 39 and SR 32 through Lebanon are congested and lack alternate

routes.
• The I-65/U.S. 52 and the I-65/Hall Baker Road Interchanges are poorly

configured and do not serve Lebanon well.
• Better access is needed between Downtown Lebanon and the west side

of I-65
• Bicycle/pedestrian trails are desirable.
• Some railroad underpasses within Lebanon are substandard.
• The intersection of Indianapolis Ave & SR 32 is congested and unsafe.
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The following five general transportation system goals have been recognized in
the preparation of Thoroughfare Plan recommendations and will continue to
serve Center Township in future transportation-related decisions:

1. The transportation system should support safe travel for all users and
all modes

2. The transportation system should provide adequate capacity to meet
the travel demand in Center Township

3. The transportation system should help to guide and support rational
development of Center Township

4. The transportation system should provide excellent access for all citizens
to the employment, residential, commercial and recreational opportunities
in Center Township

5. The transportation system should support a high quality of life for
residents and visitors to Center Township

Based on these five general goals, the following specific principles have been
developed to guide the development of transportation facilities in Center
Township:

a. New land use development should be within or immediately adjacent to
the City of Lebanon in order to minimize travel and the need for additional
road capacity.

b. All roadway facilities within Center Township should be constructed to
the City of Lebanon standards in anticipation that these facilities will
eventually be annexed into the City of Lebanon.

c. Access control ordinances should be used to regulate the location and
design of driveways that access arterial and collector roadways.

d. New developments should be required to dedicate appropriate right-of-
way for the construction of transportation facilities.

e. Developers should be required to submit traffic impact studies according
to the thresholds and standards of the Indiana Department of
Transportation Applicant’s Guide to Traffic Impact Studies.

f. Developers should be required to fund transportation facility
improvements as appropriate to offset the anticipated impacts of new
development.

g. Developments should be designed to provide direct access to existing
or future adjacent developments without using the arterial system.

h. Sidewalks should be provided on all new roads and added in other areas
where pedestrians are expected or desired.

i. An interconnected network of bicycle and pedestrian facilities should
be planned and developed throughout Center Township.

j. Boone County, the City of Lebanon and the Town of Whitestown should
continue to coordinate land use and transportation planning efforts to
assure appropriate transportation facilities for growth south and east of
Lebanon.

k. Road improvements should be coordinated with utility improvements in
order to save construction costs and support appropriate development.

l. Arterial roadways should help define contiguous neighborhoods and
residential areas rather than penetrate them.

m. Access should be improved between I-65 and the developing areas
north and west of Lebanon to improve travel times and reduce downtown
congestion

GUIDELINES FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF PUBLIC WAYS
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THOROUGHFARE PLAN DESCRIPTION

The Proposed Thoroughfare Map shows the proposed functional classifications
for the Center Township roadway network and reflects the expected boundaries
for the Lebanon urbanized area in 2025.

As development occurs within the portions of Center Township immediately
adjacent to the City of Lebanon, it is expected that these areas will be annexed
into the City.  The existing county roads will form a backbone network of minor
arterials for these developing areas.  This network should be supplemented by
the construction of urban collectors (not shown) at logical spacing and
connectivity.  The major thoroughfares are shown on the map with functional
classifications based on the expected 2025 development.  It is expected that
roads in developing areas may be constructed initially using an interim design
width and possible shoulder cross section.  Full right-of-way width would be
preserved for possible future widening and conversion to an urban (curbed)
cross section as warranted by traffic volumes and adjacent development.

n. Access should be improved between the portions of Center Township
on the east and west sides of I-65

o. The safety and capacity of local roads and intersections should be
monitored and improvement projects implemented as necessary.

p. Traffic safety and aesthetics should be improved along the major
gateway corridors entering Lebanon

q. The costs and benefits of improving rail crossings and underpasses
should be evaluated.

r. Public transportation service should be implemented when justified by
public need and supported by appropriate funding.

GUIDELINES FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF PUBLIC WAYS (CONT.)
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Insert 11x17 map.
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2ROADWAY CLASSIFICATIONS

An efficient roadway system provides a network of roads with varying emphasis
on either movement of traffic or access to adjacent land uses.  Functional
classification is a method of identifying the relative emphasis placed on traffic
movement and land use access for any particular route. Depending on its functional
class, the primary purpose of any individual road could be to:

• Provide for movement of vehicles to and through Center Township from
other parts of the region.

• Provide movement between major destination areas within Center
Township and the City of Lebanon, such as Downtown, the Lebanon
Business Park, the retail areas along SR 39 to the north and various
residential areas.

• Provide local movement within the various districts and residential
neighborhoods, or

• Provide access to individual homes and business.

Establishing a road network with links of different functional classification helps
to provide efficient travel.  The functional classification of any particular road
depends on its connectivity with traffic generators (both inside and outside of
Center Township), the volume of traffic it carries, and the access it provides to
abutting land uses.  The following paragraphs describe the various roadway
functional classifications that are proposed for Lebanon and Center Township.
The descriptions are adapted from the Federal Highway Administration and the
Indiana Department of Transportation.  Cross section examples of these
classifications can be found starting on Page 31.

FREEWAYS

These facilities, which include Interstate highways, accommodate the highest
operating speeds, greatest traffic volumes and longest trips.  Freeways are divided
highway with a minimum of two travel lanes in each direction and providing full
control of access.  Example:  Interstate 65

OTHER PRINCIPAL ARTERIALS

These facilities carry high traffic volumes and are intended primarily for through
traffic movement rather than land use access.  Partial control of access is desirable
on these facilities.  In rural areas, these facilities serve substantial statewide or
interstate travel.  Within urbanized areas, these facilities provide for both major
intra-city trips and through trips.  They serve major through movements between
important centers of activity in a metropolitan area and a substantial portion of
trips entering and leaving the area.  Examples:  SR 32 and SR 39 within the City
of Lebanon

MINOR ARTERIALS

Minor arterials connect with and augment the principle arterial system. In rural
areas, these facilities serve both interstate and inter-regional travel.  In urban
areas, they provide intra-community connections and may carry local bus routes,
but should not penetrate neighborhoods.  Minor arterials provide lower travel
speeds and accommodate shorter trip lengths than principal arterials, while
providing more access to property. Examples: Lafayette Avenue and Elm Swamp
Road within the City of Lebanon; Proposed CR 250 N.
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MAJOR COLLECTORS

These are rural routes that should: (1) provide service to the larger towns not
directly served by arterials and to other traffic generators of equivalent intra-
county importance, such as consolidated schools, shipping points, county parks
and important agricultural areas; (2) link these places with nearby larger towns or
cities, or with routes of higher classification; and (3) serve the more important
intra-county travel corridors.  Examples: the portions of SR 39 and proposed CR
300 W outside of the Lebanon Urbanized Area Limits

MINOR COLLECTORS

These are rural routes that: (1) are spaced at intervals, consistent with population
density, to collect traffic from local roads and bring all developed areas within a
reasonable distance of a collector road; (2) provide service to the remaining
smaller communities; and (3) provide access to locally important traffic generators.
Examples: Hazelrigg Road and portions of CR 400 E outside of the Lebanon
Urbanized Area Limits

URBAN COLLECTORS

These facilities provide both land access and traffic circulation within residential,
commercial and industrial areas.  Urban collectors may penetrate residential
neighborhoods, providing a connection between the neighborhoods and higher
volume arterials.  Examples: portions of Sam Ralston Road, Ransdell Rd., Royal
Street, Anderson Lane, Elizaville Road, John Bart Road, and Washington Street

LOCAL ROADS AND STREETS

All public roads and streets not classified as arterials or collectors are classified
as local roads and streets.  They provide direct access to abutting properties and
provide only for local traffic movement.  Traffic speeds and volumes are generally
low, and through traffic is often discouraged.

ROADWAY CLASSIFICATIONS (CONT.)
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Standard right-of-way widths are an integral component in the proper development
of counties and municipalities.  The importance of right-of-way reservation cannot
be underestimated as a locality continues to experience population growth and
expansion.  Right-of-way widths of proper dimension are necessary to allow for
the expansion of roadway facilities as required by future growth and increases to
traffic volumes.  Many governmental agencies have experienced the difficulties
and the significant costs of widening roadway facilities after development has
occurred. This experience is not only costly to the public agency and the public,
but it is also detrimental to the development that has already occurred.  Having
the proper standards implemented prior to development results in a significantly
reduced cost to the public and development.

Standard right-of-way widths vary according to the functional classification of
each individual roadway.  The maximum right-of-way width for each functional
classification is shown in the following table.  The right-of-way widths are also
graphically displayed on the following pages, which show the maximum right-of-
way widths in conjunction with typical roadway sections.  Included in those
figures is an interim arterial roadway typical section.  This shows how an arterial
roadway could be initially constructed in a developing area where traffic demand
does not yet warrant a multilane section.  Off-street bicycle facilities are shown
on most of the cross sections.  Bridges could alternately be accommodated with
on-street bike lanes by widening the outside travel lanes by 5 feet.

ROADWAY RIGHT-OF-WAY REQUIREMENTS

Standard Right-of-Way Widths 
Functional Classification 

of Roadway 
Maximum  

Right-of-Way Width 
(feet) 

Principal Arterial 130  

Minor Arterial 130 

Rural Major Collector 100 

Rural Minor Collector 100 

Urban Collector 80 

Local 60 
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Insert 11x17 cross sections.
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Insert 11x17 cross sections.

ROAD CLASSIFICATION CROSS SECTIONS (CONT.)
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ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS PLAN
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3 RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS

A number of new and upgraded roadway segments are proposed as part of this
Thoroughfare Plan. Those road segments are illustrated on the Proposed
Thoroughfare Map.  The following paragraphs describe the significant
improvements and changes to roadway functional classification that are proposed:

I-65/US 52 INTERCHANGE

The existing interchange of I-65 and US 52 does not meet current design standards
and presents safety concerns, especially for those traveling on southbound US
52 and wanting to access southbound Lafayette Avenue.  In addition, although
this is the northern-most Lebanon exit, it provides poor access to the growing
north side of Lebanon.  It is recommended that this interchange be either
redesigned or relocated in order to improve its safety and offer better access to
the north side of Lebanon.  The possibility of moving the US 52 Interchange to
CR 300 N should be evaluated as one alternative. If this interchange is not moved
from its current location, it should be reconstructed to allow access via a new
connection to Anderson Lane.  Improvement of this interchange will be necessary
to support the Indiana Department of Transportation’s plan to widen I-65 from I-
865 to US 52.

I-65/HALL BAKER ROAD INTERCHANGE

This interchange does not meet current design standards and will likely experience
safety and capacity problems with continued development south and east of
Lebanon.  Improvement of this interchange will be necessary to support the
Indiana Department of Transportation’s plan to widen I-65 from I-865 to US 52,
and this improvement should also consider the transportation and economic
development needs of the surrounding community.  A transportation planning
study is recommended as a first step in determining how best to reconstruct this
interchange.   The study should consider the impacts of the proposed extension
of Enterprise Boulevard (see separate discussion), the development of the
proposed Lebanon Eastside Corridor (see separate discussion), and the possible
relocation of SR 32 to tie into this interchange.  One alternative would be to re-
orient this interchange by replacing the north-south Hall Baker Road bridge with
and east-west bridge for Enterprise Boulevard/CR 100 S.

ANDERSON LANE (CR 250 N) – MINOR ARTERIAL

Anderson Lane should be extended east to CR 300 E from its current terminus at
Elm Swamp Road in order to better serve development on the north side of
Lebanon.  It should also be extended west to the I-65/US 52 interchange if that
interchange is reconstructed in its current location (see discussion above).
Anderson Lane should be designated as a Minor Arterial.  It is expected to serve
as an important east/west thoroughfare on the north side of Lebanon, especially
if it provides a direct connection to I-65.  Grade separation of the CSX railroad
crossing between SR 39 and Witt Road is recommended.

CR 100 S – MINOR ARTERIAL

CR 100 S should be designated as Minor Arterial within the Lebanon urban
boundary.  It will provide an east-west thoroughfare to serve new development
east and south of Lebanon.
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3RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS (CONT.)

CR 200 E – MINOR ARTERIAL

CR 200 E should be extended south to CR 100 S from its current terminus at CR 75
N and north to CR 300 N from its current terminus at CR 200 N.  This road will be
designated as a Minor Arterial within the urban boundary and will serve as a
north-south thoroughfare for new development east of Lebanon.

CR 250 W/CR 300 W – MINOR ARTERIAL/RURAL MAJOR COLLECTOR

CR 250 W should be extended north to the extended CR 300 N from its current
terminus at Hazelrigg Road.  CR 250 W and CR 300 W should be reconstructed so
that they intersect with SR 32 at the same location.  The CR 250 W/CR 300 W
corridor will serve as a north-south thoroughfare for new development west of I-
65.  This road will be classified as a Minor Arterial within the Lebanon urban
boundary and as a Rural Major Collector outside of the urban boundary.

CR 300 E – MINOR ARTERIAL

CR 300 E should be designated as a Minor Arterial within the urban boundary
and will serve as a north-south thoroughfare for new development east of Lebanon.

CR 300 N – MINOR ARTERIAL

It is proposed that CR 300 N be extended to Hazelrigg Road from its east terminus
at US 52 and to CR 400 E from its west terminus at Elizaville Road.  CR 300 N will
be designated as a Minor Arterial within the Lebanon urban area boundary and
as a Rural Major Collector elsewhere.  Like Anderson Lane, CR 300 N is expected
to be an important thoroughfare serving the north side of Lebanon.  If the I-65/US
52 Interchange is relocated from its existing location to CR 300 N, as discussed
elsewhere in this document, then CR 300 N would be the primary east-west route
on the north side of Lebanon and would be re-designated as US 52 between its
existing intersection with US 52 and I-65. If the I65/US 52 Interchange is not
moved to CR 300 N, then Anderson Lane may remain a more important route on
the west side of I-65.  Future upgrade of CR 300 N should consider grade separation
of the CSX railroad crossing between SR 39 and CR 150 W.

CR 400 E – MINOR ARTERIAL/RURAL MAJOR COLLECTOR

CR 400 E should be classified as a Minor Arterial from I-65 to its intersection with
SR 32 and as a Rural Major Collector from SR 32 to its intersection with the
extended CR 300 N.  It should be classified as a Rural Minor Collector north of CR
300 N.  This route is expected to experience increased traffic demand with the
planned construction of the Ronald Reagan Parkway and development near
Whitestown.

DEAD END ROAD – MINOR ARTERIAL

A new road should be constructed along the alignment of the abandoned rail
corridor and Dead End Road from Patterson Street to CR 250 W.  This road would
be designated as a Minor Arterial within the Lebanon urban boundary.  It would
increase connectivity between Downtown Lebanon and the west side of I-65 and
allow for development of this area adjacent to the city.  The new road cross
section should incorporate a multi-use bicycle and pedestrian trail to accommodate
the Farm Heritage Trail, which is proposed to follow the abandoned rail line from
Lebanon to Lafayette.
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3 RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS (CONT.)

ELIZAVILLE ROAD – MINOR ARTERIAL

Elizaville Road should be designated as a Minor Arterial between Elm Swamp
Road and CR 300 N, as it will be an important route carrying traffic between
Downtown Lebanon and the growing residential development on the northeast
side of Lebanon.

ENTERPRISE BOULEVARD – MINOR ARTERIAL

Enterprise Boulevard should be extended north to US 52 from its current terminus
at SR 32 and east to Hall Baker Road from its current terminus at SR 39. This
roadway should be designated as a Minor Arterial within the urban boundary.
These extensions will help to better serve expected development west of I-65.
Proper termination of Enterprise Boulevard at Hall Baker Road should be evaluated,
and it could be extended across I-65 to connect with CR 100 E if the Hall Baker
Road Interchange is reconfigured.

LEBANON EASTSIDE CORRIDOR – MINOR ARTERIAL

A new north-south Minor Arterial is proposed for construction approximately ¼
to ½ mile east of John Bart Road.  This arterial would extend from the intersection
of proposed CR 250 N and Elizaville Road to CR 100 S.  It would provide an
important connection between I-65 and the growing northeast side of Lebanon.
This connection is expected to relieve traffic congestion on SR 39, Indianapolis
Avenue, Elm Swamp Road, John Bart Road, Elizaville Road and Grant Street.  A
corridor study should be conducted to evaluate alternative road alignments and
alternatives for termination at the south end.  It is recognized that surrounding
land uses could complicate a possible connection to the existing I-65/Hall Baker
Interchange.

WASHINGTON STREET / RATSBURG ROAD (CR 75 N) – MINOR ARTERIAL

Washington Street and Ratsburg Road should be designated as a Minor Arterial
from the intersection of Washington Street and Park Street to CR 300 E.  This road
is expected to experience increased traffic demand due to development east of
Lebanon.  Washington Street is currently designated as a Minor Arterial west of
Park Street.

JOHN BART ROAD – URBAN COLLECTOR

John Bart Road should be extended north from its current terminus at Elizaville
Road to CR 300 N.  John Bart Road should retain its current designation of Urban
Collector.  However, it is expected to experience increased traffic volume with
continued development north and east of Lebanon, including construction of
new schools.  The existing segment of John Bart Road should be reconstructed
to provided pavement and safety improvements for vehicular traffic and to
accommodate pedestrian and bicycle traffic.

WITT ROAD – URBAN COLLECTOR

Witt Road should be extended north to CR 300 N and designated as an Urban
Collector from Lafayette Avenue to CR 300 N.  Witt Road is expected to serve as
an alternate route to SR 39 for the growing travel demand between Downtown
Lebanon and the northern portion of Center Township.
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3
CR 150 W - URBAN COLLECTOR

CR 150 W should be designated as an Urban Collector, and should be extended
south from the intersection of CR 150 W / CR 275 N to the proposed linkage along
250 N between Witt Road and the I-65/ US 52 interchange.

GATEWAY IMPROVEMENTS

Safety and aesthetic improvements are recommended for the gateway corridors
into Lebanon on SR 32, SR 39, Indianapolis Avenue and Lafayette Avenue.

INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS

Monitoring of intersections for traffic flow and safety problems should be an
ongoing effort, with improvements made as needs are identified and budgets
allow.  This should include periodic reviews of state highway intersections in
coordination with INDOT.  Meeting participants specifically cited the intersections
of SR 32 with Indianapolis Avenue and SR 32 (Indianapolis Avenue) with Grant
Street as problem locations.  It is recognized that geometric improvements are
constrained by existing buildings or other restrictions at many intersections in or
near Downtown Lebanon.

The operation and maintenance of traffic signals is also important to the efficiency
of the transportation system, especially within the City of Lebanon.  The City of
Lebanon should work in coordination with INDOT to assure that all traffic signals
are properly timed, coordinated and maintained.

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENTS

Boone County and the City of Lebanon should work together with interested
groups to develop a plan for an interconnected network of bicycle and pedestrian
facilities.  This network should include the proposed Farm Heritage Trail
(connecting Indianapolis, Zionsville, Lebanon, Thorntown and Lafayette) and
possibly the proposed Midland Trail (connecting Lebanon with Westfield and
Noblesville).  These facilities should be complemented by pedestrian and bicycle
accommodations on new and existing roads.  Sidewalks should be provided on
all new roads and added in other areas where pedestrians are expected or desired.

RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS (CONT.)
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As part of the Thoroughfare Plan development process, some of the recommended
improvements were identified as priority projects for implementation.  The table
below provides a summary description of these priority projects. They are the
projects considered most important in meeting short-term travel demand needs
and development objectives in Center Township. Priority projects were identified
based on projected development trends, as well as input from the community and
the project steering committee. Other projects that are not identified as priority
projects could be initiated before some of those listed in the table, depending on
development patterns, funding opportunities and changing community needs.

Cost estimates for the Interstate interchange projects shown in the table were
identified through discussion with Indiana Department of Transportation
representatives.  The cost estimate for the I-65/Hall Baker Road Interchange
reconstruction could change significantly, depending on the outcome of the
recommended transportation study of this interchange.  Cost estimates for other
priority projects were developed using a unit cost estimating procedure based on
the type of and length of improvement.  These include estimated costs for design,
right-of-way acquisition, road and bridge construction, and construction
inspection.  Right-of-way cost estimates did not consider the possible donation
of rights-of-way.  Cost estimating details are available at the Boone County
Highway Department.

PRIORITY PROJECTS

Road Limits Improvement
Length 
(Miles)

Estimated 
Project Cost 

(2005)
I-65 at US 52 Interchange Reconstruction N/A $20,000,000
I-65 at Hall Baker Road Interchange Reconstruction N/A $10,000,000

CR 250 N SR 39 to CR 200 E
Upgrade to 4-lane Minor Arterial 
with curb 2.29 $11,200,000

CR 250 N I-65 to SR 39
New/upgrade to 4-lane Minor 
Arterial with curb 1.27 $10,000,000

CR 400 E I-65 to SR 32

Reconstruct to 2-lane Minor 
Arterial with shoulder. ROW for 
future expansion 3.90 $8,300,000

John Bart 
Road

Ratsburg Rd to 
Elizaville Rd

Upgrade to 2-lane Collector 
with curb 1.46 $5,000,000

Center Township Priority Thoroughfare Projects



43CENTER TOWNSHIP THOROUGHFARE PLAN

R
O

A
D

W
A

Y IM
P

R
O

V
EM

EN
TS P

LA
N

3FUNDING ALTERNATIVES

Funding the transportation improvements recommended in this Thoroughfare
Plan while continuing to maintain the existing transportation system will require
a considerable investment and careful budgetary planning.  Several alternatives
are commonly used to fund transportation capital improvement projects in Indiana.
These alternatives include:

• State and Federal-aid Transportation Funds
• Local Option Highway User Tax
• Other Local Option Taxes
• Tax Incremental Financing (TIF)
• Impact Fees
• Negotiated Development Fees (Exactions)

The general characteristics of these funding options are described below.
However, more detailed analysis of each funding type may be necessary in order
to fully evaluate its desirability for any particular project.  Each of these funding
options has associated advantages and disadvantages, and the choice of one or
more funding sources for a particular project may depend on several economic
and financial factors. More information about transportation funding alternatives
can be obtained from the Indiana Local Technical Assistance Program (http://
www.ecn.purdue.edu/INLTAP), the Indiana Department of Local Government
Finance, and the Indiana Department of Transportation.

FEDERAL-AID TRANSPORTATION FUNDS

Federal-aid transportation funding available through the Indiana Department of
Transportation (INDOT) is a primary source of revenue for large roadway capital
improvement projects.  The State of Indiana receives an allocation of
transportation funds each year from the Federal Government.  These funds are
used to construct various projects that are identified by either the state or local
governments.

75% of Indiana’s Federal-aid funds are retained by INDOT for use on designated
state and federal routes.  INDOT has the primary responsibility for selecting and
prioritizing projects on these routes.  Projects are developed in cooperation with
the affected local communities, and INDOT will work to help assure that community
needs are met by planned roadway improvements.  Local governments may be
asked to contribute funding to cover the additional costs of design features that
they request on state projects.  The two I-65 interchange projects recommended
in this plan are examples of projects that would be developed by INDOT using
Federal-aid funds.

The remaining 25% of Indiana’s Federal-aid funds are distributed to local
governments for projects that they have identified on approved federal-aid routes.
Funding for these “Local Public Agency (LPA)” projects typically covers 80% of
the qualifying project costs, with the local agency responsible for the remainder.
Most funds may not be used on routes with a functional classification of “Local,”
as determined by INDOT.  Bridge funds and Transportation Enhancement funds
are two exceptions

Competition for LPA Federal-aid funding is generally keen.  In order to receive
funding through INDOT, a project must compete for limited available funding
with all other projects submitted by local agencies statewide.  INDOT typically
issues a “call for projects” each year to all local government agencies, but an
agency may have to re-submit a project several times before it is funded.
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Applications should demonstrate a real need and local support for the project.
Specific application procedures and project evaluation criteria are available from
INDOT.

Once a project is successfully programmed through INDOT, design and
construction are subject to Federal and INDOT requirements.  These requirements
cover all aspects of the project development process, including design standards
and submittal procedures, public involvement, environmental documentation,
and construction standards.  Meeting these requirements can be costly and
normally requires a development schedule that is significantly longer than that
for comparable locally funded projects.

STATE TRANSPORTATION FUNDS

The State distributes money to county and local governments for use in funding
transportation maintenance, operations and improvements.  The primary funding
mechanisms are the Motor Vehicle Highway Account and the Local Road and
Street Account.  These accounts receive funds from motor vehicle fees, licenses
and fuel taxes statewide and are distributed by formulas based on road mileage
and population.  Bonds for capital construction of transportation improvements
may be issued against future revenue from these funds.

LOCAL OPTION HIGHWAY USER TAX

The Local Option Highway User Tax (LOHUT) is an optional tax that can be
adopted by Indiana counties to provide funding for roadway capital improvements
and maintenance.  The LOHUT consists of two separate components—a county
motor vehicle excise surtax and a county wheel tax—that must be adopted
concurrently.  Taxes are paid to the Indiana Bureau of Motor Vehicles at the time
of vehicle registration and are then remitted to the county.  Boone County would
receive the tax revenue from all vehicles registered in the county.  The revenue is
shared among the county and its cities and towns according to Indiana’s Local
Road and Street (LRS) Formula.  At least 41 counties in Indiana have adopted the
LOHUT.  The intent is to capture some of the costs for maintaining the
transportation network from the users.  The downside of this is that many of the
users of the county roads are not Boone County residents, and therefore would
not pay the wheel tax.  The LOHUT revenue for Boone County would depend on
the tax rates adopted, but total annual revenue of approximately $1 million is
possible within existing allowable tax rates.  Bonds may be issued against future
revenues from the LOHUT.

OTHER LOCAL OPTION TAXES

Local Taxes are those that are currently available to be collected by Boone County.
They include taxes on real and personal property, County Option Income Tax
(COIT), and Economic Development Income Tax (EDIT). The County may issue
bonds for road and bridge construction against future revenue from COIT and
EDIT funds. Local property taxes in Boone County are also currently levied for
an established Cumulative Bridge Fund.  Revenues from this fund can be pledged
for road and bridge construction bonds.  Given that the existing transportation
funding levels within Boone County make full use of all currently available
revenues, “new” tax revenues would only be available by considering raising the
rates on existing taxes or by implementing new taxes. These sources for assisting
in the funding of the future transportation needs of Boone County and the City
of Lebanon should be considered along with all other alternative funding sources.

FUNDING ALTERNATIVES (CONT.)
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TAX INCREMENTAL FINANCING

Tax Incremental Financing (TIF) is a financial mechanism that temporarily
reallocates new tax revenue generated by development in a specially designated
area to pay for public infrastructure in that area.  The revenues are used either
directly to finance public improvements in the designated economic development
area or to pay off bonds issued by the local government for this purpose.  TIF
revenues are generated from real property taxes and some business-related
depreciable personal property taxes.

In the case of TIF financing, the additional tax revenue generated by new
development within the specific development district remains within the TIF
district to pay for improvements or debt service on outstanding bonds.  Other tax
supported programs that normally benefit directly from property tax revenues,
such as local government, schools, libraries, etc., will continue to receive their
share of pre-TIF tax revenues for the district, but will not directly benefit from the
increased tax revenues until the bonded indebtedness is retired.  This is often
perceived as negative impact by the schools and libraries.  Since TIF’s are usually
implemented in order to initiate development that would not otherwise occur, the
“new” increased revenues generated by the development are not, in reality, “lost”
to these other entities, merely delayed (i.e. without the TIF, there would be no
increase in tax revenues for that district).

IMPACT FEES

Impact fees have been considered by several county and local governments in
Central Indiana.  Impact fees in Indiana are allowed under IC 36-7-4.  Several
communities have successfully implemented such fees for transportation
improvements, as well as other publicly financed services and programs, such as
parks systems and drainage control.  A transportation impact fee, for example,
would require all new development, including residential, commercial, and
industrial, to pay a fee to the local government based on the impact of that
development on the transportation system.  These fees can be assessed in a
variety of ways, including the square footage of structures, acreage of land,
amount of property frontage along roadways, or per dwelling unit.

Impact fees are often viewed as positive by existing residents and businesses,
since they require new developments to pay their share of the government costs
to provide adequate infrastructure.  However, many developers perceive impact
fees as a disincentive to their developments.  This can be a factor if the atmosphere
for new development in an area is marginal, as the impact fees would be considered
an added cost to any potential developer.  In some cases, however, developers
prefer impact fees to negotiated exactions, as they provide a better up-front
understanding of development costs.

The Indiana statutes require substantial effort in order to permit a local government
to implement impact fees. The required effort includes detailed engineering and
financial analyses to document the costs of needed improvements, the fair
distribution of costs to various users (i.e. residential, commercial/retail, and
industrial), and estimated revenue streams.

FUNDING ALTERNATIVES (CONT.)
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NEGOTIATED DEVELOPMENT FEES

Boone County and the City of Lebanon currently negotiate individually with
developers to fund new and improved infrastructure within developments. The
fees are used to fund subdivision roads, bridges, sewer systems, drainage facilities,
etc. Negotiated exactions have, in the past, been used primarily for improvements
within the developments themselves. However, the exactions could also be used
for necessary improvements to the adjacent local roadway network. The impact
of new developments on the local infrastructure outside the developments
themselves can be substantial in some cases and should be considered for any
new development.

The participation of the development community in infrastructure improvements
outside the developments can be required, but can lead to inconsistent results.
While the concept of new development paying its own way is readily acceptable
as both fair and desirable by those outside the development, the exaction of
improvements without an overall coordinated system of improvements may appear
to be irrational. Exactions for road network improvements should be based on the
results of a traffic impact study performed to INDOT standards. Even with a
study to identify necessary improvements, however, the question of the
developer’s fair share of improvement costs remains.  It can be argued legitimately
that other taxpayers benefit from the improvements and should pay a share of the
costs.

TOLLS

There has been frequent discussion lately regarding the use of toll road fees to
fund highway maintenance and improvements in Indiana.  Tolls are normally
feasible only on long-distance, limited access facilities that offer major time savings
to travelers in order to justify the fees.  Tolls are not a viable method of funding
the local roadway needs of Center Township.

FUNDING ALTERNATIVES (CONT.)
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A TRAFFIC DATA

Measured Estimated Measured Estimated
ELIZAVILLE RD 200 E 225 E 517 615 2.5

INDIANAPOLIS RD 250 S 250 E 1167 1435 3.0
MIDDLE JAMESTOWN RD 275 S 200 S 254 312 3.0

300 N 150 W S.R. 39 1199 1415 2.4
500 E 250 N 350 N 382 410 1.0

JOHN-BART RD 150 N 75 N 787 1115 5.1
75 N JOHN-BART RD 200 E 1135 1597 5.0
200 E 75 N 150 N 69 97 5.0
150 N 200 E JOHN-BART RD 83 117 5.0

ELM-SWAMP RD 375 N 300 N 634 1345 11.3
375 N ELM-SWAMP RD 200 E 85 101 2.5

ELIZAVILLE RD 300 N 375 N 449 534 2.5
ELIZAVILLE RD 300 N JOHN-BART RD 550 670 2.9

250 E 200 N 350 N 71 76 1.0
200 N 250 E 300 E 40 43 1.0
300 E 200 N 100 N 70 118 7.7
100 N 400 E 500 E 543 574 0.8
400 E 210 N 350 N 52 56 1.0
210 N 400 E 500 E 47 50 1.0
250 N 550 E 600 E 45 48 1.0
150 W 275 S 300 S 29 36 3.0
275 S MIDDLE JAMESTOWN RD 150 W 27 33 3.0

BUDD RD 200 S 250 S 122 131 1.0
BUDD RD 250 S 325 S 101 108 1.0

325 S 425 W BUDD RD 39 42 1.0
425 W 200 S 325 S 42 45 1.0
300 W 50 S 150 S 37 40 1.0
50 S 300 W 400 W 739 792 1.0

MT. ZION RD 150 S 200 S 46 49 1.0
200 S S.R. 39 MIDDLE JAMESTOWN RD 342 424 3.1
25 N 400 W 300 W 13 14 1.0

200 W MT ZION RD SR 32 110 118 1.0
325 W SR 32 200 N 49 53 1.0
200 N 400 W 300 W 69 74 1.0
300 W 50 N SR 32 41 44 1.0

MT ZION RD 225 W LEBANON 73 67 -1.2
350 W HAZELRIGG RD HAZELRIGG RD 391 419 1.0
250 W SR 32 DEAD END RD 37 69 9.3

DEAD END RD 250 W LEBANON 16 17 1.0
150 W 300 N 375 N 314 373 2.5

WITT RD LEBANON 250 N 1765 2098 2.5
250 N WITT RD SR 39 1725 2078 2.7
25 E 300 N 375 N 100 119 2.5

300 N 25 E ELM SWAMP RD 464 552 2.5
TYRE RD JOHN SHAW RD LEBANON 20 25 3.0

JOHN SHAW RD 250 S TYRE RD 58 71 3.0
250 S 50 E 100 E 248 305 3.0
100 E 250 S 100 S 388 520 4.3
250 S 100 E 200 E 129 159 3.0

HOLMES RD 100 S 400 E 51 72 5.0
100 S PERRY-WORTH RD 300 E 705 1082 6.3
350 N 400 E 500 E 64 69 1.0
550 E 250 N 350 N 8 9 1.0

HAZELRIGG RD 250 W 350 W 374 401 1.0
400 N 550 E 600 E 27 29 1.0
300 S SR 39 125 W 102 125 3.0
400 W 25 N SR 32 17 18 1.0
600 E SR 32 100 N 18 19 1.0
300 S PERRY-WORTH RD 400 E 594 836 5.0
400 E HOLMES RD 100 S 628 884 5.0

Source:  Counts by Boone County Highway Department and DLZ.  Estimated growth rates by DLZ.

Average Annual 
Growth Rate (%)2005 AADT

Table A-1:  Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) Volumes for County Roads

Road Between 1998 AADT
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DATE
2-WAY 
AADT

COUNT 
DATE

2-WAY 
AADT

Average Annual 
Growth Rate

200 US 52 0.10 MILE E. OF S.R. 47 10/25/2000 6468 2/3/2004 5911 -2.7%
210 US 52 4.86 MILE E. OF S.R. 47 10/24/2000 6250 2/3/2004 5792 -2.3%

382 S.R. 32 5.52 MILE E. OF S.R. 75 11/1/2000 8917 1/14/2004 5929 -12.0%
390 S.R. 32 6.94 MILE E. OF S.R. 75 6/26/2001 18359 1/21/2004 18567 0.4%
400 S.R. 32 100 FEET E. OF SAM RALSTON RD. LT. 6/26/2001 14404 1/21/2004 12234 -6.1%
401 S.R. 32 100 FEET E. OF RANSDELL RD. RT. 6/26/2001 11965 12/16/2003 13147 3.9%
410 S.R. 32 100 FEET E. OF WEST ST. 6/26/2001 11247 12/16/2003 11281 0.1%
420 S.R. 32 100 FEET E. OF S.R. 39 6/26/2001 8840 12/23/2003 9157 1.4%
421 S.R. 32 100 FEET E. OF EAST ST. 6/26/2001 6094 12/30/2003 5264 -5.7%
422 S.R. 32 0.72 MILE E. OF S.R. 39 11/7/2000 13585 12/23/2003 15582 4.5%
423 S.R. 32 1.13 MILE E. OF S.R. 39 11/7/2000 3914 2003 3829 0.0%
424 S.R. 32 3.32 MILE E. OF S.R. 39 10/24/2000 4171 1/7/2004 3820 -2.7%

502 S.R. 39 5.43 MILE N. OF HENDRICKS C/L 11/28/2000 2377 1/21/2004 2497 1.6%
503 S.R. 39 0.10 MILE N. OF 161ST ST. (C.R. 150 S.) 6/26/2001 4067 1/21/2004 3439 -6.3%
510 S.R. 39 5 MILE N. OF JIMTOWN RD. LT. (C.R. 125 6/26/2001 24734 1/21/2004 26339 2.5%
520 S.R. 39 0.10 MILE N. OF I-65/BR. 4115 6/26/2001 16057 2/3/2004 13313 -6.9%
521 S.R. 39 100 FEET N. OF NOBLE ST. 6/26/2001 12887 12/16/2003 12680 -0.7%
530 S.R. 39 100 FEET N. OF ELM ST. 6/26/2001 13958 12/16/2003 13226 -2.2%
540 S.R. 39 100 FEET N. OF S.R. 32 6/26/2001 16685 12/16/2003 15757 -2.3%
541 S.R. 39 0.14 MILE N. OF S.R. 32 11/15/2000 16008 12/16/2003 15861 -0.3%
542 S.R. 39 0.05 MILE N. OF TRIPS AVE. 11/1/2000 19158 1/6/2003 17339 -4.5%
543 S.R. 39 0.84 MILE N. OF S.R. 32 11/15/2000 20095 1/13/2004 23121 4.5%
544 S.R. 39 1.37 MILE N. OF S.R. 32 11/14/2000 16475 1/21/2004 17180 1.3%
545 S.R. 39 2.30 MILE N. OF S.R. 32 11/14/2000 6677 1/21/2004 6788 0.5%
546 S.R. 39 3.12 MILE N. OF S.R. 32 11/14/2000 5006 1/13/2003 4941 -0.6%

Source:  Indiana Department of Transportation

Table A-2:  Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) Volumes for State Roads

Between 1998 2000 2002

Average 
Annual 

Growth Rate 
1998-2002

SR 267 and Indianapolis Ave 51,340 61,260 47,500 -1.92%
Indianapolis Ave and SR 39 45,560 52,010 47,500 1.05%
SR 39 and SR 32 42,210 48,160 50,710 4.69%
SR 32 and US 52 35,330 41,910 46,120 6.89%
US 52 and SR 47 29,050 44,610 38,930 7.59%
Source:  Indiana Department of Transportation

Table A-3:  Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) Volumes for Interstates

TRAFFIC DATA (CONT.)
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Route Count 

Year Count Source
Daily 
2-Way 
Total Travel 

Lanes

Hourly 
Capacity 
per Lane1

Hourly 
Volume 
per lane

Volume 
to 

Capacity 
Ratio Comment

US 52 2004 INDOT 5911 4 1750 160 0.09 Below Capacity
US 52 2004 INDOT 5792 4 1750 156 0.09 Below Capacity
SR 32 2004 INDOT 5929 2 700 320 0.46 Below Capacity
SR 32 2004 INDOT 18567 2 700 1003 1.43 Above Capacity
SR 32 2004 INDOT 12234 2 700 661 0.94 Near Capacity
SR 32 2003 INDOT 13147 2 700 710 1.01 Above Capacity
SR 32 2003 INDOT 11281 2 700 609 0.87 Near Capacity
SR 32 2003 INDOT 9157 2 1000 494 0.49 Below Capacity
SR 32 2003 INDOT 5264 2 1000 284 0.28 Below Capacity
SR 32 Between Grant St and Spencer Av 2003 INDOT 15582 2 700 841 1.20 Above Capacity
SR 32 Between Spencer Av and 200 E 2003 INDOT 3829 2 700 207 0.30 Below Capacity
SR 32 2004 INDOT 3820 2 700 206 0.29 Below Capacity
SR 39 2004 INDOT 2497 2 700 135 0.19 Below Capacity
SR 39 Between Tyre Rd and Middle Jamestown Rd 2004 INDOT 3439 2 700 186 0.27 Below Capacity
SR 39 2004 INDOT 26339 4 1750 711 0.41 Below Capacity
SR 39 2004 INDOT 13313 2 700 719 1.03 Above Capacity
SR 39 2003 INDOT 12680 2 700 685 0.98 Near Capacity
SR 39 2003 INDOT 13226 2 700 714 1.02 Above Capacity
SR 39 2003 INDOT 15757 2 700 851 1.22 Above Capacity
SR 39 Between Washington St and North St 2003 INDOT 15861 2 550 856 1.56 Above Capacity
SR 39 Between Tripps Ave and Esplanade St 2003 INDOT 17339 2 700 936 1.34 Above Capacity
SR 39 Between Camp St and Northfield Dr 2004 INDOT 23121 2 1000 1249 1.25 Above Capacity
SR 39 Between Maple Dr and Ulen North 2004 INDOT 17180 2 1000 928 0.93 Near Capacity
SR 39 Between Anderson Ln and 300 N 2004 INDOT 6788 2 700 367 0.52 Below Capacity
SR 39 2003 INDOT 4941 2 700 267 0.38 Below Capacity
100 E Between 250 S and 100 S 2005 Boone County 520 2 400 28 0.07 Below Capacity
100 N Between 400 E and 500 E 2005 Boone County 574 2 400 31 0.08 Below Capacity
100 S Between Perry-Worth Rd and 300 E 2005 Boone County 1082 2 400 58 0.15 Below Capacity
200 S Between S.R. 39 and Middle Jamestown Rd 2005 Boone County 424 2 400 23 0.06 Below Capacity
250 N Between Witt Rd and SR 32 2005 Boone County 2078 2 400 112 0.28 Below Capacity
250 W Between S.R. 32 and Dead End Rd 2005 Boone County 69 2 400 4 0.01 Below Capacity
300 E Between 200 N and 100 N 2005 Boone County 118 2 400 6 0.02 Below Capacity
300 N Between 150 W and S.R. 39 2005 Boone County 1415 2 400 76 0.19 Below Capacity
Elizaville Rd Between 300 N and John Bart Rd 2005 Boone County 670 2 400 36 0.09 Below Capacity
Elm Swamp Rd Between 375 N and 300 N 2005 Boone County 1345 2 400 73 0.18 Below Capacity
John Bart Rd Between 150 N and 75 N 2005 Boone County 1115 2 400 60 0.15 Below Capacity
Mt Zion Rd Between 225 W and Lebanon Corp Limit 2005 Boone County 67 2 400 4 0.01 Below Capacity
Camp St. 2005 Lebanon 1580 2 700 85 0.12 Below Capacity
Garfield St. 2005 Lebanon 1458 2 700 79 0.11 Below Capacity
Lafayette Ave. 2005 Lebanon 3243 2 700 175 0.25 Below Capacity
Witt Rd. 2005 Lebanon 1732 2 700 94 0.13 Below Capacity
Frontier St. 2005 Lebanon 1082 2 700 58 0.08 Below Capacity
Northfield Dr. 2004 Lebanon 2880 2 700 156 0.22 Below Capacity
Douglas Ln. 2004 Lebanon 2294 2 700 124 0.18 Below Capacity
300 N Between U.S. 42 and 150 W INDOT 1610 2 400 87 0.22 Below Capacity
Elizaville Rd Between Grant St and Elm Swamp Rd INDOT 2663 2 550 144 0.26 Below Capacity
Ulen Dr Between S.R. 39 and Camp St. INDOT 870 2 550 47 0.09 Below Capacity
Fordice St Between S.R. 39 and Meridian St. INDOT 1153 2 550 62 0.11 Below Capacity
Washington St Between Patterson St and Lafayette Av INDOT 1405 2 550 76 0.14 Below Capacity
Washington St Between S.R. 39 and Meridian St. INDOT 3196 2 550 173 0.31 Below Capacity
Washington St Between Grant St and John Bart Rd INDOT 1848 2 550 100 0.18 Below Capacity
Indianapolis Av Between South St and Main St INDOT 5427 2 700 293 0.42 Below Capacity
Indianapolis Av Between Spencer Av and Noble Av INDOT 10413 2 700 562 0.80 Near Capacity
Noble St Between Indianapolis Av and Spencer Av INDOT 1055 2 550 57 0.10 Below Capacity
Camp St. Between Garfield St and S.R. 39 INDOT 4009 2 550 216 0.39 Below Capacity
Notes:
1. See Table A-6 for extimates of typical lane capacity by facility type.

Table A-4:  Recent Center Township Traffic Counts and Levels of Service

3.12 Mile N. Of S.R. 32

Location

0.10 Mile E. Of S.R. 47
4.86 Mile E. Of S.R. 47
5.52 Mile E. Of S.R. 75
6.94 Mile E. Of S.R. 75
100 Feet E. Of Sam Ralston Rd
100 Feet E. OF Randsdell Rd
100 Feed E. Of West St
100 Feet E. Of S.R. 39
100 Feet E. Of East St

100 Feet N. OF Noble St
100 Feet N. OF Elm St

3.32 Mile E. Of S.R. 39

100 Feet N. Of S.R. 32

5.43 Mile N. Of Hendricks C/L

0.75 Mile N. Of Middle Jamestown Rd
0.10 Mile N. Of I-65 Bridge 4115

TRAFFIC DATA (CONT.)
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Hourly 
Capacity 
per Lane

1. Full access control, divided, 4 or more lanes 1750
2. Four or more lanes with continuous center turn lane 1000
3. No access control, but divided with 4 or more lanes 850
4. No access control, 2-way non-divided with 4 or more lanes 750
5. Two lanes with continuous center turn lane 1000
6. One-way arterial 750
7. Two lanes with parking 550
8. Two lanes without parking 700
9. Rural 2-lane county road 400

10. Centroid connector (for traffic model only)
11. Freeway ramp 700

Source: Michiana Area Council of Governments

Facility Type

Table A-6:  Typical Capacities for Roadway Facilities

Volume / Capacity Ratio
Level of 
Service

0 to 0.19 A
0.2 to 0.39 B
0.4 to 0.59 C
0.6 to 0.79 D
0.8 to 0.99 E

1.00+ F
Source: Michiana Area Council of Governments

Roadway Planning Level of Service Criteria

Segment 2002 AADT
Peak Hour 
veh/lane LOS

SR 267 to Indianapolis Ave 47500 819 B
Indianapolis Ave to SR 39 47500 819 B
SR 39 to SR 32 50710 875 B
SR 32 US 52 46120 796 B
US 52 to SR 47 38930 672 A
Note:
LOS From HCM 2000 Exhibit 23-2, assuming level terrain, 
K=0.1, D=0.6, FFS=70 mph and 10% trucks at 1.5 PCE

Table A-5:  Recent Volumes and Levels of Service on I-65

TRAFFIC DATA (CONT.)
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B MEETING CONTENTS

KEY GROUP INTERVIEWS

Thoroughfare Plan Input from
Utilities
March 14, 2005

Thoroughfare Plan Land Use and
Transportation Agency Input
March 15, 2005

Thoroughfare Plan Input from School
and Emergency Services Agencies
March 17, 2005

Stakeholder Meeting with Vision
Committee
April 13, 2005

STEERING COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Project Kickoff Meeting
January 21, 2005

Discuss Project Progress and Draft
Recommendations
May 3, 2005

Discuss Draft Thoroughfare Plan
July 19, 2005

Discuss Project Progress and Draft
Recommendations
September 14, 2005

Discuss Project Progress and Draft
Recommendations
October 12, 2005

PUBLIC MEETINGS

Public Workshop & Map
June 7, 2005

Public Workshop and Prioritization
Exercise
August 16, 2005

Public Workshop
October 5, 2005
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MEETING MINUTES 
 

Date   March 20, 2005 
Meeting Date: March 14, 2005  
Written By:  Matthew Miller, PE 
Account No.:  0463-0325-90 
Client:   Boone County/City of Lebanon 
Project:   Center Township Thoroughfare Plan 
 
 
Meeting Location:  Lebanon Municipal Building 
 
Purpose of Meeting: Thoroughfare Plan Input from Utilities 
 
 
Attendees:  
Bob Waples, Lebanon Utilities  Mike Martin, Lebanon Utilities   
David VanWye, Lebanon Utilities  John Brand, Butler Fairman & Seufert 
John Halley, Boone REMC   Bruce Manka, Vectren 
Jim Kleeman, Vectren    Matt Miller, DLZ 
Pete Fritz, RATIO    Josh Desmond, RATIO 
 
DISCUSSION:  
 
Lebanon Utilities Master Plan 
Butler Fairman & Seufert has developed a master plan for future water, sewer and electric 
service for Lebanon Utilities.  This plan is based on the land use projections of the existing 
Lebanon Comprehensive Plan.  BFS will provide digital copies of the sewer and electric maps 
from this master plan.  The master plan was shared with the County Council and County 
Commissioners.  The sewer portion of the plan has been filed with IDEM. 
 
North of Lebanon 
Expansion on the north side of Lebanon is the most immediate.  A new lift station has just been 
completed for this area, which is approximately 1750 acres.  Timing of expansion to other areas 
will follow development in those areas.   
 
The existing Thoroughfare Plan designates CR 250 North as a primary transportation corridor, 
but it was discussed that CR 300 N may be a better corridor.  CR 300 N has a bridge over I-65. It 
could be considered for a relocated/reconstructed interchange of I-65 with US 52.  Lebanon 
Utilities has designated CR 300 N as a proposed utility corridor. 
 
Proposed commercial development in the vicinity of CR 300 N and SR 39 was discussed.  There 
is a need to establish right-of-way requirements along CR 300 N soon. 
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Development of the Auburn Meadows subdivision was discussed.  Right-of-way was dedicated 
by the developer for a future transportation corridor [DLZ needs to verify where].  The lift 
station that serves this development is located northeast of the development. 
 
South of Lebanon 
The future service area south of Lebanon covers approximately 7700 acres.  Development in this 
area is expected to be spurred by the Anson development near Whitestown.  The boundaries of 
this service area were drawn with the intend of not encroaching on the service district for Boone 
County Utilities, LLC (now Whitestown Utilities for water and Clay District for sanitary).  
Service needs for this area were based on land use assumptions, which may need to be adjusted 
after the 2005 Lebanon Comprehensive Plan update. 
 
West of Lebanon 
Work on Sam Ralston Road between Lafayette Avenue and SR 32 is expected to start this 
summer. 
 
Expansion of utility services to the west of I-65 is not a priority at this time simply because the 
existing Comprehensive Plan has not designated this area for development.  This area could 
easily be served, however.  Lebanon Utilities has purchased abandoned railroad right-of-way that 
would support a 3-lane urban road from Patterson to Dead End Road, passing under I-65.  They 
also have a 24” water main along old U.S. 52 as far as CR 400 N.  This area is considered ideal 
for industrial development. 
 
East of Lebanon 
The need for north/south road and utility corridors on the east side of Lebanon was discussed.  
The possibility of extending Hall Baker Road north to meet John Bart Road was discussed.  This 
would give connectivity from I-65 up the east side of Lebanon.  John Bart Road was thought to 
be an immediate corridor need on the east side of Lebanon.   
 
CR 300 E is considered too far east to be a useful transportation and utility corridor within the 
next 20 years 
 
Lebanon Utilities has purchase property along their 69Kv line near John Bart and CR 150 N for a 
future electric substation.  No equipment has yet been installed. 
 
I-65 Interchanges 
Both the I-65 interchange with Hall Baker Road/Indianapolis Avenue and the interchange with 
US 52 were discussed as needing reconstruction.  The US 52 interchange could be moved to CR 
300 N.  The possibility of INDOT relinquishment of SR 39 and/or SR 32 within Lebanon in 
exchange for interchange reconstruction was mentioned. 
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Development Standards 
Lebanon Utilities would like to see the County to restrict well and septic approvals in areas that 
they have designated for service expansion. 
 

 
The foregoing constitutes our understanding of matters discussed and conclusions reached.  Please review these 
items and advise the undersigned, in writing and within five (5) business days, of any errors or omissions. 

 
cc: Attendees 
 Tom Kouns, Boone County Highway 
 Dick Robertson, Lebanon City Council 

Project File 0463-0325-90  
                                                 
Matthew Miller, P.E. 
Project Manager 
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MEETING MINUTES 
 

Date   March 21, 2005 
Meeting Date: March 15, 2005  
Written By:  Matthew Miller, PE 
Account No.:  0463-0325-90 
Client:   Boone County/City of Lebanon 
Project:   Center Township Thoroughfare Plan 
 
 
Meeting Location:  Lebanon Municipal Building 
 
Purpose of Meeting: Thoroughfare Plan land use and transportation agency input 
 
 
Attendees:  
Tom Kouns, Boone County Highway  Dick Robertson, Lebanon City Council 
Larry Lee, Lebanon Street Department Stan Meece, Lebanon Building Department 
Steve Niblick, Boone County APC  Steve Isenhower, INDOT 
Matt Miller, DLZ    Pete Fritz, RATIO 
Josh Desmond, RATIO 
 
DISCUSSION:  
 
Land Use Issues 
Steve Niblick stated that he has not seen much growth in the County portion of Center Township 
in the past 3 years, with no major residential subdivisions having been developed.  There have 
been discussions about possible retail development on the north side of Lebanon.  Most 
development, like this retail, has been either within Lebanon or in areas designated for 
annexation. 
 
Pete Fritz asked whether the County has had problems with, or developed policies concerning, 
new development on septic systems.  Steve Niblick said that this has been an issue in Eagle and 
Union Townships, but not in Center Township.  He said that he would eventually like to have 
everything on sewer in Center Township and that no new subdivisions should be approved on 
septic. 
 
Pete Fritz explained that the City of Lebanon is currently updating its Comprehensive Plan, with 
a kickoff meeting held earlier in the day.  He noted that the current land use maps for Boone 
County (developed in 1993) and Lebanon (1999) are closely aligned. 
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Steve Niblick mentioned that Whitestown has annexed as far west as the Perry Industrial Park.  
He also mentioned that the County has implemented an overlay zoning district along I-65 in 
order to maintain aesthetics and visual screening for development. 
 
Annexations 
Dick Robertson discussed 2 areas where the City is currently pursuing annexation.  The first area 
is on the north side of the City, up to CR 300 N.  This is area is being annexed in 2 sections, with 
the first expected to be complete by the end of this year, and the remainder within 3 to 4 years.  
The availability of utilities on the north side, especially the North Side Interceptor, is driving 
development and annexation.   
 
Dick Robertson said that the City is also pursuing annexation on the southeast side, in the 
vicinity of the 4H Fairgrounds.  The timetable for this area was not recorded.  Dick thinks that 
the City should also be in a position to offer development locations further to the south as 
development continues to expand northward from Indianapolis along I-65. 
 
According to Dick Robertson, the City currently has no plans for annexation west of I-65. 
 
Road Needs 
The group consensus was that CR 300 N is an important corridor between Elizaville Road and 
US 52.  Dick Robertson felt that it would be especially urgent to reserve necessary right-of-way 
in the vicinity of CR 300 N, Elm Swamp and Elizaville Roads. 
 
There was discussion regarding the possibility of reconstructing the US 52/I-65 interchange at 
CR 300 N.  Steve Isenhower felt that this could be difficult to pursue due to the lack of highway 
funding.  He noted, however,  that the I-65 Added Travel Lanes project though Lebanon, which 
is programmed for 2013, could require the Lafayette Avenue (US 52) bridge to be reconstructed. 
 
Extension of John Bart Road from Elizaville Road to CR 300 N was discussed, as was extension 
south to I-65.  The latter was not thought to be feasible because of the jail and the cemetery.   
 
Further east of Lebanon, CR 400 E is important to the County because of its connectivity to the 
I-65/SR 267 interchange.  It is especially important between I-65 and SR 32.  In contrast, the 
City feels that CR 400 E is too far east to be of importance to them. 
 
Development is expected to be slower on the west side of Lebanon than in other locations in the 
study area.  Lebanon Utilities has proposed development of a road on the old railroad right of 
way from Patterson Road to Dead End Road, passing under I-65.  Dick Robertson felt that this 
road could open up development in this area.  It was agreed that a north/south connection 
between SR 32 and CR 300 N would be needed on the west side of I-65 if development were to 
occur here.  Dick Robertson felt that CR 250 W could serve this function, but Tom Kouns 
proposed CR 350 W/325 W as an alternate route that would better serve the County. 
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On the south side of Lebanon, a future connection between SR 39 and I-65 through the airport 
was discussed. 
 
Steve Isenhower mentioned two upcoming INDOT projects to upgrade SR 32.  The first is to 
build a “super 2” cross section from the Hamilton County line to the Lebanon city limits.  This 
project is at the Design Hearing stage, and should start construction in 2007.  The second project 
will upgrade 32 from the City limits to Indianapolis Avenue.  This project will be later. 

 
The foregoing constitutes our understanding of matters discussed and conclusions reached.  Please review these 
items and advise the undersigned, in writing and within five (5) business days, of any errors or omissions. 

 
cc: Attendees 
 Project File 0463-0325-90  

                                                 
Matthew Miller, P.E. 
Project Manager 
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MEETING MINUTES 
 

Date   March 22, 2005 
Meeting Date: March 17, 2005  
Written By:  Matthew Miller, PE 
Account No.:  0463-0325-90 
Client:   Boone County/City of Lebanon 
Project:   Center Township Thoroughfare Plan 
 
 
Meeting Location:  Lebanon Municipal Building 
 
Purpose of Meeting: Thoroughfare Plan input from school and emergency services agencies 
 
 
Attendees:  
Tom Kouns, Boone County Highway   Tom Garoffolo, Lebanon Police Department 
Steve Smith, Lebanon Police Department  Jim Stevenson, Lebanon Fire Department 
Mike Delpha, Lebanon Community School Corp. Matt Miller, DLZ  
 
DISCUSSION:  
 
Service Areas & Routes 
Fire Station #2 is located on Anderson Lane.  To access the west side of Lebanon, they use 
Anderson Lane/CR 250 to Witt Road.  To go south, they use SR 39 or Elm Swamp Road to 
Elizaville Road.  A third fire station is being considered for placement on Enterprise Drive in the 
Lebanon Industrial Park. 
 
Lebanon Community School Corp. serves Center, Perry and Worth Townships.  Their garage 
facilities are on the southwest side of Lebanon, near I-65, but most of the schools are on the 
northeast side of the city.  Two busses use SR 32 west of the City, and 4 busses use SR 39 south 
of the City.  One bus travels on US 52 and must make the crossover left-hand exit from US 52 to 
I-65 to Lafayette Avenue daily. 
 
Problem Locations 
There was general consensus that the existing routes through Lebanon are over congested, 
especially SR 39.  There is a perception that through traffic from Clinton County is traveling 
through downtown Lebanon to get to the Industrial Park and to Indianapolis because alternate 
north/south routes are unavailable. 
 
SR 39 is particularly bad fro downtown north to the hospital.  Northbound traffic often queues 
from Camp Street back to Chicago Street because of the traffic signal at Camp Street. 
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It was agreed that traffic congestion in downtown Lebanon is a problem.  Tom Garoffolo cited 
the example of traffic queuing back from the SR 32/SR 39 intersection to cause problems for 
traffic leaving the intersection of South and Meridian.  They have started using Garfield Street at 
times to avoid congestion. 
 
Mike Delpha stated that there is no good way to travel from the northwest side of Lebanon to I-
65 south of Lebanon. 
 
Jim Stevenson stated that many accidents occur on the bridge that carries I-65 northbound over 
Lafayette Avenue. 
 
Mike Delpha mentioned problems that school buses have at some railroad underpasses.  The 
Camp Street railroad underpass is so low that special school buses must be used for clearance.  
The Ransdale Road railroad underpass is very narrow and has a blind turn. 
 
There was a discussion of the proposed reconstruction of the SR 32/Sam Ralston Road 
intersection.  It was the understanding of those present that this intersection would be 
reconstructed as a right-in, right-out access to SR 32 and would be approximately 4 feet higher 
than the existing intersection.  There is already a steep grade on the southbound Sam Ralston 
approach.  The consensus opinion was that this intersection will be a problem, especially in slick 
weather conditions, and should be closed.  Traffic should be forced to use Main Street to access 
Sam Ralston Road instead of SR 32.  Mike Delpha stated that buses would likely be routed away 
from this intersection. 
 
There was a discussion about possible additional development along SR 39 just south of I-65.  
There are 2 farm properties that could be sold in the near future.  There was concern that, if 
developed, these would place additional pressure on an already congested SR 39.  It was 
suggested that a bridge over I-65 near East Street could help this situation. 
 

 
The foregoing constitutes our understanding of matters discussed and conclusions reached.  Please review these 
items and advise the undersigned, in writing and within five (5) business days, of any errors or omissions. 

 
cc: Attendees 
 Dick Robertson, Lebanon City Council 
 Pete Fritz, Ratio 
 Josh Desmond, Ratio 
 Project File 0463-0325-90  

                                                 
Matthew Miller, P.E. 
Project Manager 
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Project: Center Township Thoroughfare Plan  

RATIO Project No.: 05009.000 

Date/Time: April 13, 2005 

Purpose: Stakeholder Meeting with Vision Committee  

Held at: Lebanon City Hall 

Participants: Ray Ingham, Witham Hospital (CVC) 

 Allen Milburn, Lebanon Utilities (CVC) 

 Jim Stevenson, Lebanon Fire  
Urban Planning  Jim Acton, Mayor 

 John Lasley, City Council 

 Kristi Fessel, Boone EDC  

 Matt Miller, DLZ 

 Pete Fritz, RATIO Architects 

 

The intent of the second stakeholder meeting was to meet with members of the vision committee to discuss 
issues of concern.  The following issues were discussed: 
 

1. Emergency Services were discussed.  Lebanon concerns with emergency services have been the 
focus,  

2. Economic development was discussed. 
a. Hulbaker Road interchange (south gateway) was seen as an important economic 

development area. 
i. INDOT has explored the possibility of rebuilding this interchange in 10 years. 

ii. Link Enterprise Boulevard to the interchange (not CR 100 S) 
3. John Bart Road extension was discussed. 

a. Implementation of this is a problem due to need to purchase right-or-way. 
b. Extension to the north to CR 300 N was seen s a possibility (remove curve to CR 250 N 

in Lebanon comprehensive plan. 
c. Look at upgrading the existing road with urban cross-section with curb and gutter. 

4. SR 267 Interchange was discussed. 
a. Look at connecting north on CR 400 E to SR 32, then connect to CR 300 E 

5. SR 52 Interchange was discussed. 
a. Look at removing the existing interchange and construct a new interchange at CR 300 N.  

INDOT has been contacted about this idea. 
6. The abandoned railroad right-of-way under I-65 was discussed. 

a. Lebanon Utilities has purchased this for utility extensions. 
b. An opportunity also exists for a transportation link across the interstate. 
c. The existing technology park adjacent to this right-of way will benefit from any use of it. 

7. The north/south roadway corridor to the west of Lebanon was discussed. 
a. CR 250 W to CR 300 N, then South to SR 32 and beyond was discussed. 

8. INDOT is preparing a corridor study to upgrade CR 250 N from SR 39 to Witt Road. 
9. Extend Witt Rod north to CR 300 N.  Witt Road should also be extended to Sam Ralston Road. 
10. Attendees agreed that CR 300 N and CR 300 E are the primary corridors to focus on. 

a. A new interchange at CR 300 N will be expensive due to required land purchase. 
b. INDOT should conduct an interchange study for the CR 300 N location and compare it 

with improvements at the SR 52 interchange. 
11. CR 400 E was seen by some attendees as important, especially linking I-65 to SR 32. 

a. CR 400 E connection to CR 300 E should be explored, possibly along Holmes Road and 
tie into CR 100 S and CR 300 E intersection. 

12. Elm Swamp Road is getting busier as a thoroughfare and should be considered for improvements. 



Center Township Thoroughfare Plan 
Page 2 
April 13, 2005 
 
 

13. New residential development is planned linking SR 32 to Rattsburg Road (Washington Street).  A 
new collector road is planned within the development. 

14. SR 39 was discussed.   
a. Congestion is perceived to be a problem. 

i. INDOT might put a left turn lane at CR 39 and SR 32 intersection. 
15. Relinquishment of SR 39 was discussed. 

a. SR 39 is currently improved to capacity.  The City is not interested and there is no 
advantage to taking over the roadway. 

b. A bypass of SR 39 is not desired. 
16. It was mentioned that the thoroughfare plan should be used to require right-of-way for new 

development. 
 
  
Pete Fritz, AICP, ASLA 
Director of Urban Planning 
 
cc: Matt Miller, DLZ 
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MEETING SUMMARY 

 
Meeting Date:   May 3, 2005 
Meeting Time:  8:30 a.m. 
 
Written By: Matthew Miller, P.E. 
Account No.: 0363-0229-90 
 
Client:  Boone County/City of Lebanon 
P roject: Center Township Thorougfare Plan 
 
L ocation of Meeting: Lebanon Municipal Building 
 
P urpose of Meeting: Discuss Project Progress and Draft Recommendations 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
1. Matt Miller provided an overview of project progress to date 

a. Traffic analysis has been conducted using recent traffic counts provided by Boone 
County, the City of Lebanon and INDOT.  The analysis consisted of a comparison of 
recent volumes to a planning-level estimate of roadway capacity.  The analysis shows 
that SR 39 and SR 32 through Lebanon are currently experience peak hour traffic near or 
above capacity.  Most other road segments are operating with acceptable conditions. 

b. Programmed road improvements have been identified through discussion with Boone 
County, the City of Lebanon, and INDOT.  A table showing significant planned projects 
was distributed.  No other projects were suggested for addition to the table. 

c. The comparison of Boone County and Lebanon road standards was discussed.  Two 
sheets were handed out showing differences in standards.  A separate meeting will be 
scheduled to discuss this issue in more detail. 

d. The following stakeholder meetings have been held to gather input on existing problems 
and future plans: 

i. Utilities (3/14) 
ii. Transportation and land use agencies (3/15) 

iii. Police, fire and schools (3/17) 
iv. Lebanon Community Vision Committee (4/13) 

 
2. Pete Fritz showed and discussed a draft Summary Analysis Map.  This map will show the 

following items: 
a. Lebanon corporate limits and Center Township limits 
b. Proposed land use from Boone County Comprehensive Plan 
c. Lebanon Utilities Master Plan service areas 
d. Roadway functional class information is not yet on the map, but will be added 
e. 100 year flood plain areas 
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f. proposed ped/bike trails in the vicinity (Midland Trail, Lebanon-Zionsville Trail, and 
Farm Heritage Trail) 

g. Existing roadway functional class will be included either on this map or a separate map 
 

The map will be shown on GIS data obtained from the County.  This data had not yet been 
obtained at the time of the meeting.  The County Council has authorized DLZ/Ratio to obtain 
the data from GUTS. 
 
Pete pointed out some areas designated for growth in the Comprehensive Plan that are not 
included within the proposed utility service areas. 

 
3. The group had a working discussion to identify new and upgraded roadway facilities for 

inclusion in the draft Thoroughfare Plan.  Although details and proposed functional classes 
are yet to determined, the group reached consensus on the following items: 

 
a. Extend/upgrade CR 300 N from Hazelrigg Road to CR 400 E 
b. Study moving US 52/I-65 interchange to CR 300 N to allow better access to I-65 from 

north side of Lebanon 
c. Extend Witt Road north to CR 300 N 
d. Extend CR 250 N from Elm Swamp Road to John Bart Road extended  
e. Extend John Bart south to SR 32 (possibly I-65) and north to CR 300 N 
f. New road along abandoned rail corridor from Patterson St. to Dead End Road (with 

parallel ped/bike trail) 
g. Upgraded north/south corridor along CR 300 W from CR 200 S to SR 32 and along CR 

250 W from SR 32 to CR 300 N 
h. Upgrade CR 400 E from I-65 to extended CR 300 N 
i. Upgrade CR 300 E from CR 100 S to CR 300 N 
j. New north/south corridor at approximately CR 200 E from CR 100 S to CR 300 N 
k. New north/south road from SR 32 to Rattsberg Road just east of the cemetery (part of 

Prairie Creek development) 
l. Extend of Enterprise Blvd. to CR 100 E 
m. Upgrade CR 100 S from Indianapolis Avenue to CR 400 E 
n. Study re-configuration of I-65/CR 100 E interchange 
o. Upgrade CR 200 S from CR 300 W to SR 39 

 
4. The first public workshop will be June 7 at 7 pm in the Lebanon Council Chamber.  The 

purpose of the meeting will be to familiarize the public with the project and to seek input.  
Draft recommendations will not be presented 

 
5. The tentative upcoming schedule for the project was identified as follows: 
 

a. June 7, 7pm: 1st public meeting. Lebanon Council Chamber 
b. June 21: Draft Thoroughfare Plan due 
c. July 12, 8am: Transportation Committee Meeting to discuss draft Thoroughfare Plan 
d. August 9, 8am: Transportation Committee Meeting to discuss 2nd public meeting 
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e. August 16: 2nd public meeting 
 
 
 
cc: City/County Transportation Committee 
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MEETING SUMMARY 
 

Date:   July 21, 2005 
 
Meeting Date: July 19, 2005 
Written By:  Matthew Miller, PE 
Account No.:  0463-0325-90 
 
Client:   Boone County/City of Lebanon 
Project:   Center Township Thoroughfare Plan 
 
Meeting Location:  Lebanon Municipal Building 
 
Purpose of Meeting: Discuss Comments on Draft Thoroughfare Plan 
 
In Attendance: Mike Martin, Lebanon Utilities 
   Bob Waples, Lebanon Utilities 
   Charles Eaton, Boone County Commissioner 
   Steve Niblick, Boone County APC 
   Larry Lee, Lebanon Street Dept 
  . Dick Robertson, Lebanon City Council 
   Tom Kouns, Boone County Highway 
   Allen Milburn, Lebanon Utilities Service Board 
   Tom Garoffolo, Lebanon Police 
   George Piper, Reporter 
   Matt Miller, DLZ 
 
ITEMS DISCUSSED:  
Matt Miller led a review of the draft Center Township Thoroughfare Plan.  The following is a 
summary of comments and related discussion that occurred: 
 
Land Use Summary Map, pg. 11:  
Proposed agricultural land use areas should be identified in order to prevent confusion.  
 
Guiding Principles, pp. 23-24:   

• Item a: Steve Niblick stated that he would prefer Lebanon to “grow outward” rather 
than the County to “grow inward” (no change required to text). 

 
• Item d: Discussion of whether this requirement for developers to dedicate right-of-

way should be in an ordinance of some sort.  Concensus that inclusion in the 
Thoroughfare Plan is sufficient for now (no change required to text). 

 
• Item e:  Steve Niblick noted that the County does require developers to submit traffic 

impact studies (no change required to text). 
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• Item f:  Discussion of possible differences in City vs. County 
requirements/procedures for developer financing of transportation improvements.  
Also what happens with operations funding when a improvement location is annexed. 
(no change required to text). 

 
• Items h and i:  Some discussion of the wording of the recommendations for bicycle 

and pedestrian facilities, but no alternate wording was recommended. 
 

• Item p:  It was noted that gateway corridor improvements are currently being 
explored in conjunction with the Community Vision Committee (no change required 
to text). 

 
 

Proposed Thoroughfare Map, pg. 25:   
• Discussion of whether the future urbanized area shown is too big.  Matt Miller 

expressed doubt that the urbanized area would grow this big by 2025.  Steve Niblick 
and Dick Robertson think that it should not be shown any smaller.  No change will be 
made. 

 
• Only the Farm Heritage and Midland Trails will be shown on the Thoroughfare Map.  

Other bike/pedestrian routes will not be shown. 
 

• The colors and patterns used make it difficult to distinguish rural major collectors, 
rural minor collectors and bicycle/pedestrian pathways. 

 
• Show optional connector from CR 250 N and/or Witt Road to the existing I-65/US 52 

interchange in case the interchange is not moved to CR 300 N. 
 
Typical Sections, pp. 31-32: 

• Change the words “planting strip” to “utility strip” because the type and extent of 
allowable planting in these areas is not yet determined. 

 
• Remove the word “optional” from the bike trail to indicate that these are standard on 

arterials and collectors. 
 
 
Project Descriptions, pp. 36-38:   

• General comment:  Show the proposed functional classification for the roads in the 
paragraph headers. 

 
• I-65/US 52 Interchange:  This study needs to consider future development on US 52.  

Need to state that a connection from the existing interchange e to CR 250 N and /or  
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Witt Road is needed if the interchange is not moved.  No preference for moving the 
interchange or leaving it at the current location need be stated. 

 
• I-65/Hall Baker Road Interchange:  Mention possible connection to CR 100 S. 

 
• CR 250 N:  Comment from Dick Robertson that this improvement should be driven 

by new development. 
 

• CR 400 E:  Bob Waples stated that the right-of-way for this road should be 130’ in 
anticipation of future growth. 

 
 
Prioritization 
There was some discussion that the 2 interchange projects are of high priority.  It was 
generally agreed that the public should have some input into prioritization.  The public 
meeting should be held before priorities are finalized. 
 
Plan Execution 
Mike Martin stressed the importance of following through on execution of the Thoroughfare 
Plan.  There was also discussion of setting up a meeting with INDOT soon after completion 
of the plan in order to discuss the importance of the interchange projects. 
 
Schedule 
Because of the desire to have public input to the plan prioritization, it was the general 
consensus that the public information meeting should still be held on August 16th at 7pm.  
The project schedule will be revised so that prioritization and cost estimating are finalized 
after this meeting.  They were previously scheduled to occur prior to the 2nd public meeting.  
A Transportation Committee meeting was tentatively set for September 14 at 8 am to discuss 
the final draft. 

  
The foregoing constitutes our understanding of matters discussed and conclusions reached.  Please review these 
items and advise the undersigned, in writing and within five (5) business days, of any errors or omissions. 
 

                                                 
 
 
Matthew Miller, P.E. 

        Project Manager 
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MEETING SUMMARY 

 
Meeting Date:   September 14, 2005 
Meeting Time:  8:00 a.m. 
 
Written By: Matthew Miller, P.E. 
Account No.: 0463-0325-90 
 
Client:  Boone County/City of Lebanon 
P roject: Center Township Thorougfare Plan 
 
L ocation of Meeting: Lebanon Municipal Building 
 
Purpose of Meeting: Discuss Project Progress and Draft Recommendations 
 
In Attendance:  Bob Waples, Lebanon Utilities Charles Eaton, County Commission 
   Jim Acton, Mayor of Lebanon Mark Albers, INDOT 
   Mike Martin, Lebanon Utilities Steve Niblick, Boone County APC 
   Tom Kouns, Boone County Hwy. Dick Robertson, Lebanon City Council 
   Jim Stevenson, Lebanon Fire  Matt Miller, DLZ 
    Pete Fritz, Ratio 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
1. August 16, 2005 Public Meeting 

Matt Miller and Pete Fritz provided an overview of the August 16 Public Meeting.  The 
results of the project prioritization exercise conducted at that meeting were distributed.  A 
written summary of the meeting has not yet been developed. 

 
2. Revisions to Thoroughfare Map 

a. CR 250 N will be designated as a Minor Arterial in addition to CR 300 N.    No preference 
will be expressed in the Thoroughfare Plan between upgrading CR 300 N and CR 250 
N—it will depend on what happens at the I-65/US 52 Interchange. 

b. The proposed north extension of Enterprise Boulevard will be shown from SR 32 to US 52 
instead of from SR 32 to Dead End Road. 

c. John Bart Road should be improved, but should remain a 2-lane road.  It will be 
designated as an Urban Collector.  

d. A new proposed north-south Minor Arterial will be shown at approximately 125 East.  
This road will connect from the I-65/Hall-Baker Interchange to Elizaville Road or CR 300 
N.  An alignment study will be required for this road. 

e. Ratsburg Road will be shown as a Minor Arterial from Washington Street to CR 300 E. 
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3. Project Prioritization 

a. Connection to the I-65/US 52 interchange is important.  The City has applied for Federal-
aid funding for 4-laning CR 250 N between SR 39 and Witt Road. 

b. Upgrading CR 400 E between SR 267 and SR 32 is important to Boone County.  This was 
included in a package of projects presented to INDOT. 

c. There was general consensus that the I-65 interchange projects are of key importance.  
Mark Albers noted that these projects might not be constructed for a while. 

d. There was general consensus that upgrading John Bart Road (as an Urban Collector) 
should be a priority due, in part, to proposed school construction.  Extension north of 
Elizaville Road will be driven by development.  A 100-ft right-of-way width has been 
protected along much of the route between Elizaville Road and CR 300 N. 

e. Mark Albers stated that local commitment will need to be demonstrated for Federal-aid 
projects.  He recommended keeping in mind the scoring criteria that INDOT uses for 
prioritizing projects statewide.  

 
4. Discussion of Additional Public Meeting 

A third Public Meeting will be held on October 5, 2005 at 7pm.  This meeting will be 
conducted by Dick Robertson in order to minimize additional costs to the consultant team.  
DLZ and Ratio will help develop meeting material. 

 
5. Project Schedule 

a. Public Meeting #3 – October 5, 2005 at 7pm at the Lebanon Municipal Building 
b. Steering Committee Meeting – October 12, 2005 at 8am at the Lebanon Municipal 

Building 
c. Delivery of final Thoroughfare Plan to be determined after the public meeting. 

 
 
cc: City/County Transportation Committee 
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MEETING SUMMARY 

 
Meeting Date:   October 12, 2005 
Meeting Time:  8:00 a.m. 
 
Written By: Matthew Miller, P.E. 
Account No.: 0463-0325-90 
 
Client:  Boone County/City of Lebanon 
P roject: Center Township Thorougfare Plan 
 
L ocation of Meeting: Lebanon Municipal Building 
 
Purpose of Meeting: Discuss Project Progress and Draft Recommendations 
 
In Attendance:  Stan Meece, Lebanon Building Dept. Charles Eaton, County Commission 
   John Lasley, Lebanon City Council Mark Albers, INDOT 
   Mike Martin, Lebanon Utilities Steve Niblick, Boone County APC 
   Tom Kouns, Boone County Hwy. Dick Robertson, Lebanon City Council 
   Jim Stevenson, Lebanon Fire  Kristie McKillip, Boone County EDC 
   Allen Milburn, Lebanon Utility Commission 
    Matt Miller, DLZ 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
1. October 5, 2005 Public Meeting 

 
Dick Robertson provided an overview of the October 5 Public Meeting.  Attendance was lower 
than the August 16 meeting, but participation was good and positive.  Project rating sheets were 
distributed with the revised project descriptions, but none were returned.  Dick related two key 
questions that were asked at the public meeting.  The first was whether CR 250 N should be 
extended to CR 200 E, rather than stopping at Elizaville Road.  It was agreed that this should be 
done.  The second question was why no east/west road improvements are shown north of CR 300 
N.  Dick explained that there is not a good through corridor until 450 N, which development will 
not likely reach for many years.  Matt Miller added that this is outside of Center Township, which 
is the focus of this thoroughfare plan. 
 

2. Presentations to Elected Officials 
 

Dick Robertson will present the draft Thoroughfare Plan to the Lebanon City Council on October 
24.  Dick Robertson and Charles Eaton have also discussed presenting the draft Thoroughfare 
Plan to the Boone County Council on November 8.  The County Commissioners will also be 
invited to this meeting.  Who will make this presentation was not discussed. 
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3. Thoroughfare Plan Adoption 

 
There was some discussion about how and when the County and City will adopt the Thoroughfare 
Plan.  Charles Eaton and Steve Niblick agreed that the County would adopt it by reference into 
the existing Comprehensive Plan.  They will not wait for a Comprehensive Plan update.  Dick 
Robertson agreed that this is probably the best method for the City as well.  The City Council will 
probably consider it for adoption after the beginning of 2006. 
 

4. Discussion of Priority Projects 
 
Matt Miller presented the following draft table showing priority projects and their preliminary 
cost estimates: 

 
 
There was consensus that the two I-65 interchange reconstruction projects are the top priorities in 
the Thoroughfare plan, although there was some disagreement as to which of these projects was 
more important.  The Thoroughfare Plan will not rank among the priority projects. 

 
Allen Milburn questioned whether some projects on the west side of Lebanon should be shown as 
priorities.  He said that the improvements to the I-65/SR 32 Interchange will likely open things up 
for development west of I-65.  It was agreed that this may occur, but there was not consensus that 
any projects west of I-65 should be listed as top priorities. 
 

Road Limits Improvement
Length 
(Miles)

Estimated 
Project Cost 

(2005)
I-65 at US 52 Interchange Reconstruction N/A $20,000,000
I-65 at Hall Baker Road Interchange Reconstruction N/A $10,000,000

CR 250 N SR 39 to Elizaville Rd
Upgrade to 4-lane Minor 
Arterial with curb 1.86 $8,900,000

CR 250 N I-65 to SR 39
New/upgrade to 4-lane Minor 
Arterial with curb 1.27 $10,000,000

CR 400 E I-65 to SR 32

Reconstruct to 2-lane Minor 
Arterial with shoulder. ROW for 
future expansion 3.90 $8,300,000

Eastside 
Lebanon 
Connector

Hall Baker Rd to 
Ratsburg Rd

New 2-lane Minor Arterial with 
shoulder. ROW for future 
expansion 1.38 $5,000,000

Eastside 
Lebanon 
Connector

Ratsburg Rd to 
CR 300 N

New 2-lane Minor Arterial with 
shoulder. ROW for future 
expansion 2.39 $5,600,000

John Bart 
Road

Ratsburg Rd to 
Elizaville Rd

Upgrade to 2-lane Collector 
with curb 1.46 $5,000,000
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Dick Robertson and John Lasley agreed that the proposed east side connector should not be 
identified as a priority.  Dick believes that it should be a priority to study the corridor and 
determine where a north-south route should go, especially between I-65 and SR 32.  However, 
building the route may not be an immediate need.  John believes that CR 200 may serve the 
purpose of the proposed connector, especially if the I-65 interchange could be re-oriented so that 
it connects to CR 100 S.   
 
Mark Albers mentioned the possibility that SR 32 could be re-routed to connect to I-65 at the Hall 
Baker Road Interchange.  There was some discussion of whether this would be desirable. 
 
Matt Miller suggested that a study should be conducted to evaluate alternatives for upgrading the 
Hall Baker Road Interchange and the surrounding surface street network to better serve the south 
and east sides of Lebanon.  This study would consider the possibilities for a north-south route 
along the east side of Lebanon, the possible relocation of SR 32 to tie into the interchange, and 
the possible re-orientation of the interchange to connect to Enterprise Boulevard extended and CR 
100 S. 

 
5. Revisions to Thoroughfare Plan 
 

a. The proposed CR 250 N Minor Arterial will be extended to CR 200 E.  The Thoroughfare 
Map, text and cost estimates will be revised. 

 
b. The proposed east side connector will be removed from the Priority Projects table. 

 
c. Text will be added to recommend a study of the I-65/Hall Baker Road Interchange.  This 

study will evaluate how best to tie this interchange together with the surrounding road 
network… 

 
6. Project Schedule 
 

a. Presentation to City Council – October 24, 2005. 
 

b. Presentation to County Council and Commissioners – November 8, 2005. 
 

c. Steering Committee Meeting – November 9, 2005, 8 am. 
 

d. Meeting with INDOT officials – possibly November 9, 2005 at 9 am, but to be confirmed by 
Dick Robertson and Mark Albers 

 
 
cc: City/County Transportation Committee 
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RATIO Architects, Inc.

www.RATIOarchitects.com

Architecture

Preservation

Interior Design

Landscape Architecture

Urban Planning

Project: Center Township Thoroughfare Plan  

RATIO Project No.: 05009.000 

Date/Time: June 7, 2005 

Purpose: Public workshop  

Held at: Lebanon City Hall 

Participants:  Charles Eaton 

 Jim Stevenson 

 Stan Meece 

 Jim Morog 

 Kristie Fessel 

 Delmar Kinslow 

 Dan Herman 

 Matt Miller, DLZ 

 Pete Fritz, RATIO Architects 

 

The intent of the public meeting was to discuss the existing transportation network along with expected 
growth patterns in Center Township.  Approximately ten people attended the meeting.  The meeting was 
broadcast on Lebanon Public Access Television as well.  A brief presentation of the existing functional 
class of roads within the Township was discussed along with proposed land uses as outlined in the Boone 
County Comprehensive Plan.  The meeting was then opened for discussion.  The following issues were 
discussed: 
 

• Wants accommodation for pedestrians on CR 300N along with new construction 
• New roads will bring new growth and need pedestrian amenities 
• Any developer input?  The plan should give guidance to developers and work with them. 
• Need guidance to plan for future road expansion 
• CR 300N from SR 39 to I-65 needs improvement 
• John Bart should connect north to CR 300N. 
• I-65 crossing at abandoned railroad with pedestrian amenities was discussed. 
• Enterprise Blvd. should be expanded to south, connecting to Indianapolis Road. 
• SR 52 interchange needs to be upgraded. 
• Pedestrian and bikes can use improved corridors around Lebanon. 
• SR 32/SR 39 intersection is a major issue.  Re: congestion, needed improvements. 
• SR 32/Indianapolis Ave. intersection is a problem 
• SR52 and CR 300N intersection needs improvement. 
• Land use at SR 39 intersection with truck stop needs upgrading to accommodate trucks. 

 
A mapping exercise was conducted with meeting attendees to garner input of specific locations for roadway 
improvements.  During the meeting, attendees were each given three red dots and three green dots.  They 
were instructed to place the red dots on the corridors within the county that they felt needed the most 
improvement.  The green dots were to be placed on the most important corridors.  The following input was 
provided: 
 
Corridors Needing Improvement: 
Meeting attendees placed red dots along the following: 

• U.S. Route 52 on the northwest side of Lebanon 
• Along Witt Rd. to the north 
• Along John Bart Rd. near its intersection with Elizaville Rd. 
• At the end of Dead End Rd. 
• Along Indianapolis Ave. on the southeast side of Lebanon near the I-65 interchange 
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• At the intersection of Washington St. and SR 39 in downtown Lebanon  
• Along Indianapolis Ave. on the southeast side within Lebanon city limits 

 
Most Important Corridors: 
Meeting attendees placed green dots along the following: 

• Along 150 W. on the northwest side of Lebanon 
• At the end of Dead End Rd. 
• Two dots along 300 N., one north of Lebanon, one on the northeast side of Lebanon 
• Near the intersection of John Bart Rd. and 75 N. 
• Along Indianapolis Ave. near the I-65 interchange 
• Downtown Lebanon  

o Near the intersection of Spencer Ave. and S. Grant St. on the southeast side (the corridor 
into Lebanon from the southeast) 

o Two green dots near the intersection of the SR 39 corridor and the SR 32 corridor 
 
 
  
Pete Fritz, AICP, ASLA 
Director of Urban Planning 
 
cc: Matt Miller, DLZ 



Le
g
e
n
d

C
ity B

o
u
n
d
a
ry

C
e
n
te

r To
w

n
sh

ip
 

B
o
u
n
d
a
ry

C
o
rrid

o
rs 

N
e
e
d
in

g
 

Im
p
ro

ve
m

e
n
t

M
o
st Im

p
o
rta

n
t 

C
o
rrid

o
rs

C
E

N
T

E
R

 
T

O
W

N
S

H
I

P
 

T
H

O
R

O
U

G
H

F
A

R
E

 
P

L
A

N

P
u

b
lic

 M
e

e
tin

g
 R

e
s
p

o
n

s
e

s
 M

a
p

        

©
 2

0
0

5
 R

A
T

IO
 A

rc
h

ite
c
ts

, In
c
.      

J
u

n
e

 7
, 2

0
0

5

JAM STO  RDE WN .

500 W.500 W.

425 W.
 W.400

300 W.
3 5 W.2

50 W.3  

0 .3 0 W

5  2 0 W.

2 5 W2  .

BUDD RD.

.MT OZI N

R
O

A
D

D

T

M
ID

LE JAM
ES

O
W

N
 RD.

200 W.

25 .1  W

250 W.
EA

D
D

 EN
D

 R
D

3
0

0
 N

.
3

0
0

 N
.

3
7

5
 N

.
3

7
5

 N
.

150 W.

W T R .IT D
CONRAIL RAILROAD

 

2
5

0
 N

.

 25 E.

S AMP RD.W

ELM

 E225 .

2  00 E.

I
A

L

ELZ
VI LE RD.

1
5

0
 N

.7
5

 N
.

OH A T DJ N B R R .

3
5

0
 N

.

250 E.

300 E.

400 E.

2
1

0
 N

.

550 E.

6 0 E0  .

1
0
0
 N

.

2
0
0
 N

.

D

HOLMES R.

0 E5 0 .

2
5
0
 N

.

1
0
0
 S

.

2
5
0
 S

.

R

T

PE
RY-W

O
R

H RD.

3
0
0
 S

.

0  5 0 E.

K
ER

N
 R

D
.

2
0

0
 S

.

1
5

0
 S

.

75 5 E.

0 45 E.

600 E.

4
5
0
 S

.

4
0
0
 S

.

4
5
0
 S

.

3
5
0
 S

.

.50 E

50 E.

2
5
0
 S

.

IN
DIAN

APO
LIS RD.

YR  OT E R AD

JO HA R .HN S W D

0 .10 E

200 E.

ED
IN

D.

L
 R

S
3
7
5
 

.

0 .20  E

3
9 S

R

3
9 S

R

5
2

5
2

S
R

3
2

S
R

3
2

IN
T
E
R
S
TA

T
E

6
5

S
R

3
2IN

T
E
R
S
TA

T
E

6
5

IN
T
E
R
S
TA

T
E

6
5



D E S I G N  M E E T I N G  M I N U T E S  

 107 South Pennsylvania Street, Suite 100    Indianapolis, Indiana  46204-3684    317.633.4040    f:317.633.4153 

Champaign, Illinois       Indianapolis, Indiana     E:\2005\05009\Public Meetings\Public Workshop 2\08.16.05 Meeting Minutes.doc 

RATIO Architects, Inc.

www.RATIOarchitects.com

Architecture

Preservation

Interior Design

Landscape Architecture

Urban Planning

Project: Center Township Thoroughfare Plan 

RATIO Project No.: 05009.000 

Date/Time: August 16, 2005 

Purpose: Public Workshop 

Held at: Lebanon City Hall 

 

 
The purpose of the August 16 public workshop was to gain public opinion about proposed thoroughfare 
projects and the prioritization of those projects. 
 
General Discussion 
Some of the issues discussed at the workshop include: 

• CR 300N has existing homes that might be impacted by road widening 
• A discussion about the proposed I-65 widening from SR 52 to 865 
• Attention needs to be given to a possible extension of Enterprise Blvd. to the north up to SR 52 
• A discussion about the impacts of this plan on the Fairgrounds 

o The plan will not impact them 
o A new interchange at Hall Baker Road will make it easier to get to the Fairgrounds 

• Attention should be given to the possibility of moving the Hall Baker Road interchange to the 
south, connecting 100S to 200E and 200E south to the new interchange location 

• Anderson Lane and Witt Road need to be 4 lanes 
o Especially if there is an extension to 300 
o This will be necessary if the SR 52 interchange remains in the current location 
o This is currently acting as an arterial on the north side. 

• John Bart Road was discussed 
o It shouldn’t have a minor arterial designation  

� Compare this to Anderson Lane or Witt Road 
o John Bart does not need the amount of R.O.W. given for a minor arterial 
o It should be kept as an urban collector designation 
o The existing road is very dangerous 

� Schools locations are planned along John Bart Road 
o The focus should be on 200E as a minor arterial, not John Bart 

• The CR 200W and 300W corridors were questioned 
• The traffic management during an I-65 diversion or closure needs to be analyzed 

o Traffic should be kept on State Roads, not local roads 
• Elm Swamp Road was discussed 
• There is concern that minor arterials will impact adjacent property owners 
• There were questions about how the increase in capacity on existing connecting roads will be 

addressed 
• The area on the west side of 250 to Enterprise Blvd. to CR 30 was discussed as a growth area 

o There needs to be an improved interchange at Hall Baker Road to accommodate the 
proposed growth 

• 32E in Lebanon and the problems at Noble were discussed 
• John Bart Road was mentioned to be the least likely corridor to be improved 
• The use of the CR 200E corridor makes sense for north-bound traffic improvement in the short 

term. 
o This corridor isn’t too far out, especially when connecting to Anson to the southeast 
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Improvement Prioritization Exercise 
As part of the August 16, 2005 public meeting for the Center Township Thoroughfare Plan, participants 
were asked to rank the importance of each of the recommended improvements contained in the draft 
Thoroughfare Plan. Participants were provided with a handout that briefly described each of the 
improvements, and all improvements were discussed during the meeting. Participants rated the importance 
of the projects on a scale of 1 to 5, with a rating of 5 indicating the most important improvements. 
Participants were also invited to submit written comments on these improvements or others that may have 
been omitted. Summaries of the priority scoring and the written comments are provided below. 
 

 
 
 
Summary of Written Public Comments Received 
(Numbers in parentheses indicate instances of multiple similar comments) 

• John Bart Road Should be an Urban Collector. (4) 
• Need a traffic signal at the intersection of Grant Street and Indianapolis Avenue. (2) 
• Anderson Lane should be a Minor Arterial. (2) 
• Witt Road should be a Minor Arterial. 
• CR 200 E should be a Principal Arterial. 
• CR 75 N should be a Minor Arterial. 
• Enterprise Boulevard extension priority would depend on the reconstruction of the I-65/Hall Baker 

Road Interchange. (2) 
• CR 300 N should be an Urban Collector. 
• CR 300 N improvements should depend on location and timing of the I-65/US 52 
• Interchange improvements. 
• CR 100 S upgrade should avoid the 4-H land. 
• Aesthetic improvements are needed on Indianapolis Avenue. (2) 
• I-65/US 52 Interchange improvements would be the fastest way to relieve downtown congestion. 
• CR 250 N should be improved rather than CR 300 N. 
• John Bart Road improvements appear to be controversial. 
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Any additions or corrections to these Minutes should be submitted in writing to Ratio Architects, Inc., 
within ten (10) days of receipt.  Otherwise, these Minutes stand as correct. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Pete Fritz, AICP, ASLA 
Director of Urban Planning 
 
cc: Matt Miller, DLZ 
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RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS PRIORITY EXERCISE

A number of new and upgraded roadway segments are proposed as part of this
Thoroughfare Plan. Those road segments are illustrated on the Proposed
Thoroughfare Map.  The following paragraphs describe the significant
improvement projects and changes to roadway functional classification that are
proposed:

I-65/US 52 INTERCHANGE

The existing interchange of I-65 and US 52 does not meet current design standards
and presents safety concerns, especially for those traveling on southbound US
52 and wanting to access southbound Lafayette Avenue.  In addition, although
this is the northern-most Lebanon exit, it provides poor access to the growing
north side of Lebanon.  It is recommended that this interchange be either
redesigned or relocated in order to improve its safety and offer better access to
the north side of Lebanon.  The possibility of moving the US 52 Interchange to
CR 300 N should be evaluated as one alternative. If this interchange is not moved
from its current location, it should be reconstructed to allow access via a new
connector from the vicinity of the Anderson Lane/Witt Road intersection.

I-65/HALL BAKER ROAD INTERCHANGE

This interchange does not meet current design standards and could experience
safety and capacity problems with continued development south and east of
Lebanon.  This interchange should be evaluated for possible reconstruction.
The evaluation should consider the impacts of the proposed extensions of
Enterprise Boulevard and John Bart Road (see discussions below).

CR 300 N – MINOR ARTERIAL

CR 300 N is expected to serve as an important east/west thoroughfare on the
north side of Lebanon.  It is proposed that CR 300 N be extended to Hazelrigg
Road from its east terminus at US 52 and to CR 400 E from its west terminus at
Elizaville Road.  CR 300 N will be designated as a Minor Arterial within the
Lebanon urban area boundary and as a Rural Major Collector elsewhere.  Upgrade
of this road would include grade separation of the CSX railroad crossing between
SR 39 and CR 150 W.  If the I-65/US 52 Interchange is relocated from its existing
location to CR 300 N, as is discussed elsewhere in this document, then CR 300 N
would be re-designated as US 52 between its existing intersection with US 52 and
I-65.

ANDERSON LANE (CR 250 N) – URBAN COLLECTOR

Anderson Lane should be extended to Elizaville Road from its current terminus at
Elm Swamp Road in order to better serve development on the northeast side of
Lebanon.  Anderson Lane should be designated as an Urban Collector.

WITT ROAD – URBAN COLLECTOR

Witt Road should be extended north to CR 300 N and designated as an Urban
Collector from Lafayette Avenue to CR 300 N.  Witt Road is expected to serve as
an alternate route to SR 39 for the growing travel demand between Downtown
Lebanon and the northern portion of Center Township.

1 2 3 4 5

Please rank each project
on a scale from 1 to 5,
where 1 is least important
and 5 is most important.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5
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JOHN BART ROAD – MINOR ARTERIAL

John Bart Road should be extended north from its current terminus at Elizaville
Road to CR 300 N and south from its current terminus at Ratzburg Road (CR 75 N)
to connect with Hall Baker Road at Indianapolis Avenue.  John Bart Road should
be designated as a Minor Arterial and will provide an important connection
between I-65 and the growing northeast side of Lebanon.  This connection is
expected to relieve traffic congestion on SR 39, as well as Elm Swamp Road,
Elizaville Road and Grant Street.  A corridor study should be conducted to evaluate
alternative alignments for this extension, as it is recognized that right-of-way
acquisition could be costly.

DEAD END ROAD – MINOR ARTERIAL

A new road should be constructed along the alignment of the abandoned rail
corridor and Dead End Road from Patterson Street to CR 250 W.  This road would
be designated as a Minor Arterial within the Lebanon urban boundary.  It would
increase connectivity between Downtown Lebanon and the west side of I-65 and
allow for development of this area adjacent to the city.  The new road cross
section should incorporate a multi-use bicycle and pedestrian trail to accommodate
the Farm Heritage Trail, which is proposed to follow the abandoned rail line from
Lebanon to Lafayette.

CR 250 W/CR 300 W – MINOR ARTERIAL/RURAL MAJOR COLLECTOR

CR 250 W should be extended north to the extended CR 300 N from its current
terminus at Hazelrigg Road.  CR 250 W and CR 300 W should be reconstructed so
that they intersect with SR 32 at the same location.  The CR 250 W/CR 300 W
corridor will serve as a north-south thoroughfare for new development west of I-
65.  This road will be classified as a Minor Arterial within the Lebanon urban
boundary and as a Rural Major Collector outside of the urban boundary.

CR 200 E – MINOR ARTERIAL

CR 200 E should be extended south to CR 100 S from its current terminus at CR 75
N and north to CR 300 N from its current terminus at CR 200 N.  This road will be
designated as a Minor Arterial within the urban boundary and will serve as a
north-south thoroughfare for new development east of Lebanon.

CR 300 E – MINOR ARTERIAL

CR 300 E should be designated as a Minor Arterial within the urban boundary
and will serve as a north-south thoroughfare for new development east of Lebanon.

CR 400 E – MINOR ARTERIAL/RURAL MAJOR COLLECTOR

CR 400 E should be classified as a Minor Arterial from I-65 to its intersection with
SR 32 and as a Rural Major Collector from SR 32 to its intersection with the
extended CR 300 N.  It should be classified as a Rural Minor Collector north of CR
300 N.  This route is expected to experience increased traffic demand with the
planned construction of the Ronald Reagan Parkway and development near
Whitestown.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS PRIORITY EXERCISE
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ENTERPRISE BOULEVARD – MINOR ARTERIAL

Enterprise Boulevard should be extended north to Dead End Road from its current
terminus at SR 32 and east to Hall Baker Road from its current terminus at SR 39.
This roadway should be designated as a Minor Arterial within the urban boundary.
These extensions will help to better serve expected development west of I-65.
Proper termination of Enterprise Boulevard at Hall Baker Road should be evaluated,
and it could be extended across I-65 to connect with CR 100 E if the Hall Baker
Road Interchange is reconfigured.

CR 100 S – MINOR ARTERIAL

CR 100 S should be designated as Minor Arterial within the Lebanon urban
boundary.  It will provide an east-west thoroughfare to serve new development
east and south of Lebanon.

GATEWAY IMPROVEMENTS

Safety and aesthetic improvements are recommended for the gateway corridors
into Lebanon on SR 32, SR 39, Indianapolis Avenue and Lafayette Avenue.

INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS

Monitoring of intersections for traffic flow and safety problems should be an
ongoing effort, with improvements made as needs are identified and budgets
allow.  This should include periodic reviews of state highway intersections in
coordination with INDOT.  It is recognized that geometric improvements are
constrained by existing buildings or other restrictions at many intersections in or
near Downtown Lebanon.

The operation and maintenance of traffic signals is also important to the efficiency
of the transportation system, especially within the City of Lebanon.  The City of
Lebanon should work in coordination with INDOT to assure that all traffic signals
are properly timed, coordinated and maintained.

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENTS

Boone County and the City of Lebanon should work together with interested
groups to develop a plan for an interconnected network of bicycle and pedestrian
facilities.  This network should include the proposed Farm Heritage Trail
(connecting Indianapolis, Zionsville, Lebanon, Thorntown and Lafayette) and
possibly the proposed Midland Trail (connecting Lebanon with Westfield and
Noblesville).  These facilities should be complemented by pedestrian and bicycle
accommodations on new and existing roads.  Sidewalks should be provided on
all new roads and added in other areas where pedestrians are expected or desired.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS PRIORITY EXERCISE




