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Introduction

In 2023, Clark County, in collaboration with the Kentuckiana
Regional Planning & Development Agency (KIPDA) and 15
other participating cities and counties, applied for and
successfully received a Safe Streets and Roads for All (SS4A)
Action Plan Grant. The SS4A Action Plan Grant is a vital
component of the broader federal SS4A initiative to improve
road safety across the United States. The goal of the SS4A
Program is to create a safer transportation network by
supporting the development and implementation of
comprehensive safety plans that are data-driven and
community-focused.

Clark County is dedicated to working towards a goal of zero traffic deaths and serious injuries by
2050. Achieving this goal will require a clear focus on prioritizing safety for all road users. The Clark
County Safety Action Plan addresses seven important SS4A Program safety components. Each
component is a chapter in the Safety Action Plan.
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Safe System Approach ROV NS AR

The Safe System Approach is a comprehensive

approach based onthe understandingthat humansare $ "%
fallible and make mistakes, but those mistakes should .f %
not result in fatalities or serious injuries. There are five g% Partnerships é’é
broad impact areas for achieving this goal: Safer § :.a g
People, Safer Vehicles, Safer Speeds, Safer Roads, ““’ - m
and Post-Crash Care. This approach significantly % I~
expands the traditional safety plan focus on roadway ‘3(% \§
infrastructure. Six key principles undergird the o, vg‘."$

approach. B :
SPONSIB1L 17y 15 SHARE® *

Safe System Key Principles

Death and Serious Injuries are Unacceptable: Everyhuman lifeis invaluable, and ensuring safety
is the highest priority.

Humans Make Mistakes: Recognizing that human error is inevitable, we design and manage our
roads to be forgiving, mitigating the potential consequences of these errors to prevent serious
harm.

Humans are Vulnerable: We design the roadway system to account for the biological limits the
human body can tolerate in a crash.

Responsibility is Shared: Preventing fatal and serious injuries is a shared responsibility. All
stakeholders must work together to enhance road safety.

Safety is Proactive: Taking a proactive stance on safety means anticipating and addressing risks
before they result in crashes. Being proactive involves identifying potential hazards and
implementing measures to mitigate them.

Redundancy is Crucial: Embedding multiple layers of safety within the transportation system is
important, so that if one layer fails, others can still protect people. This redundancy is vital for
creating aresilient transportation network.
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Safe System Approach vs Traditional Approach

Thetraditional approach to road safety often relies on perfect human behavior from all road users
and tends to react to crashes after they occur, focusing on individual accountability. In contrast,
the Safe System Approach acknowledges that humans are fallible and will inevitably make
mistakes. This approach builds a system designed to minimize the severity of crashes resulting
fromthoseerrors. This shift from an individual-focused model to a system-centric one highlights all
stakeholders’ shared responsibilities. The comparative graphic illustrates this fundamental shift,
showcasing how the Safe System Approach aims to create a safer, more forgiving transportation

system.
Traditional approach Safe System approach
Prevent crashes » Prevent death and serious injuries

Improve human behavior =) Design for human mistakes/limitations

Control speeding » Reduce system kinetic energy
Individuals are responsible =———p Share responsibility

React based on crash history —» Proactively identify and address risks
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Overview

Clark Countyhad 20 fatal crashes and 146 serious injury crashes during the five-year period from
2018102022, foratotalof 166. Therewere 4,260 total crashes during this time. The total societal
cost of all crashes was $435 million (including economic and quality of life factors). The area

covered bythese numbers excludes Jeffersonville, Clarksville, and Charlestown, as they have their
own Safety Action Plans. The figure below provides an overview of the Clark County crash data.

KIPDA SS4A Crash Data Overview, 2018-2022

CIark county Most Common Collision Types in Fatal/Serious
Injury Crashes f{at Intersections)
4,260 $435M
Total Crashes Societal Cost
REAR END 0
20 1 46 RIGHT ANGLE 10

Fatal Crashes Serious Injury Crashes

HEAD ON

Total Crashes by Year LEFT TURN

20
# of Fatal/Serious Injury Crashes

1,000

592
962 771 795
. I I I
a

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

Crashes Involving VYulnerable Road Users

Total Fatal Serious

Injury Crashes by Year o

Jo 6 0 1

OLLLL 6 57 4 19

2018 208 2020 2021 2022

@ Minor or Possible Injury @Fatal or Serious Injury

Important safety findings for Clark County include:

Most Common Collisien Types in Fatal/Sericus

Injury Crashes (not at Intersections}

HEAD ON - 11
REAR EMND - i
RIGHT ANGLE - il
OTHER - 5
0

20

# of Fatal/Serious Injury Crashes

Crashes Involving Unsafe Driver Behavior

Aggressive Driving

147 194
Total Total
31 12

Fatal/Serious Imjury

e Fatal and serious injury crashes are spread across the county on state and local highways

e Several fatalities have occurred around Memphis and Wilson
e The highest density of all crash types occurs in Sellersburg

e 65 0f 166 fatal / serious injury crashes were run-off road crashes

e 11 of 166 fatal / serious injury crashes involved a pedestrian or bicyclist

e 22 0f 166 fatal / serious injury crashes involved failure to yield right of way

e 12 of 166 fatal / serious injury crashes involved driver inattention / distraction
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1. Leadership Commitment and Goal Setting

Clark County is dedicated to ensuring safety for all users on the County’s streets and roads. The
County’s commitmentis demonstrated by the resolution on the following page, which states that
its leaders have established “a goal of working towards zero traffic fatalities and serious injuries by
the year 2050.”

The County’s commitment and leadership in implementing safety-focused projects, strategies, and
policies are also supported by current programs and policies.

The Clark County Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 2019 and is implemented through the coordinated
efforts of the Clark County Planning Commission, local government officials, and community
stakeholders.

The Comprehensive Plan outlines strategies to enhance road safety and improve transportation
infrastructure. For example, for the community of Borden it states, “High traffic areas should focus on
safety improvements for both vehicles and pedestrians including crosswalk enhancements and a
separation between the roadway and sidewalk. The plan emphasizes the development of new walking and
biking trails to create alternative transportation networks and planning for sidewalks. It lists projects that
“will improve vehicular access within Clark County for both residents and visitors, while improving safety
and reducing congestion.”

The Comprehensive Plan lists the following as a guiding principle: “High traffic areas should focus on
safety improvements for both vehicles and pedestrians including crosswalk enhancements and a
separation between the roadway and sidewalk.” Subsequently it lists the following transportation goal:
“Increase connectivity in Clark County by planning for safe and maintained transportation routes ” One of
the strategies to achieve this goal is widening narrow highways, many of which have limited or no
shoulder, often with drainage concerns as well.

The Unified Development Ordinance, amendedin 2024, provides for the provision of sidewalks and
paths with new developments.

The Clark County Highway Department is responsible for upgrading highways, shoulders, and
drainage. They also maintain signs and striping on County maintained highways.

Clark County also continues to pursue the implementation of road safety projects such as the
single lane roundabout being built at the intersection of CR 403 and Stacey Road in the City of
Charlestown. This Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) eligible project involves a
partnership between Clark County, INDOT, and Charlestown and will provide important safety
benefits to the traveling public.

Clark County Safety Action Plan




RESOLUTION NO L/ -2024

A RESOLUTION OF CLARK COUNTY, INDIANA IN SUPPORT OF VISION ZERO

WHEREAS, the Board of Commissioners of Clark County, Indiana is utilizing a
planning grant through the Safe Streets and Roads for All Program (SS4A) and coordinating with
the Kentuckiana Regional Planning and Development Agency (KIPDA) to develop a safety
action plan for Clark County, Indiana to analyze existing conditions, historical trends, systemic
and specific needs and to identify projects and strategies to address identified problems; and

WHEREAS, a safety action plan is an eligibility requirement for implementation grants
through the SS4A Program; and

WHEREAS, community commitment to an eventual goal of zero fatalities and serious
injuries is an important component for USDOT consideration of an implementation grant
through the SS4A program.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Commissioners of Clark
County, Indiana hereby establishes a goal of working towards zero traffic fatalities and serious
injuries by the year 2050.

So Resolved this /y day of December, 2024.

Bryan Glover, Commissioner

i
/L\\?%/W

Connie Sellers, Commissioner

(bt e

JAck Coffmar] &Zgmmissioner

Attest
o2, LA

Danny Yost, Clatk Coun( /I(udltor
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2. Planning Structure

The planning structure for the Clark County Safety Action Plan consisted of various committees,
each playing a crucial role. The following describes these bodies and their collaborative efforts in
the development of the plan.

Regional Steering Committee

The Regional Steering Committee provided oversight and strategic direction for the Safety Action
Plan development process. The Committee was composed of representatives from 16 local
government agencies, including Clark County. It also included KIPDA staff. Steering Committee
meetings were held at key points to provide information and gather input and feedback. Topics
covered during the meetings included:

e Purpose of safety action plans

e Datacollection and safety analysis

e |dentification of high crash highways and intersections
e Countermeasure identification and prioritization

e Documentation and implementation opportunities

Clark County Leadership Meetings and Plan Review

Meetings were held with county leadership at two key points during the plan development to
receive and relay detailed input and feedback. The first meeting focused on presenting the initial
data analysis and prioritization of needs, allowing county leaders hip to identify, confirm, and
prioritize critical safety issues. The second meeting gave county leadership the opportunity to
provide feedback on the draft High Injury Network (HIN) and potential safety countermeasures.
These interactions allowed the unique concerns and priorities of Clark County to be adequately
addressed in the plan.

Thefinal Safety Action Plan was also reviewed by county leadership to provide feedback and yield a
plan that is useful for moving Clark County forward toward a safer future.

Safety Committee Meetings

The Safety Committee is the cornerstone of the planning structure, providing localized oversight
and input into the plan. The Safety Committee also provides a means of continuing the safety
planning and project implementation processin the future. The Committee consisted of key Clark
County stakeholders including Highway Department staff.

The Safety Committee provided advice and feedback on the plan development and is intended to
continuethis advisoryrole as the plan moves into implementation and monitoring. The Committee
provided input and feedback on potential safety needs and possible reactive and systemic safety
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countermeasures. Having many different perspectives and agencies in the meetings facilitates
effective communication and results in a more effective safety action plan that better addresses
the five elements of the Safe System Approach. A detailed review of the Safety Committee
Meetings is provided in Chapter 4. Engagement and Collaboration. The dialogue is expected to
continue in the future, facilitated by KIPDA staff, as the plan is implemented, updated, and

enhanced over time.
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3. Safety Analysis

Study Area

The study area for the safety analysis includes the entirety of Clark County, Indiana, as shown in
Figure 3-1. This study includes all public streets and roads within the County except interstate
highways, private streets, or parking lots.

S S ] “¥:
Clark County Safety Action Plan T 6
Study Area Map | )
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Figure 3-1. Study Area
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Crash Data

The safety analysis was conducted using thefive years of crash data between 2018 and 2022. This
period was selected based on the desire to study consistent crash trends over a consecutive
period, the availability of datawhen the project started, and expectations regarding future funding
application data requirements.

The project team obtained the crash data from the Indiana State Police (ISP) crash database -
Automated ReportingInformation Exchange System (ARIES). This datais primarily collected by city,
county, and state police department crash investigation teams when they complete an Indiana
Officer’s Standard Crash Report form. This form captures critical information about crashes,
including location, type, severity, individuals and units involved, environmental factors, and
contributing factors. Departments enter this information into a database maintained by ISP.

Theinitial crash dataincluded all Clark Countycrashes from2018to0 2022. Crasheslocated on |-65
andthosethat occurredin parking lots wereremoved from the dataset. Additionally, some crashes
could not be linked to the GIS roadway due to missing information. After these adjustments, the
final crash database used for the study included 4,260 crashes.

This report focuses on crash events based on the most severe injury sustained in each incident.
Since the analysis is event-based rather than individual-based, a single crash involving multiple
injuries is counted as one event, categorized by the highest severity level recorded. Pedestrian
crashes involve at least one pedestrian and one motor vehicle. Similarly, bicycle crashes refer to
crashes involving at least one bicycle and one motor vehicle. Vehicle crashes involve at least one
vehicle and do not involve a pedestrian or a bicycle.

The studyteam obtained geographicinformation system (GIS) files of with roadway characteristics
and traffic data for roadways where this information was available. The team used this information
to create a database of roadway segments and intersections. The crash data was joined with the
GIS information to create a crash database that facilitates detailed analyses to identify crash
trends, areas of opportunity, and risk factors to assist in prioritizing projects.

Crash Severity

The crash database uses the KABCO Injury Classification Scale. The KABCO injury classification
system categorizes traffic crash injuries into five levels: Fatal (K), Suspected Serious (A), Suspected
Minor (B), Possible (C), and No Apparent Injury (O). The KABCO scale is the recommended best
practice for individual injury reporting by the Model Minimum Uniform Crash Criteria (MMUCC),
developed by the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA). ISP uses the KABCO
scale during field data collection and reporting the injury severity of a crash. Crash severity is
determined by the most severe injury occurring in the crash. For example, if a fatality occurs, the
crash is classified as a “K” or fatal injury crash.
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For this plan, the crash severity data was reviewed against the reported detailed injury data to
confirm the severity. This resulted in some crashes being adjusted to better match the MMUCC.
The following table provides a breakdown of the total crashes by severity. Table 3-1 provides a
breakdown of the crashes in Clark County by severity.

Severity | MMUCC Severity Description (2:):;:?2:;2) %
K Fatal Injury 20 <1%

A Suspected Serious Injury 146 3%
B Suspected Minor Injury 463 11%

C Possible Injury 154 4%
(0] No Apparent Injury 3477 82%
Total 4,260 100%

Table 3-1. Crashes by Severity

Figure 3-2 shows thelocation ofall 4,260 crashes documented during the study period. Density of
crashes is shown with a gradient scale. The highest number of crashes during the study period
occur near Sellersville.
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Figure 3-3 shows the locations of fatal and suspected serious injury crashes. Fatal crashes occur
throughout the county, with clusters along Charlestown Memphis Road, Hansberry Road, and
State Route 60.

All Crashes - Crash Density and Fatal (K) and Suspected Serious Injury (A) Crashes (2018 - 2022)
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Crash Trends

The crash data has been examined considering a number of different factors to identify patterns
and safety needs. This trend analysis also provides information about potential safety
countermeasures and approaches that could be explored to address those needs.

Annual Crash Trends

The2018-2022 crash analysis shows a relatively consistent rate of crashes per year, with highest
rate occurringin 2018 (992 crashes). The lowest number of crashes occurred in 2020, with 771.The
decline in 2020 aligns with COVID-19 pandemic, which greatly affected traffic patterns and
volumes. It also likely led to an underreporting of crashes, especially low severity crashes. In early
2020, police operating procedures were modified to minimize potential exposure to the virus.
Consequently, the reported number of crashes in 2020 may not reflect all of the crashes that

occurred during that year.
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Figure 3-4. Overall Crashes per Year

Figure 3-4 shows thetrajectory of severe fatal (K) and suspected serious injury (A) crashes through
the study period, with arange between 49 and 21 crashes. The highest number of fatal and
suspected serious injury crashes occurred in 2019, which had the second highest rate of crashes

for the study period.

Clark County Safety Action Plan




Crash Occurrence

Month

The following chart presents the crashes by month over the five-year study period. This monthly
crash data shows notable variations in crash frequency and severity throughout the year. The
highest total crashes occurred in October and November, with 411 crashes occurring in each
month. However, June and July had the highest rates of fatal and suspected serious injury crashes,
with 11% and 12% of total fatal and serious crashes for the year occurring in June and July,
respectively. In comparison, these months each accounted for only 7% of annual crashes of all

types.
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Figure 3-5. Monthly Crash Breakdown

Clark County Safety Action Plan




Day of Week

As seenin the Figure 3-6, crashes remain relatively consistent across the weekdays, ranging from
697 crashes on Wednesdayto 620 crashes on Monday. A slight decline is observed on weekends,
with 428 crashes on Sunday, representing the lowest crash frequency. The decrease in weekend
crashes is most likely attributed to lower traffic volumes, lowering the potential for crashes.
However, severe crash frequency does not necessarily align with the frequency of all crash types.
Even though Wednesdays and Thursdays have the highest crash volumes overall, Fridays and
Saturdays account for the highest number of fatal and suspected serious injury crashes.
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Figure 3-6. Crashes by Day of Week
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Time of Day

The 3-6 pm period experiences the highest number of crashes, with 863, or 20% of all crashes. This
time frame also experienced a high number of severe crashes, with 37 fatal and suspected serious
injurycrashes. The period between 6 am and 6 pm shows a relatively consistent number of severe
crashes, ranging from 5 to 8 fatal and suspected serious injury crashes during each time frame.

The late night and early morning hours, including 9-12 pm and 12-3 am, report the lowest crash
frequencies, with 305 and 225 crashes, respectively. However, the late-night hours from 9-12 pm
have a disproportionately high number of fatal and suspected serious injury crashes; 7% of all
crashes occurring between 9 and 12 pm were fatal or suspected serious injury crashes.
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Figure 3-7. Crashes by Time of Day
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Manner of Collision

Single-vehicle crashes (ran off road, and collisions with objects and animals) account for
approximately 36% of all crashes and 47% of all fatal and serious injury crashes. Head-on crashes,
while only comprising 2% of all crashes, contribute to 11% of fatal and suspected serious injury
crashes, demonstrating that they are disproportionately severe when they occur.
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Left Turn u 236
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(blank) 44
Left/Right Turn 44
Non-Collision 27
Rear to Rear 6

Suspected Serious Injury (A)
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Figure 3-8. Manner of Collision by Severity

Driver Behavior

Driver behavior is a shared responsibilityand can be the determining factor in a crash. The actions
and decisions drivers make can significantly influence the likelihood and severity of crashes.
Addressing key areas of concern, such as aggressive, distracted, and impaired driving, is essential
to fostering a safer roadway environment. These three behavior areas have been selected as key to
promoting safety in Clark County.

Aggressive Driving

Aggressive driving is generally defined as behavior by drivers that negatively impacts the safety of
other motoristsor pedestrians,contributing to crashes. Aggressive crashes are coded to have the
following behaviors.

e Failure toyield to the right of way
e Following too close
e Traveling too fast for conditions
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e Disregarding traffic control

o Exceeding the posted speed limit
e Improper passing

e Weaving in traffic

Crashes involving aggressive driving contribute disproportionately to fatal crashes when compared
to all crashes. While aggressive driving behaviors are present in 2% of all crashes (101), they
accountfor 10% of crashesresulting in fatalities and suspected serious injuries, indicating a higher
risk of severity associated with aggressive driving behaviors.
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Figure 3-9. Aggressive Driver Crashes by Severity
Distracted Driving

Distracted driving refers to any activity by a vehicle operator that diverts their attention from the
primary task of driving, thereby increasing the risk of a crash. The three main types of distracted
driving involve drivers taking their eyes off the road, hands off the wheel, and minds away from
driving. In Clark County, distracted driving accounted for a varying number of crashes annually,
with a peak of 38 in 2022 and a low of 13 crashes in 2019.
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Figure 3-10. Distracted Driver Crashes by Year
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In Clark County, distracted driving accounts for 3% of all crashes and contributed to 2% of fatal
and suspected serious injury (Figure 3-11).
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Figure 3-11. Distracted Driver Crashes by Severity
Impaired Driving

Impaired driving is the act of driving a motor vehicle while under the influence of alcohol or
narcotics. Impairment affects reaction time, judgment, and coordination, which are critical to
safely operating a vehicle. Impaired driving resulted in less than 1% of all crashes, but it was
associated with 8% of fatal crashes.
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Figure 3-12. Impaired Driver Crashes by Severity
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Lighting Conditions

Roadway lighting is a safety factor that impacts visibility and reaction times. However, the
documentation of lighting infrastructure is not comprehensive. The available crash data provides
only anecdotal evidence regarding the lighting condition during a crash. Currently, there is no
establishedinfrastructure database detailing the presence and condition of street lighting, making
it challenging to analyze the correlation between illumination and road safety.

Thefollowing chart indicates that 64% of all crashes during the five-year study period occur during
daylight. Still, ahigher percentage (71%) of fatal and serious injury crashes occur during daylight. In
contrast, 25% ofall crashes occur in non-daylightdark conditions. In comparison, 23% of fatal and
suspected serious injury crashes occur during non-daylight dark conditions. This distribution
suggests that whilereduced visibility mayincrease crash risk, most severe crashes in Clark County
occur under daylight conditions.
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Figure 3-13. Crashes by Light Condition

Figure 3-14 shows the locations of crashes that took place during non-daylight dark conditions.
Forty-two of these crashes were fatal or suspected serious injury.
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Clark County Safety Action Plan
Non-Daylight Dark Condition Crashes (2018 - 2022)
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Crashes by Locations

Thecrash data shows that the number of crashes that occur in intersections is about the same as
those that happen at segments, (47% at intersections, 53% along highway segments). Fatal and
suspected serious injury crashes are also nearly evenly divided between intersections and

segments.
100%
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50% 47% (87) (2.257) 48/o m All Crashes
(2,003)
40%
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0%
Intersection Segment
Figure 3-15. Crashes by Location
Intersections

The high severity intersection types tend to be higher speed rural intersections with moderately
high volumes or complexsignalized and unsignalized intersections. Many ofthe high crash severity
intersections arein and around Sellersburg, but there are also others further outin the county. The
intersection with the most severe crashes is actually an active county project —the proposed
roundabout at CR 403 and Stoney Point Road/Bethany Road. This is a very well-conceived
improvement for an intersection of this type, especially one on the edge of a developed (and
developing) area.

Segments

Narrow two-lane segments across the county as well as heavily traveled segments in the more
developed areas account for many ofthe severe segment crashes. As discussed in the next section
roadway departure crashes are a major challenge on many rural roadway segments.
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Roadway Departure Crashes

Roadwaydeparture crashes occur when a vehicle crosses an edge line, a centerline, or leaves the
traveled way. These crashes often lead to some ofthe most severe outcomes due to the increased
risk of collision with fixed objects, overturning, or encountering unsafe roadside conditions. The
inherent dangers of leaving the roadway contribute to higher rates of serious injuries and fatalities
compared to other crash types.

The crash data indicates that roadway departure crashes significantly contribute to severe
outcomes. Although roadway departure crashes account for 21% of all crashes, they

disproportionately represent a much higher percentage of fatal and serious injury crashes.
Specifically, 39% of fatal and suspected injury crashes are related to roadway departures.

Most ofthese crashes are recorded as “ran off road to theright”, but some are also associated with
unsafe speeds and overcorrecting. The lighting data appears to show a correlation between
nighttime driving and speeding and running off the road.

Figure 3-17 shows the locations of roadway departure crashes, highlighting the locations of
crashes that resulted in suspected serious injuries or fatalities.
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Figure 3-16. Roadway Departure Crashes by Severity
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Vulnerable Road Users

Vulnerableroad users, including pedestrians and bicyclists, are at greater risk due to their lack of
physical protection compared to motor vehicle occupants. These crashes typically result in more
severe injuries and fatalities because there is little to no buffer between these users and the force
of a collision. No bicycle crashes were reported during the study period.

Pedestrians

Clark County has experienced 18 reported pedestrian crashes. The majority of the pedestrian
crashes occurred in and around Sellersburg. Although pedestrian crashes are relatively infrequent
in the County, they tend to result in injuries when they do occur. In fact, 56% of crashes involving
pedestrians lead to fatality or suspected serious injury. This highlights the need for continued
emphasis on pedestrian safety. Figure 3-18 shows the locations of pedestrian crashes in Clark
County, with most of them occurring in and near Sellersburg.

Severity | Description Crashes %
K Fatal 1 6%
A Suspected Serious Injury 9 50%
B Suspected Minor Injury 4 22%
C Possible Injury 3 17%
O No Apparent Injury 1 6%
TOTAL 18

Table 3-2. Pedestrian Crashes by Severity

Bicyclists

There have been six bicycle crashesin the County, with one serious injury resulting. The locations
of these crashes are shown below.

Severity | Description Crashes %
K Fatal 0 0%
A Suspected Serious Injury 1 17%
B Suspected Minor Injury 2 33%
C Possible Injury 0 0%
0] No Apparent Injury 3 50%
TOTAL 6

Table 3-3. Bicyclist Crashes by Severity
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Driver Age

In Clark County, approximately 45% of fatal and suspected serious injury crashes involved drivers

aged 20 - 39. Historically, this age group has been particularly proneto risky driving behaviors such
as speeding and distracted driving.

20%
15%

10%

5%
Y KN M B BE R ME MY S
S B B BB BS B B B B
0%

20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 50-54 55-59 60-64 65-69 70-74 75+

h%o

%L
%2l
%2k
%Lk
%8l
%0l
%8
%0}
%LL

o
N
N
—
[&)]
N
(o]

® % All Crashes B % Fatal (K) and Suspected Serious Injury (A) Crashes

Figure 3-20: Crash Percentages by Driver Age
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Human Factors

Human factors play a significant role in crash occurrences, often tied to errors in judgment and
risky behaviors. These factors include speeding, failing to yield, distractions, fatigue, and the
influence of alcohol or drugs.

Followingtoo closelyis the leading factor for crashes in Clark County, contributingto 776 crashes,
followed by failure to yield right of way (570). The following figure lists the number of crashes
attributed to each human factor.

Following Too Closely I 776
Failure to Yield Right of Way | I 570
Ran Off Road Right | I 490

Unsafe Backing I 304
Other (Driver) | NI 205
Left of Center In I 165
Improper Turning I 138
Unsafe Speed I I 106
Driver Distracted - Other I 103
Overcorrecting /Oversteering || M 99
Unsafe Lane Movement Il 72
Improper Passing [l 49
Disregard Signal/Reg Sign | Il 48
Failure to Maintain Lane =l 32 m Fatal (K)
Improper Lane Usage IH 30
Driver Asleep or Fatigued M 26
Driver lliness Il 14
CellPhoneUsage 1 11

Suspected Serious Injury (A)

Suspected Minor Injury (B)

Pedestrian Action I 9 B Possible Injury (C)
Wrong Way on One Way @ 2
Understeering/Undercorrecting | 1 ® No Apparent Injury (O)

Ran Off Road Left = 1
Alcoholic Beverages | 1
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Number of Crashes

Figure 3-21. Crashes by Human Factor
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The factor contributing to the highest number of fatal and suspected serious injury crashes is
followingtoo closely at 24% (34). Failureto yield right of way and driving left of the center attributed
to 16% and 12%, respectively, as shown in Figure 3-22.

Given the high proportion of severe crashes where drivers ran off the road, crossed the centerline,
or failed to yield the right of way, a speed management program is recommended. This would be
designed to encourage drivers to make better decisions regarding their speed in various conditions.
It could include infrastructure, behavioral, educational, and enforcement elements.

Ran Off Road Right 30 34
Failure to Yield Right of Way mm 20 22
Left of Center 12 16
Following Too Closely 13 13
Unsafe Speed 1 13
Overcorrecting /Oversteering M 9 10
Other (Driver) m 5 6
Pedestrian Action 4 5
Driver Distracted - Other 4 4
Disregard Signal/Reg Sign 4 4
Driver lliness WD 3
Improper Turning 2 2
Driver Asleep or Fatigued 2 2
Unsafe Lane Movement
Improper Passing
Failure to Maintain Lane
Improper Lane Usage
Cell Phone Usage

—_ -
—_ -

Unsafe Backing = O
Wrong Way onOneWay O
Understeering/Undercorrecting = 0
Ran Off RoadLeft 0
Alcoholic Beverages 0
0 10 20 30 40
Number of Crashes
m Fatal (K) Suspected Serious Injury (A)

Figure 3-22. Fatal and Suspected Serious Injury Crashes by Human Factor

Environmental and Roadway Conditions

Environmental roadway conditions do notappear to contribute significantlyto crash occurrence or
severity. Adverseroadway conditions, defined as wet, snow, ice, or less common road conditions,
comprise a moderate share ofthe overall crashes. Rain conditions account for 10% of all crashes
and 11% of fatal and suspected serious injury crashes. In comparison, shnow conditions account
for 2% of allcrashes and 1% of severe crashes. Foggy conditions account for more severe crashes
than snow are 3%.
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Fatal and Suspected
. All Crashes . .
Roadway Condition Serious Injury Crashes
# % # %
Clear 2927 69% 116 70%
Cloudy 748 18% 25 15%
Rain 414 10% 18 11%
Snow 84 2% 1 1%
Fog/Smoke/Smog 31 1% 5 3%
Sleet/Hail/Freezing Rain 26 1% 0 0%
Blowing Sand/Soil/Snow 20 0% 1 1%
Other 10 0% 0 0%
4260 166

Table 3-4 Crashes by Roadway Condition

High Injury Network

A High Injury Network (HIN) is a data-driven approach used to identify roadway segments that
accountfora disproportionateamount of a community’s fatal and serious injury crashes. The HIN
enables communities to concentratetheir limited resources on improving safety along those high-
priority, dangerous corridors. Following the Safe System Approach, the HIN also corresponds to
the Safe Roads pillar. This pillar focuses on designing roadway environments to mitigate human
mistakes and account for injury intolerances, encourage safe behaviors, and facilitate safe travel
by the most vulnerable users.

The HIN provides a data-driven and focused list of corridors where a majority of the community’s
fatal and suspected serious injury crashes are occurring. Theroutes identified in the HIN will guide
thedevelopment of strategies and project selection. These strategies and more information on the
HIN can be found in Chapter 6: Strategy and Project Selection.

Clark County Safety Action Plan




4. Engagement and Collaboration

A key component of the planning process is meaningful engagement with both the public and
stakeholders. Throughout the development of this Safety Action Plan, engagement took various
forms, allowing for adeeper understanding of current conditions, safety concerns, and challenges.
These insights provide crucial context for the safety analysis. The following summarizes the
community and stakeholder engagement completed for this Safety Action Plan.

Safety Action Plan Community Engagement

Regional Steering Committee

TheRegional Steering Committee, comprised of diverse members from the region, was the guiding
force and planning structure for the Safety Action Plan development. The Safety Action Plan’s
development evolved through a series of Committee meetings.

The first meeting provided an overview of the Safe Streets for All (SS4A) program and plan
components, an explanation of the safety analysis process, outline of the engagement process
connection points and tools, an overview of community considerations, and an overview of the
project selection strategy and potential countermeasures. The second meeting reviewed detailed
preliminary findings from the crash analysis. The project team identified focus areas based on
feedback and local insights. Then, the project team guided the communities to adopt a Leadership
Commitment resolution, setting a goal for each community to achieve the eventual goal of zero
fatalities and serious injuries. The third meeting focused on the data collected from the public
engagement to date and updates to the draft Safety Action Plan documents. During the fourth
meeting, the discussions of the Committee centered on how the communities can use the Safety
Action Plans, project identification, and potentialimprovements at the prioritized intersections and
corridors on the High Injury Network (HIN).

Stakeholder Meetings

Twice during the planning process, the project team held one-on-one meetings with key
stakeholders in the community to discuss elements brought up during the overall steering
committee meetings. Local community engagement with the Safety Action Plan provided
invaluable local knowledge and insight.

Meeting One

InJuly 2024, thefirst meeting introduced the project and set expectations for the project team and
local leadership. The meeting included a request for previous plans and initiatives for community
safety and future commitment goals to safety. The project team informed Stakeholders that the
team would form Safety Committees following the first stakeholder meeting. The project team then
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provided a more extensive discussion of the currently available data and facilitated a discussion
focusing on local conflict areas.

Meeting Two

The second meeting, held in February 2025, focused on reviewing the crash analysis dashboard
and getting feedback on the initial prioritized High Injury Network (HIN) segments and priority
intersections. Dataon the dashboard included the location of the crash, mode of transportation,
directional analysis, manner of collision, roadway condition, light condition, and the updated
human factor. The group then discussed edits to the presented HIN potential corridor strategies,
priority intersections, and potential intersection strategies.

Safety Committee 7,

y ACTIVITY B , ;‘
The Clark County Safety Committee played an importantrolein SAFETY COUNTERMEASURES
developing both the Clark County Safety Action Plan. Al S8 ol

Participants provided feedback and insights into existing safety foirlies

an
and | All Crashes 1,30%

issues and concerns.

The Committee reviewed the draft prioritized HIN corridor
segments, prioritized intersections, and potential safety
countermeasures. The data provided included a preliminary

Night time Crashes
L2s
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ranking for each intersection and HIN corridor. It also included
descriptions of potential countermeasures with their expected

romtre tavel | All Grashes 244

safety impacts. The project team provided maps of the HIN
corridors and intersections for reference. The committee

provided their priorities for both the HIN and the intersection

list. They also provided feedback on what improvements they Figure 4-1: Meeting Handout:
thought would be most appropriate and beneficial. Potential Safety Countermeasures
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Public Engagement

Survey One

The project team and committees conducted public

engagement for the Safety Action Plan through an s

HELP US

interactive online map. Residents within the KIPDA On the gt d ; -
On the Road to Safety, Every Life Counts

Region, including Clark County, could provide input by R d S f ‘
identifying specific pedestrian, bicycle, or vehicle oad to Sa ety —t—

P Your input is needed to determine where there are pedestrian; bicyclist, and vehicular ‘
concerns on a map. Participants could add comments, safety concerns within the 16 particpating communities ~
H H H H Scan the QR code or visit the website to share your
images, and review or react to the contributions of Iocalion-s ectis safely conca
OtheI’S Thls |nput Offered Valuable Commun'ty https://tswdesign.mysocialpinpoint.com/ss4a-stakeholder/ss4a-stakeholder-mapi/

perspectives on local safety issues. Figure 4-2: Promotional Flyer for Community

S
The survey was available between July 9, 2024, and urvey

October 18, 2024. Atotal of 1,047 comments were
collected for the entireregion, with 38 comments located within Clark County. Figure 4-4 provides
an example view of the engagement map.

e Qe QN QLT Q@i @ @ < a
X . ® ‘ \"
i SHOW ME YOUR SAFETY ISSUES - - =)
- Interactive Mapping +
- L
* STEP1: :@::
. STEP‘Z: \
* STEPS: o
K
Figure 4-3: Social Pinpoint Online Engagement
Vehicular Safety Concerns Pedestrian Safety Concerns
e Signalization e Vegetation Viewshed e Adding sidewalks
e Blind Turns/Hills e IntersectionImprovements e Adding crosswalks
e Narrow roads e Signage
e Speed Limits e Turning lanes
e Roadway Width e Interstate Access Points
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Bicycle Safety Concerns Other Safety Concerns
e Separated Protected Bike Lanes e Allroads aretoo narrow for
o Revised Bike Routes traffic levels

e School Bus Stops

Thefeedback collected fromthis platform played an integral role in identifying high -risk areas and

shaping safety strategies so that the KIPDA Regional Safety Action Plan and the Clark County Safety

Action Plan address the concerns and needs of the public. The project team compared comment
locations to the fatalities (K) and suspected serious injuries (A) in the 2018-2022 crash data to

comparethe public perception of safety and data-driven crash densities. Thefollowing map shows
the crash locations (blue) with the public comments (yellow). The locations wherethesetwo colors

overlap (green-toned areas) represent locations where the perception of a safety issue is

consistent with where severe crashes have occurred. An example of this is along the State Route

31 corridor near Sellersburg.

Clark County Safety Action Plan
Public Comments and Fatal (K) and Suspected Serious Injury (A) Crashes Density (2018 - 2022)
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Figure 4-4. Spot Comments and Crash Density — Clark County, IN
Survey Two

The project team and committees conducted a second public survey for the Safety Action Plan.

Residents within the KIPDA Region, including Clark County, could provide input on the results of
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the crash data analysis and potential countermeasures to improve safety in each community.
Participants could provide opinions on if the identified recommended strategies and safety
improvements were appropriate for each community. Links to additional information about the
recommended strategies were included for reference.

The survey was available between April 1,2025, and April 30, 2025. Atotal of 524 responses were
collected for the entire region, with 20 responses located within Clark County. The respondents
prioritized improvementsto CR403, CR311(CharlestownRoad), and US 31 (Indiana Avenue). They
also prioritized upgrades to theintersection of CR 403/ Bethany Road. Highway 60 was mentioned
as aroadwaythat should be considered, as was SR 62 and Utica Pike. Traffic safety related to River
Ridge was discussed as a critical issue in the area.

Intersection and highway lighting was given strong support as were low cost intersection
improvements, left turn lanes, center two-way left turn lanes, shoulder treatments, and reflective
backplates at signals.

Active and Planned Projects

Transportation plans were reviewed to identify relevant Indiana Department of Transportation
(INDQOT) projects, KIPDA Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP) projects, and ongoing Jeffersonville projects. The first table and map
showthe current projects that have committed funds and are actively moving forward. The second
table and map show the long-range planning projects.

Map State ID

Sponsor

Description

T1 1802805 2549 CR 403 and Stacy Intersection/ Clark County Intersection improvement including
Road Intersection Interchange construction of a roundaboutto improve
Improvements safety at CR 403 and Stacy Road. Roundabout
construction would include hot-mix asphalt
(HMA) pavement, curb, gutter and storm
sewer for drainage, and intersection lighting.
T55 2001595 3032 |-65 Small Structure | Maintenance INDOT Small structure pipe lining on 1-65, 3.54 miles
Pipe Lining north of SR 160.
T56 2001597 3033 1-65 Small Structure | Maintenance INDOT Small structure paved invert on [-65, 3.42 mile
north of SR 160.
T57 2001598 3034 |1-65 Small Structure | Maintenance INDOT Small structure paved invert on 1-65, 0.67 mile
north of SR 160.
T58 2001599 3142 1-65 Small Structure | Maintenance INDOT Small structure pipe lining on 1-65, 9.21 miles
Pipe Lining north of SR 311.
T59 2001600 3143 |-65 Bridge Roadway - Minor INDOT Bridge widening on the southbound I-65 at
Widening at Widening Brownstown Road, 2.03 miles north of SR 160.
Brownstown Road
T60 2001601 3144 1-65 Bridge Roadway - Minor INDOT Bridge widening on northbound I-65 at
Widening at Widening Brownstown Road, 2.03 mile north of SR 160.
Brownstown Road
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Map
No.

State ID

KIPDA
ID

Name

Type

Sponsor

Description

T63 2001779 3146 SR 60 Drainage Maintenance INDOT Drainage ditch correction along SR 60 from SR
Ditch Correction 33510 4.91 miles W of I-65 (Grant Line Road),
various locations
T72 1900373 3155 SR 60 Intersection Intersection/ INDOT Intersection improvement with added turn
Improvement Interchange lanes at the intersection of SR 60 and
Twinbrook Drive/Old SR 60 in Sellersburg.
T76 2200698 3156 SR 160 Bridge Deck | Maintenance INDOT Bridge deck overlay on SR 160 over|-65, 0.54
Overlay mile west of US 31.
T81 2200052 3054 SR 60 at St. Joe Intersection/ INDOT Intersection improvement with added turn
Road West Interchange lanes at SR 60 and St. Joe Road West.
Intersection
Improvement
T113 1593192 2314 US 31 Maintenance INDOT Construct abridge deck overlay on US 31, 1.94
miles south of IN 160 over Caney Fork.
T120 1700111 2487 US 31 Maintenance INDOT Pavement replacement on US 31, 1.53 miles
north of IN 60 (Foothill Road) to 3.28 miles
north of IN 60.
T123 1600750 2492 1-65 Maintenance INDOT Replace superstructure on 1-65, 2.68 miles
south of IN 160 over Blue Lick Creek WBL.
T124 1902858 3025 Henryville Maintenance INDOT Rest area modernization project in Henryville
Welcome Center on |-65 north bound at mile marker 22.
Reconstruction
T125 1600744 2493 1-65 Maintenance INDOT Replace superstructure on 1-65, 2.68 miles
south of IN 160 over Blue Lick Creek NBL.
T143 1600729 2587 1-65 Replace Intersection/ INDOT Replace superstructure on I-65, 01.81 miles
Superstructure Interchange south of IN 160 over Caney Fork North Bound
Lane.
T144 1600733 2588 |-65 Bridge Deck Intersection/ INDOT Bridge deck replacement on 1-65, 01.81 mile
Replacement Interchange south of IN 160 over Caney Fork South Bound
lane.
T145 1801026 2590 IN 160 Small Roadway - INDOT District small structure replacement on IN
Structure Operations 160, east of IN 60 at Clark/Scott County Line.
T147 1700135 2616 Widening of 1-65 Roadway - Major INDOT Widen 1-65 from 4 to 6 lanes from 0.25 miles
Widening south of Biggs Road (RP 16+42) in Clark
County to Scottsburg (RP 28.88).
T152 1800375 2618 US 31 Intersection Roadway - Minor INDOT There is apattern of rear-end crashes with a
Improvement Widening railroad running parallel to US 31. When a train
is crossing Bud Prather Road (east approach),
there is notalarge amountofroom to store
vehicles and a southbound vehicle may not
have a safe storage place.
T155 1802996 2719 US 31 Replace Maintenance INDOT Bridge superstructure replacement on US 31,
Superstructure 02.89 miles south of IN 160, US 31 @ Blue
Lick Creek.
T156 1900343 2722 US 31 at Wolf Run Maintenance INDOT Bridge replacement on US 31, 00.20 mile north
of IN 160 at Wolf Run.
T157 2000339 2838 SR 60 WB Bridge Maintenance INDOT Construct abridge thin deck overlay on SR 60
Over I-65 westbound bridge over 1-65, 1.05 miles east of
SR 311. This is a baby des with contract B-
42896.
T158 2000341 2839 SR 60 EB Bridge Maintenance INDOT Construct abridge thin deck overlay over the
Over |1-65 east bound bridge over 1-65, 01.05 miles east
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Map
No.

State ID

KIPDA

ID

Name

Sponsor

Description

of SR 311. This is a baby des to contract
number B-42896.

T167 2000301 2845 US 31 Bridge Deck Maintenance INDOT Bridge rehabilitation project on US 31
Overlay constructing a bridge deck overlay over Silver
Creek, 00.87 miles south of SR 60.
T168 2000467 2846 SR 62 Hot-Mix Maintenance INDOT Road rehabilitation project constructing a hot-
Asphalt (HMA), PM mix asphalt (HMA) overlay, preventive
maintenance on SR 62, 0.27 miles east of SR 3
to SR 362.
T193 2002049 2912 SR 60 Bridge Maintenance INDOT Bridge replacement on SR 60 over Packwood
Replacement Over Branch, 02.47 miles east of SR 335.
Packwood Branch
T198 2001805 2911 SR 60 Maintenance INDOT Replace small structures and drainage
in/around SR 60 at RP 58+32 which is 1.51
miles west of SR 311.
T199 2100834 2978 SR 60 Small Maintenance INDOT SR 60 small structure pipe lining 4.5 miles east
Structure Pipe of SR 335.
Lining Over East SR
335
T206 2100800 2973 SR 60 Small Maintenance INDOT Small structure replacement over unnamed
Structure ditch 1.58 miles west of [-65.
Replacement, 1.58
Miles West of I-65
T209 2100744 2971 SR 60 Bridge Deck Maintenance INDOT Bridge deck overlay over Muddy Fork 4.70 east
Overlay Over of SR 335.
Muddy Fork
T215 2100048 2964 SR 60 Intersection Intersection/ INDOT Intersection improvement goingto a
Improvement, Interchange roundabout at SR 60 and CR 311.
Roundabout
T216 2100029 2972 SR 60 New Signal Intersection/ INDOT New signal installation on SR 60 atthe
Installation Interchange intersection of St. Joe Road East.
T226 2101785 3162 Repair orReplace Maintenance INDOT Replace orrepair lighting with LED at various
Lighting at Various locations within the Seymour District.
Locations in
Seymour District
T338 2200050 3194 SR 60 & Perry Intersection/ INDOT Intersection improvement at SR 60 and Perry
Crossing Road Interchange Crossing Road.
Intersection
Improvement
T390 2300823 0 SR 160 Bridge over Roadway - INDOT Scour protection on SR 160 Bridge over Pigeon
Pigeon RoostCreek | Operations Roost Creek, 03.44 mi W |-65
T2 2300707 3323 SR 62 and Maintenance INDOT Project is an intersection improvement that
Charlestown Pike will take place over 6.25 miles of SR 62 from
0.39 mi. north of SR 265 to SR 3.
T404 2300848 3257 "|-65 SB Bridge INDOT Bridge thin deck overlay I-65 Bridge over
Over Brownstown Rd, 02.03 miN of SR 160
T405 2300847 3258 Brownstown Rd" INDOT Bridge thin deck overlay 1-65 NB Bridge over
Brownstown Rd, 02.03 miN of SR 160
T406 2300846 3259 "1-65 NB Bridge INDOT Bridge Thin Deck Overlay on I-65 Hebron
Over Church Rd Bridge over |-65 NB/SB, 01.27 mi.
N of SR 160
T407 2300845 3260 Brownstown Rd" INDOT Bridge Thin Deck Overlay on I-65 Biggs Road

Bridge over 1-65, 02.51 mi S of SR 160
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Map
No.

State ID

KIPDA
ID

Name

Sponsor

Description

T408 2300844 3261 1-65 Hebron Church INDOT Bridge Thin Deck Overlay on I-65 Ebenezer
Rd Church Road Bridge over |-65 NB/SB, 04.46 mi
S of SR 160
T409 2300988 3262 |-65 Biggs Rd INDOT Small Structure Paved Invert on 1-650.06 miN
of SR 311 at the intersection with the 1-65 NB
ramp
T410 2300986 3263 "|-65 Ebenezer INDOT Small Structure Pipe Lining 5.66 miN of SR
Church 311 0n1-65
T428 2301023 3281 Rd" INDOT Small Structure Replacement on SR 160
Bridge over Guernsey Creek, E of SR 60. This
will be constructed in FY 2028.
T429 2201590 3255 1-65 Small Structure INDOT Small structures and drains constructions on
SR 60 1.50 mile N of SR 311 for 4.52 miles
T449 2301706 3284 I1-65 Small Structure INDOT Sidewalk improvements on US 31, 1.53 miles
north of IN 60 (Foothill Road) to 3.28 miles
north of IN 60. This project
T511 3306 SR 160 Bicycle Pedestrian Radius This is ashared-use path and recreational trail
Indiana facility running on the abandoned CSX and
Monon railroad corridor from the Floyd County
/ Clark County line north through Clark,
Washington, Orange, and Lawrence Counties
and ending at Yockey Road in Lawre
T535 2300823 3247 SR 60 Small INDOT Scour Protection on SR 160 Bridge over Pigeon
Structures and Roost Creek, 03.44miW 1-65
Drains Construction
T538 2300292 3321 US 31 - Sidewalk INDOT The purpose of this project is to maintain or
Improvements improve the current condition ratings of this
large culvert at .32miW SR 311 and will
extend the life of the structure.
T4 2401157 3324 Monon South Trail Maintenance INDOT SR 3 Bridge over Pleasant Run, 1.01 milesN o
SR 62. Bridge Deck Overlay.
T547 3331 SR 160 Bridge over Town of Installation of safety curb on both sides of the
Pigeon Roost Creek Sellersburg roadway. Starting point on Allentown Road
approx 830" South of Perry Crossing Rd.
Includes 4 driveway culver replacements.
T548 2401687 3332 SR 60 Over Town of Installation of safety curb on S Penn Ave, 230"
Tributary to Sugar Sellersburg North of US-31. Project continues for 405"
Creek North along East side of Penn Ave. Project
ends 636" North of US 31.
T549 2401688 3333 SR 3 Bridge Deck Town of Installation of Lighting along Camp Run
Overlay Sellersburg Parkway and American Way
T585 2401479 3396 Allentown Road Indiana Small structure and drain repair/replacement
Safety Curb Department of | on SR 3, 4.85 miles N of SR 62.
Transportation
(INDOT)
T586 2401349 3397 Penn Ave Safety Indiana Repair/replacement of culvert on SR 60, 5.38
Curb Department of | miles E of SR 335.
Transportation
(INDOT)

Table 4-1. Current Clark County TIP Projects
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Map

KIPDA

Name

Type

Sponsor

Description

No. ID
M6 3194 | SR 60 & Perry Intersection/ | INDOT | Intersection improvement at SR 60 and Perry
Crossing Road Interchange Crossing Road.
Intersection
Improvement
M1 2549 | CR 403 and Stacy Intersection/ | Clark Intersection improvement including
Road Intersection Interchange | County | construction ofaroundabout to improve safety
Improvements at CR 403 and Stacy Road. Roundabout
construction would include hot-mix asphalt
(HMA) pavement, curb, gutter and storm sewer
for drainage, and intersection lighting.
M31 | 3065 | Charlestown- Roadway - Clark Repave and widen the existing travel lanes from
Jeffersonville Pike Minor County | 8 to 10 feet on Charlestown-Jeffersonville Pike
Improvements Widening lanes from Highway 62 to the Salem-Noble
Road. Paved shoulders will be provided and
right of way for the future development of
sidewalks will be secured. Inte
M2 3066 | CR 403 Widening Roadway - Clark | Widen CR 403 from Greenleaf Road to Gospel
Major County | Road fromtwo to four lanes with left turn lanes
Widening and considerations for dedicated bike lanes.
M65 | 3143 | I1-65 Bridge Widening | Roadway - INDOT | Bridge widening on the southbound [-65 at
at Brownstown Road | Minor Brownstown Road, 2.03 miles north of SR 160.
Widening
M66 | 3144 | 1-65 Bridge Widening | Roadway - INDOT | Bridge widening on northbound 1-65 at
at Brownstown Road | Minor Brownstown Road, 2.03 mile north of SR 160.
Widening
M140 | 3025 | Henryville Welcome Maintenance | INDOT | Restarea modernization projectin Henryville on
Center [-65 north bound at mile marker 22.
Reconstruction
M151 | 2616 | Widening of I-65 Roadway - INDOT | Widen I-65 from 4 to 6 lanes from 0.25 miles
Major south of Biggs Road (RP 16+42) in Clark County
Widening to Scottsburg (RP 28.88).
M157 | 2618 | US 31 Intersection Roadway - INDOT | There is a pattern of rear-end crashes with a
Improvement Minor railroad running parallel to US 31. When a train
Widening is crossing Bud Prather Road (east approach),
there is not a large amount of room to store
vehicles and a southbound vehicle may not
have a safe storage place.
M180 | 2964 | SR 60 Intersection Intersection/ | INDOT | Intersection improvement going to a
Improvement, Interchange roundabout at SR 60 and CR 311.
Roundabout
M259 | 2775 | Utica Ridge Road Roadway - Utica Install new connector road to lessen travel
New miles of east Utica residents, eliminate through
traffic in central part of town, providing two
lanes parallel to Highway 265 for local traffic.
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Map
No.

KIPDA
ID

Name

Sponsor

Description

Right-of-way is preliminarily estimated to be 80
feet with 11-foo

M261

539

Salem-Noble Road

Roadway -
Operations

Clark
County

Reconstruct Salem-Noble Road as a2 lane (no
additional lanes) road from IN 62 to IN 403.

M297

3177

Jeffersonville-
Charlestown Pike
Improvements

Bicycle/
Pedestrian

Clark
County

The Jeffersonville-Charlestown Pike project
begins at the intersection of Jeffersonville-
Charlestown Pike and Salem Noble Road and
extend 0.8 miles to the intersection with
Highway 62. The project will extend the
Jeffersonville Project that begins at Uti

M298

3178

Salem-Noble Road
From Highway 62 to
Jeffersonville-
Charlestown Pike

Roadway -
Minor
Widening

Clark
County

The project begins at the intersection of
Highway 62 and Salem-Noble Road and extends
to the intersection of Salem-Noble Road and
Jeffersonville-Charlestown Pike approximately
0.35 miles. The project is a part of the Clark
County Salem-Noble Road project

M299

3179

Memphis Truck Stop

Maintenance

Clark
County

Truck stop entrance along Memphis Blue Lick is
very confusing and difficult to maneuver.
Improvements and entrance restrictions are
planned to improve safety and provide safe
access to trucks and vehicular traffic.

M300

3180

Henryville Sidewalks

Bicycle/
Pedestrian

Clark
County

The existing sidewalks in the Henryville area are
crumbling and do not currently meet ADA
requirements. Ramps will be added at
intersections and slopes will be adjusted to
help meet current ADArequirements. Extending
sidewalks from the Henryville High S

Table 4-2. Current Clark County MTP Projects
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Community Considerations

The Safety Action Plan analyzed socio-economic and demographic data together with the crash
datatodetermineifthereare importanttrends, findings, or considerations related to specific areas
or communities within the county.

Areas of Persistent Poverty

The Safe Streets and Roads for All 2025 Notice of Funding Opportunity defines Areas of Persistent Poverty
(APP) based on the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IlJA, 49 U.S.C. 6702(a)(1)). It also states that
this applies to the definition of Underserved Communities. Based on this definition, a project is located in
an Area of Persistent Poverty if:

1. TheCountyin whichthe projectis located consistently had greater than or equalto 20% ofthe population living
in poverty inall three of the following datasets: (a) the 1990 decennial census; (b) the 2000 decennial census;
and (c) the most recent (2021) Small Area Income Poverty Estimates; OR

2. TheCensus Tractin which the project is located hasa povertyrate of at least 20% as measured by the 2014 -
2018 5-year data series available from the American Community Survey of the Bureau of the Census; OR

3. The project is in any territory or possession of the United States.

Clark County has an area that is designated as an Area of Persistent Poverty. It is important to consider
these areas when planning safety projects as they are often areas of underinvestment in
transportation safetyinfrastructure. Itis also important to consider them because they tend to be
overrepresented with regard to crashes and especially high severity crashes. This is the case in the
APP designated portion of Clark County.

Clark County Safety Action Plan
Areas of Persistent Poverty
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Community Demographic Summary

The Safety Action Plan analyzed census tract areas, population, and crash occurrences within
communities. The following four populations were analyzed using the United States Census American
Survey (ACS). The 2022 ACS five-year table was used.

Elderly Population

Approximately 16.3% ofthe population of Clark Countyis 65 or older. Higher percentages of elderly
residents live near Clarkstown and New Washington, as shown below. Portions of the county with
high elderly populations should consider tailored roadway safety countermeasures. Oversized
signage, lighting, pedestrian refuge islands, leading pedestrian intervals (LPIs), and raised
crosswalks are some of the countermeasures that benefit elderly populations.

Clark County Safety Action Plan
Elderly Population by Census Block Group (% County Average)
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Population Impacted by Disability

In Clark County, approximately 27.5% of householdshave one or more occupants with a disability.

Similar to elderly populations, there are safety countermeasures available that support disabled
populations. Many of these relate to pedestrian facilities such as curb ramps.

Clark County Safety Action Plan
Disabled Population by Census Block Group (% County Average)
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Population Experiencing Poverty

Approximately 9.7% ofthe populationare at or below the poverty line with many of those residents
livingin the Census Block Group areas noted in the figure below. Areas with high poverty rates are
often areas of underinvestment with regard to infrastructure and safety.

Clark County Safety Action Plan
Impoverished Population by Census Block Group (% County Average)
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Minority Population
Approximately 15.4% ofthe population of Clark County identifies as non-white as illustrated | the
figure below.

Clark County Safety Action Plan
Minority Population by Census Block Group (% County Average)
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5. Policy and Process Changes

A comprehensive review of Clark County’s existing policies, plans, guidelines, and standards has
identified key opportunities to enhancetransportation safety. The County aims to elevate safety as
a priority while also creating a more accessible transportation network for all users.

Comprehensive Plan

Link: Clark County Comprehensive Plan 2019

The Clark County Comprehensive Plan is a planning document
prepared and adopted by the citizens and officials of Clark
County and its cities. This plan is intended to provide a long-
range guide for the public and private sectors of the County.

CLARK COUNTY

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 2040

Theoverall transportationgoals of this comprehensive plan is to
promote the most efficient and safe movement of people and

goods throughout the transportation system. To achieve this
goal, the plan provides two transportation goals:

Goal:Improve Accessibility to employment centers and schools.

ADOPTED
October3, 2019

Goal: Increase connectivityin Clark County by planning for safe

and maintained transportation routes.

Future Comprehensive Plan Considerations

It is recommended that future comprehensive plans and/or amendments consider the following:

Implement Context Sensitive and Active Transportation Street Policies: To improve how
processes prioritize safety, it is recommended to develop and context-sensitive street guidelines
that support safety, connectivity, comfort, and accessibility for all users. These guidelines would
be applied to new and existing road projects, ensuring that streets are designed to accommodate
pedestrians, cyclists, motorists, and transit riders.

Promote Safe and Accessible Transportation for All: Ensure transportation improvements
address theneeds of all community members. Conduct periodic community-focused analyses to
identify and mitigate transportation safety and access hot spots.
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https://www.co.clark.in.us/index.php/component/rsfiles/download?path=Planning-Zoning%2F2040-Clark-County-Comprehensive-Plan.pdf&Itemid=101

Unified Development Ordinance — October 2024

Link: Clark County Zoning Ordinance

The Unified Development Ordinance outlines regulations and
requirements based on the adopted comprehensive plan. The ,\
plan considers land uses, growth patterns, and the specific (I_ARK (OUNTY

. L. . . . . Unified Devel t Ordi
characteristics of different districts. This Code sets rules that “w
align with the goals, objectives, and policies of the approved
Comprehensive Plan.

Development Ordinance Future Considerations

These recommendations include guidance for future plan
amendments that support eliminating road deaths and serious
injuries. e ey 1, 221

Traffic Calming Measures: Consider updating regulations to include guidelines for traffic calming
measures, such as roundabouts, speed humps, chicanes, and raised intersections and crosswalks in
residential subdivisions to reduce vehicle speeds and enhance safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.
Implementing traffic calming strategies will reduce the risk and severity of crashes.

Active Transportation Infrastructure: Consider updating active transportation infrastructure
requirements for new developments within the county to promote safe access is provided for all
vulnerable road users. Sidewalks should meet accessibility standards and provide safe crossings at all
intersections. Considerincorporating dedicated pathways or multi-use trails in all new developments and
requiring connectivity to existing pedestrian and active transportation networks.

Traffic Safety Analysis and Improvements: Consider including language that requires a traffic
safety analysis to demonstrate that the development or subdivision is not significantly impacting
safety on nearby roads or intersections. Language could also be integrated into zoning and
subdivision ordinances to provide for the analysis of, and recommendations for, potential
countermeasures to address any potential impacts.
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6. Strategy and Project Selection

The development of strategies and project selection is based on a comprehensive analysis of
historical crash data, best practices implementation, and active engagement with stakeholders
and the community. The reactive approach involves a detailed examination of crash data by
frequency, severity, and location to identifythe areas needing improvement the most. The following
sections detail the methodology for prioritizing projects and strategy selection.

Prioritization

The Countyaims to eliminate fatal and serious injury crashes; therefore, crash severity is critical in
prioritizing projects and strategy selection. Comprehensive crash costs combine the economic
cost of a crash and monetized pain and suffering. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
developed national crash costs to use as default crash unit values (Crash Costs for Highway Safety
Analysis), that states and municipalities can adjust based on regional differences. Table 6-1

provides the comprehensive cost per crash adjusted to the KIPDA region as prescribed in the
FHWA Crash Costs for Highway Safety Analysis.

K Fatal Injury $10,175,024
A Suspected Serious Injury $594,471
B Suspected Minor Injury $182,274
C Possible Injury $116,572
O No Apparent Injury $12,220

Table 6-1 KIPDA Comprehensive Crash Cost

Equivalent Property Damage Only Method

The Equivalent Property Damage Only (EPDO) is a method of weighting crashes by severity using
the equivalent number of No Apparent Injury Crash costs, also called Property Damage Only (PDO)
crash costs, to develop the weights. Thefollowing table showsthe comprehensive costs and EPDO
value breakdown by crash severity.

Clark County Safety Action Plan



https://highways.dot.gov/sites/fhwa.dot.gov/files/2022-09/fhwasa17071.pdf
https://highways.dot.gov/sites/fhwa.dot.gov/files/2022-09/fhwasa17071.pdf
https://highways.dot.gov/sites/fhwa.dot.gov/files/2022-09/fhwasa17071.pdf

K $10,175,024 833
A $594,471 49
B $182,274 15
C $116,572 10
o $12,220 1

As shown in Table 6-2, the comprehensive cost of a fatal crash (K) compared to the other crash
severities is significant. The EPDO method, however, may overly emphasize fatal crashes,
potentially skewing focus towards areas with fewer crashes. To address this imbalance, analysts
used a modified EPDO (MEPDO) approach to equally consider both fatal and suspected serious

Table 6-2. KIPDA EPDO Crash Value

injury crashes by blending their values based on their comprehensive costs and frequency.

Table 6-3 presents a breakdown of the MEPDO, providing a more balanced evaluation while
maintaining a focus on fatal and suspected serious injurycrashes. The crashes forthe entire KIPDA
region were used to calculate weighted average costs and MEPDO.

K 618 $10,175,024
KA $2,224,193 182
A 3,015 $594,471
B 12,841 $182,274 B $182,274 15
C 11,770 $116,572 C $116,572 10
o) 113,611 $12,220 0 $12,220 1
* KA Cost = (618*$10,175,024+3,015*$594,471) / (618+3,015) = $2,224,193
** KA Value = $2,224,193 / $12,220 = 182

Table 6-3. KIPDA MEPDO Crash Value
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Reactive Approach

Methodology

Thereactive approach for analyzing crashesincludes joining the crash data with roadway data. The
team gathered Indiana geographic information system (GIS) files with roadway and traffic data. The
GISroadway layer was divided into segments and intersections. Analysts combined the crash data
with the GIS information to facilitate detailed analysis by identifying the location of the crashes by
road segment and intersection.

After joiningthe crashes to theroadway segments and intersections, analysts applied the MEPDO
method to generate lists of prioritized intersections and corridors.

Thelists are for planning purposes only. Theintersectionsand corridorsidentified could potentially
benefit from safety countermeasures; however, it is not necessary to make improvements in the
listed order. In addition, there may be other high priority locally identified safety projects.
Therefore, these lists provide high-level planning guidance for future agency consideration.

Intersections

Enhancing safety at intersections is vital for achieving a Safe System Approach. Evaluating roadway
features such as geometrics and traffic operation and controlis necessaryfor eliminating fatal and
serious injury crashes. Intersections are deliberate points of interaction where vehicles and non-
motorized users converge, significantly impacting the overall safety performance of the
transportationsystem. These conflict points are historically where fatal and serious injury crashes
occur. Therefore, intersection projects present unique opportunities to incorporate Safe System
principles into planning, design, and operational decisions. Improving intersections can play a
significant role in eliminating fatal and serious injury crashes.

Prioritized Intersections

Clark County experienced 87 fatal and suspected serious injury crashes at intersections,
representing 52% of all fatal and suspected serious injury crashes. These crashes occurred at both
sighalized and unsignalized intersections. Both types of intersections contain multiple conflict
points and offer significant opportunities to enhance safety for all users. MEPDO was calculated
and ranked for each intersection.

Table6-4 liststhe top 20 intersections by MEPDO. These intersections account for 37 of the fatal
and suspected serious injury crashes at intersections.
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Table 6-4. Prioritized Intersections by MEPDO
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23
76
14
22
16
35
7
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13
3
3
2
45
37
15
18
41
19

824
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590
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252
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Clark County Safety Action Plan
Intersections: Reactive Approach (2018 - 2022)
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Figure 6-1. Intersections: Reactive Approach Map
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High Injury Network and Prioritized Corridors

A High Injury Network (HIN) is a data-driven approach to identify roadway segments that

experience a disproportionately high number of fatal and serious injury crashes. This approach

enables communities to focus resources on improving safety along those high-priority corridors.
Clark County’s HIN was developed using detailed crash data analysis and GIS mapping to pinpoint
corridors with the highest concentration of severe crashes. Table 6-5, Figure 6-3, Figure 6-4, and
Figure 6-5illustrate Clark County’s HIN, highlighting its overlap with locations of fatal and serious

injury crashes, and prioritized intersections based on MEPDO analysis.

pgggppp

Charlestown Rd
Hometown Rd S Indiana Ave (US-31) 2363 1725
(Hwy-311)
Old Indiana 403 . ~
2 N IndianaAve (US-31) County Limits 3.80 2716 715
(CR-403)
Grant Line Road American Way /
3 SR 60 . 3.12 2092 670
(CR-111) Poindexter Ln
. . Bean Rd / Utica-
4 E Utica St N IndianaAve (US-31) 1.30 868 668
Sellersburg Rd
5 W Water St (SR 60) Star Valley Way Dow Knob Rd 1.87 1204 644
6 E 10th St (SR 62) Salem Rd 20th St/ Lentz Ave 2.62 1584 604
7 Blue Lick Rd Battle Knob Rd Biggs Rd 1.37 759 554
8 Highway 31/ Diamond Heights | Hwy 311/PratherSt | 2.40 | 1323 551
SindianaAve (US-31) 2 R '
9 Indiana Ave (US-31) | Hwy 311 / Prather St Weber Rd 1.55 822 531
10 New Washington SR 62 Gill Rd 250 | 1299 519
Bethlehem Rd ! '
N Ferguson St (US- Colonels Way (SR
11 Brownstown Rd 1.20 623 519
31) 160)
Ohio River Scenic
12 Monroe St Decker Ln 3.74 1927 515
Byway (SR 62)
13 SR 160 Forestry Rd Ferguson St (US-31) 0.80 365 457
14 SR 160 Speith Rd Forestry Rd 1.28 541 423
Charlestown New . . .
15 Marion Martin Rd Zimmerman Rd 1.65 611 370
Market Rd
16 Grant Line Road W St Joe Road SR 60 1.80 655 364
17 W Water St (SR 60) W Main St Star Valley Way 2.00 725 362
18 SR 3 Crescent Rd Leon Prall Rd 3.00 1043 348
Ameri Way /
19 SR 60 merican YYay US 31 2.28 758 333
Poindexter Ln
20 Chas Memphis Rd UsS 31 Stoney Point Rd 2.43 775 319
21 Vienna Rd Edgewood Dr Jack Teeple Rd 1.25 385 308
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Caney Rd/ Henryville
22 SR 160 . Dunley Rd 1.42 414 292
Otisco Rd
Ohio River Scenic .
23 Lakeside Dr Lena Bower Rd 1.86 464 250
Byway (SR 62)
. Grant Line Road
24 W Water St (SR 60) Southern Hills Dr 3.74 903 242
(CR-111)
Ohio River Scenic
25 10 Fiver seeni S Poplar St S Carrol Rd 1.92 443 231
Byway (SR 62)
26 W Water St (SR 60) Dow Knob Rd Southern Hills Dr 2.00 404 202
27 Blue Lick Rd Biggs Rd US 31 1.47 294 200
28 SR 3 Leon Prall Rd Mahan Rd / 278 472 170
New Market Rd ’
29 US-31 Memphis Blue Lick Rd Mt Zion Rd 2.50 393 157
Bud Prather Rd / Perry
30 US-31 Weber Rd . 1.86 239 128
Crossing Rd
Daisy Hill Rd / Frainy
31 Battle Knob Road Reed Road 3.20 404 126
Knob Rd / Reed Rd
32 SR 160 County Line Road / Speith Rd 2.69 328 122
S Casey Rd
N Ferguson St (US- .
33 31) Brownstown Rd County Line Road 3.35 380 113

Table 6-5. Prioritized Corridors - High Injury Network
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Fatal (K) and Suspected Serious Injury (A) Crashes on the High Injury Network
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High Injury Network Prioritized Intersections
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Project Selection

A comprehensive set ofrecommended strategies and safety improvements was developed for the
top-ranked intersectionsand corridorswithinthe HIN. Theimprovements are based on the results
of the safety analysis, feedback from Safety Committee and the public, and the principles of the
Safe System Approach.

Proven Safety Countermeasures

The following tables present a selection of proven safety countermeasures designed to reduce
crashes. These measures are informed by before-and-after crash data from case studies. The
countermeasures are organized into roadway segment and intersection improvement tables. The
countermeasures includes an image, a description of the countermeasure’s safety benefits,
estimated safety impact statistics, and a link for further information.

Countermeasures should be implemented as appropriate based on the prioritized project
locations. Estimated cost ranges for safety countermeasures can be found in Appendix A. This
appendix also includes a project implementation timeline reference chart, which provides high-
level guidanceonthetime required to complete a range of potential safety improvement projects.
Please refer to the notes on the chart during the development of project timelines.

Additional information on potential safety countermeasures can be found using these links:

Proven Safety Countermeasures (Federal Highway Administration)
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/proven-safety-countermeasures

Innovative Intersections (Virginia Department of Transportation)
https://www.vdot.virginia.gov/about/our-system/highways/innovative-intersections/virginia-icap/

Federal Highway Administration Safety Programs

Intersection Safety - https://highways.dot.gov/safety/intersection-safety/about
Roadway Departure Safety — https://highways.dot.gov/safety/RwD

Speed Management Safety - https://highways.dot.gov/safety/speed-management
Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety — https://highways.dot.gov/safety/pedestrian-bicyclist
Local and Rural Safety - https://highways.dot.gov/safety/local-rural

Safety Data Analysis and Tools - https://highways.dot.gov/safety/data-analysis-tools

Clark County Safety Action Plan


https://highways.dot.gov/safety/proven-safety-countermeasures
https://www.vdot.virginia.gov/about/our-system/highways/innovative-intersections/virginia-icap/
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/intersection-safety/about
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/RwD
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/speed-management
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/pedestrian-bicyclist
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/local-rural
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/data-analysis-tools

Countermeasure Description Safetylmpact| Links Countermeasure Description Safetylmpact | Links
Enhanced Delineation for Horizontal Curves Roadside Design Improvements at Curves
S . Includes treatments that
;':jii\élas':sgtgr?j;g?i?eld Severe improve horizontal curves, Single Vehicle or
. . . crashes FHWA giving drivers the opportunityto | AllCrashes FHWA
provide drivers with better .
: . v15-18% recover safely orreducing v8-44%
information about curves. -
crash severity.
Access Management (segment treatments) Medians and Pedestrian Refuge Islands
| Reducingthe number and R%_;zngrlzgr:zls Provide curbed median Ped Crashes
a N an proximity of access pointsto| =~ = 54, between opposingtravellanes | 4 46-56% FHWA
\/ -+ e focus turning traffic to fewer Urban Severe FHWA 3| to provide separation, reduce ) and
i) il locations. Reduces turning v left-turn risks, and improve | VehicleCrashes | gy
conflicts Crashes edestrian safet v15%
=3 - ¥25-31% P y.
Roadway Reconfiguration (Right Sizing or Road Diet) ShoulderTreatment - Safety Edge
Ofteninvolves converting a
4-lane undivided road to a 3- Severe
laneroad with 2 through AllCrashes Shoulder edge upgrades to v11%
g FHWA improve recoverability for Run-Off-Road | FHWA
lanes and a center two-way v19-47%
. roadway departures. v21%
left-turn lane, which slows Head-On +19%
traffic and reduces conflicts. ’
Dynamic Speed Feedback Signs avement Friction Management
EHWA High Friction Surface Severe Crashes
Provide positive and negative (pg5) Treatment (HFST) can prevent |at Curves +48%
. ) All Crashes
feedback to drivers regarding L5 FHWA roadway departure, Crashes at FHWA
their speed. ’ Clearing intersection, and pedestrian- | |ntersections
house related crashes. 148%

Table 6-6. Example Segment Countermeasures
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https://highways.dot.gov/safety/proven-safety-countermeasures/enhanced-delineation-horizontal-curves
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/proven-safety-countermeasures/roadside-design-improvements-curves
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/proven-safety-countermeasures/corridor-access-management
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/proven-safety-countermeasures/medians-and-pedestrian-refuge-islands-urban-and-suburban-areas
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/pedestrian-bicyclist/safety-countermeasures/state-best-practice-policy-medians
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/proven-safety-countermeasures/road-diets-roadway-reconfiguration
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/proven-safety-countermeasures/road-diets-roadway-reconfiguration
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/proven-safety-countermeasures/safetyedgesm
https://highways.dot.gov/sites/fhwa.dot.gov/files/2024-10/Engineering-Speed-Management-Countermeasures-a-Desktop-Reference-of-Potential-Effectiveness-in-Reducing_Crashes_FHWA-SA-24-004.pdf
https://highways.dot.gov/sites/fhwa.dot.gov/files/2024-10/Engineering-Speed-Management-Countermeasures-a-Desktop-Reference-of-Potential-Effectiveness-in-Reducing_Crashes_FHWA-SA-24-004.pdf
https://cmfclearinghouse.fhwa.dot.gov/study_detail.php?stid=418
https://cmfclearinghouse.fhwa.dot.gov/study_detail.php?stid=418
https://cmfclearinghouse.fhwa.dot.gov/study_detail.php?stid=418
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/proven-safety-countermeasures/pavement-friction-management

Countermeasure Description SafetyImpact | Links Countermeasure Description Safety Impact Links
Access Management (intersection treatments) Intersection Lighting
e - This refers to the designand 2-laneRural Nighttime Ped
=) (= . Road Crashes iSibili
— _ . | controlof access points v5-230 Increased visibility at Injuries ¥42%
e 8 including intersections Urban Sevgre FHWA nighttime can improve safety | _ FHWA
== which can enhance safety forallmodes of travel. Nighttime Crashes
- - forallmodes Crashes v33-38%
o ) v25-31%
Crosswalk Visibility Enhancement Reflective Backplates
High-visibility crosswalks |Pedestrian !mprgvetheV|S|b|l|tyof t.he
. . illuminated face of the signal | Total Crashes
can reduce pedestrian Injury Crashes FHWA . . FHWA
o byintroducing acontrolled- |v15%
injurycrashes. v40%
contrast background.
Low-Cost Countermeasures at Stop-Controlled Intersection Modern Roundabouts (RAB)
Deploying a package of low-| Severe Crashes ) . . 2-way Stop to RAB
Converting an intersection | severe Crashes
costcountermeasures, v10% . .
including enhanced signing [ Night Crashes (stop orsignal)into a v82%
g . gning | Nie FHWA roundaboutcan slowtraffic. It FHWA
and pavement markings v15% S ; Signalto RAB
increasing driver Rural Severe also minimizes conflicts and
reduces crash severity. Severe Crashes
awareness. Crashes v27% 178%
Left and Right Turn Lanes Positive Offset Left-Turn Lane
Left and nght turn lanes Left Turn Lane Providesincreased VISIbIlIty
provide physical separation 428-48% fordrivers turning left. It Severe crashes
between through trafficand | FHWA prevents opposingleft turning ©36% FHWA
turning traffic that is RightTurn Lane vehicles from blocking
slowing or stopped. V14-26% sightlines.

Table 6-7. Example Intersection Countermeasures
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https://highways.dot.gov/safety/proven-safety-countermeasures/corridor-access-management
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/proven-safety-countermeasures/lighting
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/proven-safety-countermeasures/crosswalk-visibility-enhancements
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/proven-safety-countermeasures/backplates-retroreflective-borders
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/proven-safety-countermeasures/systemic-application-multiple-low-cost-countermeasures-stop
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/proven-safety-countermeasures/roundabouts
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/proven-safety-countermeasures/dedicated-left-and-right-turn-lanes-intersections
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/proven-safety-countermeasures/dedicated-left-and-right-turn-lanes-intersections

Potential Intersection Strategies

The following table lists the prioritized intersections based on their MEPDO values. Each
intersection was evaluated for its existing condition. Relevant safety countermeasures were

identified as potential improvements for each intersection.

Intersection

Intersections — Reactive Approach

Location

c
=
-
[
<
5
T
[}
-
(1]
2
T
[T}
[a]

Offset Left Turn Lanes

Cycle Length and Clearance

Intervals
Remove Channelization/

Tighten Up Intersection

Potential Countermeasures

Reflective Backplates
Roundabout
Enhanced Markings /
Striping
Enhanced Signing
Lighting
Access Management

Tree Trimming

Crosswalk Visibility

Enhancements
Re-Align Intersection

CR-403 & Bethany Rd County X X X X X
2 US-31 & Memphis Bluelick Rd County X X X X
3 SR-62 & Salem NobleRd Jefz; ?::%“e x | x x | x x | x
4 SR-60 & W St. Joe Rd County X X X X
5 Old SR-60 & CR-311 S;Fel:ggj/rg X X X | x| x X X
6 CR-403 & Salem Noble Rd County X X X X X
7 CR-403 & Greenleaf Rd & St No. 23 Sellersburg X X X X X
8 SR-62 & Decker Ln County X X X X X
9 SR-60 & Hunter Station Rd Sellersburg X X X X
10 E Utica St& Penn St Sellersburg X X
11 Sindiana Ave (US-31) & Penn St Sellersburg X X X X X
12 SR-60 & Tall Pine Ln County X X X
13 | New Washington Bethlehem Rd & Harn Rd County X X X
14 New Washington Bethlehem Rd & Gill Rd County X X X
15 SIndiana Ave (US-31) & CR-311 Sellersburg X X X X
16 SIndiana Ave (US-31) & W Utica St Sellersburg X X X X
17 SR-60 & Wilson Switch Rd County X X X
18 SR-62 & Paul Garrett Ave County X X X X X X
19 CR-311 &1-65 SB Off Ramp Sellersburg X X
20 SR-60 & Bennettsville Rd County X X

Table 6-8. Potential Intersection Strategies
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Potential High Injury Network Corridor Strategies

Thefollowing table outlines potential safetyimprovement strategies for the identified HIN. The list
of improvements was developed using proven safety countermeasures aimed at reducing and

eventually eliminating severe crashes. These routes can be further studied to guide
implementation efforts.

Location

Route Name

Begin and End Limits

Length

(mile)

Potential Project Strategies

Innovative intersections, lighting, pedestrian

1 Sellersburg/ Charlestown Rd (Hwy- Hometown Rd and S 137 facilities, enhanced pedestrian crossings
County 311) Indiana Ave (US-31) ’ Active project: 3-lane section, other
improvements
| tive int ti t L l
o | comy | Onmmasm | nameseusanama | [ e tesees snee vl
Yy (CR-403) County Limits : ps, enk Ping, p
and crossings
Grant Line Road (CR-111) - - .
3 County SR 60 and American Way / 3.12 En.hanced signing ?nd strlplng, edgellr.le rumble
. strips, tumn lanes, innovative intersections
Poindexter Ln
N Indiana Ave (US-31) and Innovative intersections, pedestrian facilities
4 Sellersburg E Utica St Bean Rd / Utica- 1.30 destri ) o b ’
Sellersburg Rd pedestrian crossings
W Water St Star Valley Way and Dow Enhanced signing and striping, edgeline rumble
5 C 1.87
ounty (SR60) Knob Rd strips
6 County{ E 10th St (SR 62) Salem Rd and 20th St/ 262 BCUT C.;orr?dor, of'fs.et turn lanes, lighting,
Jeffersonville Lentz Ave innovative intersections
7 County Blue Lick Rd Battle Knob Rd and Biggs 1.37 Minor roaq widening, t'anh.anced striping,
Rd rumble strips, curve signing
High 1/ | tive int ti turn L L
Sellersburg/ g \{vay e Diamond Heights and Hwy nr410va Ve Intersec I?hs’ um angs, rumlb.fa
8 SIndiana Ave 2.40 strips, enhanced striping, pedestrian facilities
County 311/ Prather St .
(US-31) and crossings
| tive int ti lighti tri
Sellersburg/ Indiana Ave Hwy 311/ Prather St and nnovative intersections, Tighting, ped.es an
9 1.55 facilities, enhanced pedestrian crossings, curb
County (US-31) Weber Rd b
ump outs
) Enhanced signing and striping, innovative
10 County B T SR 62 and Gill Rd 2.50 intersections, curve realignment, enhanced
Bethlehem Rd . .
pedestrian crossings
1 County N Ferguson St Colonels Way (SR 160) 1.20 Edgeline and centerline rumble strips,
(US-31) and Brownstown Rd ’ enhanced striping, pedestrian facilities
12 County/ Ohio River Scenic Byway Monroe St and Decker Ln 3.74 !Enhancgd signing and striping, innovative
Charlestown (SR 62) intersections
Road rightsizing, interchange improvements,
13 County SR 160 ForestryS?(dUz;rjg;erguson 0.80 pedestrian facilities, enhanced pedestrian
crossings, lighting
14 County SR 160 Speith Rd and Forestry Rd | 1.28 | Enhanced stribing, enhanced signing, rumble
strips, sight distance improvements
15 c Charlestown New Marion Martin Rd and 1.65 Minor road widening, enhanced striping,
ounty Market Rd Zimmerman Rd i rumble strips, curve signing, curve realignment
Enhanced signing and striping, edgeline and
16 County Grant Line Road W St Joe Road and SR 60 1.80 centerline rumble strips, innovative
intersection
17 County W Water St W Main St and Star Valley 2.00 En.hanced signing and striping, edgeline rumble
(SR 60) Way strips

Clark County Safety Action Plan




Location

Route Name

Begin and End Limits

Crescent Rd and Leon

Length
(mile)

Potential Project Strategies

Rumble strips, enhanced striping and signing,

18 County SR3 Prall Rd 3.00 innovative intersections
19 Sellersburg/ SR 60 . American Way / .08 Innovative intersections, lighting, offset turn
County Poindexter Ln and US 31 lanes
1 t Point Mi ideni h tripi
20 Sy Sies a2 US 31 and Stoney Poin 243 inor roaq widening, (.en .anced S rlplng,
Rd rumble strips, curve signing, curve realignment
21 County Vienna Rd Edgewood Dr and Jack 125 Minor roaq widening, tenhanced striping,
Teeple Rd rumble strips, curve signing
Caney Rd / Henryville Minor road widening, enhanced striping,
22 R1 1.42
County SR160 Otisco Rd and Dunley Rd rumble strips, curve signing
Ohio River Scenic Byway Lakeside Dr and Lena Enhanced signing and striping, innovative
23 County 1.86 . ;
(SR 62) Bower Rd intersections, turn lanes
Southern Hills Dr and L . .
24 o W Water St Grant Line Road 374 En.hanf:ed SIgr.ung'and strlplng, edgeline rumble
(SR 60) strips, innovative intersection
(CR-111)
- . Enhanced signing and striping, innovative
25 County Ohio RIV?;F?(;S;)IC Byway S Poplar StRan S Carrol 1.92 intersections, turn lanes, enhanced pedestrian
crossings
W Water St Dow Knob Rd and Enhanced signing and striping, edgeline rumble
26 County (SR 60) Southern Hills Dr 2.00 strips
Innovative intersections, turn lanes, rumble
27 County Blue Lick Rd Biggs Rd and US 31 1.47 strips, enhanced striping, pedestrian facilities
and crossings
Leon Prall Rd and Mahan Rumble strips, enhanced striping and signing,
28 County SR3 Rd / New Market Rd 2.78 innovative intersections pedestrian facilities
Edgeline and Centerline Rumble Strips,
Memphis Blue Lick Rd and enhanced striping (A portion of this segment
29 County Us-31 Mt Zion Rd 2.50 was reduced from 55 mph to 45 mphin
February 2025)
Weber Rd and Bud . . .
30 Ganny US-31 e B ey 1.86 Edgeline and.C.enterllne Rumble Strips,
. enhanced striping
Crossing Rd
Reed Road and Daisy Hill Minor road widening, enhanced striping,
31 County Bartle Knob Road Rd / Frainy Knob Rd / 3.20 rumble strips, curve signing, curve realignment
Reed Rd Planned: Culvert replacement —needs funding
County Line Road / Enhanced striping, enhanced signing, rumble
32 C SR 160 2.69
ounty S Casey Rd and Speith Rd strips, sight distance improvements
33 County N Ferguson St Brownstown Rd and 3.35 Edgeline and centerline rumble strips,

(US-31)

County Line Road

enhanced striping

Table 6-9. Potential Corridor Strategies
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System Level Approach and Strategies

The system level (or systemic) approach to safety identifies and addresses high-risk features
acrosstheentireroadway network rather than focusingsolely on specific crash locations, as in the
reactive approach. Risk factors for Clark County’s roadway network were identified by analyzing
crash and roadway data.

Systemic strategies involve implementing widespread improvements to reduce the likelihood and
severity of crashes across an area, not just at specific locations. These strategies proactively
identify and mitigate potential hazards to prevent crashes.

Strategy 1 — Roadside Edge Treatments

65 (39%) ofthe 166 severe crashes inthe countyin the study period involved a roadway departure.
Many of these crashes occurred on low volume rural roadways. To the extent possible, given the
County’sright-of-wayrestrictions it is recommended that roadway edge treatments be improved.
Thegoal of thesetreatmentsisto both reducethelikelihood of avehicle leaving the roadway and to
reduce the severity of the crash when a vehicle does leave the roadway.

Thisis in keeping with the Indiana Strategic Highway Safety Plan strategies for addressing roadway

departures. Strategy 1 calls for improving the roadway, roadside, and traffic control devices.
Strategy 2 calls for improving the roadside safety equipment and traffic control devices.

It is recommended that roadside edges treatments be considered for all county roadways with
between 500 and 5,000 vehicles per day that have a higher than average number of potential
hazards (curves, fixed objects, intersections, horizontal or vertical sight distance limitations).
Example roadways include Bethlehem New Washington Rd, Highway 160, and Bartle Knob Road.
Improvements could also be made to smaller county roads whenever possible. Potentially, the
lower-cost treatments could be made standard on all repaving projects.

Specific proven safety countermeasures that could be applied systemically to county roadways
include the following:

e All Roads —Wider Edge Lines (up to 37% crash reduction) and Safety Edge

e Curves —Enhance curve delineation, guardrail, if volumes are sufficiently high curve
flattening or high friction surface treatment could be considered

e Intersections and Sight Distance Limitations—Additional signing and markings or oversized
signs, speed management techniques such as speed feedback signs (where volumes are
higher)

e Fixed Objects (culverts etc.) —install upgraded guardrail

e Intersections —Rural roundabouts or transverse rumble strips
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Strategy 2 — Center Line Buffers or Center Rumble Strips

While only 86 (2%) of the 4260 crashes in the county were head-on crashes, 19 (11%) of the 166
severe crashes were head-on crashes. Furthermore, of the 196 individuals that died or were
severely injured 30 (15%) were involved in a head-on crash. This is because these crashes involve
two vehicles and are frequently high severity crashes. Roadways that could be considered for this
strategy include roads such as CR 160 and Charlestown New Market Road.

One of the most effective methods for preventing head-on crashes on rural two-lane highways is to
introduce centerline buffers. The research on this approach shows that a one-foot buffer can
eliminate nearly 20% of these crashes and a two-foot buffer can eliminate nearly 40% of these
crashes. It is recommended that Clark County consider a new design standard that includes a
painted buffer between the directions of travel on roadways where the pavement width can be
designed to accommodate it.

If it is not possible to accommodate a center buffer then center rumble strips are recommended.
These have also proven to reduce head-on crashes.

Strategy 3 - Speed Management

High speeds in Clark County are associated with more severe crashes. As highways are upgraded
over time, steps should be taken to incorporate speed management techniques. This can include
roundabouts, active speed feedback signs, using striping to narrow lanes (while leaving the road
width unchanged), and many other techniques. Changing speed limits can be part of a speed
management plan, especially if done in concert with other changes.

Safety Action Plan Implementation

This plan has documented and prioritized many safety challenges. Based on the data, agency/
stakeholder input, and best practices, it has also identified potential strategies and projects that
would address these challenges. The focus continues to be on red ucing high-severity crashes
acrossthe community. This section outlines an initial action plan for deploying potential strategies,
projects, and safety programs. The actions are proposed to be implemented in four time ranges:
short-term (0-3 years); mid-term (4-6 years); long term (7+ years); and ongoing. They cover the
main intervention categories: infrastructure, behavioral safety, operational safety, and
policies/procedures.

Theimplementation of each project, strategy, or program is dependent on funding availability. It is
also dependent onthe support of all relevant agencies and the County’s capacity to execute each
action. In cases where the County does not have primary authority for implementing the action,
they will need to play a supporting role.
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Timeframe No Project/ Strategy / Program Description Document Reference Recommended First Step Primary Category
1 Adoptupdated trafflc'cglmlng and/or updated safety Chapter 5 Workywth KIPDA to obtain modelpolicies for Policy/ Procedures
related codes and policies adoption
5 Submit applicationfor SS4Agrantfunding for one of the Chapter 6; Table 6-9 Workwfnh partners (asreleva.nt) toidentify and agree Infrastructure
top HIN segments on aprojectand match funding
Sz Ui Initiate f.IrSt sgfetyoutreaph; Con5|dgrfocu5|ng on Work with KIPDAand other jurisdictions to develop a .
(0Oto4years) 3 aggressivedriving, speeding, and actions that cause Chapter3and 4 ) Behavioral
multi-agency outreach approach
roadway departures
Implement initial low-cost Speed Management Chapters 3,4 and 6; Work with law enforcement and INDOT to identify key .
4 . . . . Operational
strategies on HIN corridors Systemic Sec. corridors
5 Supporttargetedspeedand traffic controlenforcement Chapter3and 4 Work with law enforcement to identify key locations Operational
Implement one easyto implement systemic Chapters 3and 6; Work with partners (as relevant) to identifya
6 . . . . . ) Infrastructure
infrastructure focused project Systemic Sec. promising project and funding
7 Implementhigh priority HIN segment project Chapter 3 and Chapter 6 Work.w.lth part'ners (as rele\{ant) toidentifya Infrastructure
promising project and funding
. . Lo . . Work with partners (as relevant) to identify a
Mid Term 8 Implement high priorityintersection project Chapter 3 and Chapter6 o . . Infrastructure
(4 to 8 years) promising project and funding
9 Implement safety.focused local street/highway Chapter 3 and Chapter 6 Usg localfunds to advance priority local projects / Infrastructure
upgrades and maintenance maintenance
Initiate second safety outreach; Consider focusing on Work with KIPDAand other iurisdictions to develop a
10 aggressive driving, speeding, actions that cause Chapter3and4 . ) P Behavioral
. multi-agency outreach approach
roadway departures, or other relevant topics
Implement additional systemic infrastructure focused Chapters 3and 6; Build long-termpartnerships and identifyfunding to
11 ) - . . - Infrastructure
projects (goalis one or more everyfive years) Systemic Sec. address key systemic needs
12 Imple.mentadd|t|onal|nfrqstructure projects on HIN Chapter 3 and Chapter 6 Build long-termpartnerships and identifyfunding to Infrastructure
Long Term (goalis one or more everyfive years) address key HIN needs
(9+ years) 13 Implement adQ|t|onal intersection |.nfrastructure Chapter 3 and Chapter 6 Build long-tqrm partngrsh|ps and identifyfunding to Infrastructure
projects (goalis one or more everyfive years) address keyintersection needs
Implement additional safety focused local Increase local fundsto advance priority local projects
14 street/highwayimprovements (goalis one or more Chapter 3 and Chapter 6 ) u priority ProJ Infrastructure
. /maintenance
every five years)
15 Continue Local Safety Meetings Chapters2 and 4 Schedule quarterly meetings Policy/Procedures
Collaborate with KIPDA to monitor, assess, and . . . . .
Ongoing 16 publicly report progress Chapter7 Coordinate with KIPDA to implement reporting plan ~ Policy/Procedures

Continue building staff/agency knowledge regarding
highway safety

Chapters4,5,and 6

Coordinate with KIPDAto schedule annual sessions

Policy/Procedures

Table 6-10: Implementation Action Plan Timeline
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7. Progress and Transparency

Clark County, with support from KIPDA, is dedicated to ensuring the success of this Safety Action
Plan. Effective communication, continuous monitoring, and evaluation are crucial to eliminating
fatalities and serious injury crashes by 2050. Maintaining ongoing transparency through public
accessibility and clear communication of outcome data is also essential.

The following chapter outlines the plan for measuring progress, maintaining transparency, and
continuously incorporating feedback to enhance this road safety initiative.

Safety Performance Measurement

Safety improvements are measured using community-wide performance metrics to assess
progress. Additionally, project-specific performance is monitored to promote effective
implementation and positive safety impacts. The following sections outline the annual public and
accessible progress reporting structure and proposed metrics.

Annual Safety Performance Measures

Crash Severity

The County and KIPDA expect to monitor the total number of crashes annually by crash severity:

Fatal, Suspected Serious Injury, Suspected Minor Injury, Possible Injury, and No Apparent Injury. In
addition, the crash rate for the total number of crashes would be estimated. The crash rate is the
total number of crashes per vehicle miles traveled in the County.

Fatal and Suspected Serious Injury Crashes

Evaluating fatal and suspected serious injury crash trends is a key focus. Fatal and suspected
serious injury crashes should be monitored annually. The measurement includes monitoring the
total number of fatal and suspected serious injury crashes and the crash rate. The crash rate is the
number of fatal and suspected serious injury crashes per vehicle miles traveled in the C ounty
annually.

Vulnerable Road User Crashes
Crashes involving vulnerable road users should be monitored annually, focusing on fatal and

suspected serious injury crashes. Since a significant portion of severe crashes involve vulnerable
road users, this metric is critical for assessing safety improvements.

Community Focused

The Countyand KIPDA expect to assess the above safety performance metrics by Census Tract to
explore underlying factors contributing tocrash trends. By comparing these metrics to county-wide
results, patterns can beidentified, allowing for tailored solutions and resources to meet the needs
of different parts of the community. This approach aims to create a safer environment for all, by
addressing concerns and promoting safety across the different parts of the community.
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Project-Specific Performance Measures

The safety action plan recommends improvements using both the reactive and systemic
approaches. Monitoring focuses on project-specific improvements at prioritized signalized
intersections, unsignalized intersections, and along the corridors identified on the High Injury
Network. Key project-specific measures anticipated to be collected include:

Safety Improvement Projects Implemented at Prioritized Locations

This performance measure tracks the number of safety-focused improvement projects
constructed from the potential improvements listed in Chapter 6. The total number of safety
improvements implemented at theintersection and along the corridors identified on the HIN would
be recorded annually.

Crash Trends at Project Locations

When a safetyimprovement project has been constructed, pre-construction and post-construction
crash data can becollected to document therealized crash reduction benefit. Crash trends would
be assessed for each project specific improvement to aid decision-makers in future safety
improvement decisions. This performance measure tracks fatal and suspected serious injury
crashes for each improvement project.

Safety Studies and Design

The status of safety studies and design plans are monitored annually. These studies and design
plans, which include cost estimates, public engagement, NEPA documentation, and project
readiness, move projects closer to construction and the ultimate goal of eliminating fatal and
suspected serious injury crashes.
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Transparency

The development of the Safety Action Plan has been shared publicly with residents and other
relevant stakeholders through the KIPDA website. The MPO utilized its website to engage the
community and disseminatefurther resources, including maps, the Safe Streets and Roads for All
Grant Program, and the Safe Systems Approach. The Clark County Safety Action Plan is posted
publicly online at SS4A — KIPDA Transportation. The KIPDA website will continue to be the
platformto engagethe community and serve as a source of information and updates to the public.
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On the Road to Safety, Every Life Counts

Thank you for participating in the Kentuckiana Regional Safety Action Plan peocess. The KIPDA Safe Streets and Roads for All (SS4A)

project has developed a regional safety action plan, 35 well a8 focused safety action plans, for the 16 particpating pradictions. Please

choose a locaton below 10 access that jursdicions acton plan

Feedback and Continuous Improvement

Creating the Safety Action Plan involved a collaborative effort with active community participation.
The project team conducted comprehensive public surveys and facilitated stakeholder
discussions through Stakeholder and Safety Committees. This engagement underscored the
importance of continuous improvement in achieving safety goals. By advancing ongoing dialogue,
feedback is used to assessthe plan’s efficacy and provides for regular plan amendments. This can
help keep the Safety Action Plan relevant and effective in addressing community needs.
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Appendix A
Safety Countermeasure Cost Estimate Ranges
and

Project Implementation Timeline Reference Chart
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Planning Level Safety Countermeasure Cost Estimate Ranges Notes:  Low Cost Assumes Minimal Scope, Low Cost Approaches, and/or Ideal Conditions

Values are based onan d ion cost and p ges for all other categories High Cost Assumes Full Scope and Several Project Challenges
Results are for order of magnitude cost estimation only All category and contingency percentages may need to be adjusted based on project size and complexity
6/12/2025
(7%/yr compounded)
Cost Percentages ==> 5% 15% 20% 10% 12% 15% 50% 61% 61%
Design and Low Planning High Planning Low Total 2032 High Total 2032
Environmental Construction Level Level Low Total 2025 High Total Prog; i F i
Project Unit Planning Permitting  Right-of-Way Utilities pecti C tion Conti Conti Cost 2025 Cost Cost Cost
Curve Realignment (moderate right-of-way/utilities) Curve $37,500 $112,500 $150,000 $75,000 $90,000 $750,000 $1,215,000 $182,250 $607,500 $1,397,250 $1,822,500 $2,243,678 $2,926,537
Dynamic Speed Feedback Sign Each $1,250 $3,750 $5,000 $2,500 $3,000 $25,000 $40,500 $6,075 $20,250 $46,575 $60,750 $74,789 $97,551
Enhanced Signing/Striping - Curves Curve $750 $2,250 $3,000 $1,500 $1,800 $15,000 $24,300 $3,645 $12,150 $27,945 $36,450 $44,874 $58,531
Enhanced Signing/Striping - Intersection Intersection $1,500 $4,500 $6,000 $3,000 $3,600 $30,000 $48,600 $7,290 $24,300 $55,890 $72,900 $89,747 $117,061
Enhanced Signing/Striping - Transition Zones Location $1,500 $4,500 $6,000 $3,000 $3,600 $30,000 $48,600 $7,290 $24,300 $55,890 $72,900 $89,747 $117,061
Enhanced Striping - Highway Mile $1,000 $3,000 $4,000 $2,000 $2,400 $20,000 $32,400 $4,860 $16,200 $37,260 $48,600 $59,831 $78,041
Guardrail Upgrades (minimal regrading) 500 Feet $1,500 $4,500 $6,000 $3,000 $3,600 $30,000 $48,600 $7,290 $24,300 $55,890 $72,900 $89,747 $117,061
High Friction Surface Treatments ($40/sq yd) Curve $5,000 $15,000 $20,000 $10,000 $12,000 $100,000 $162,000 $24,300 $81,000 $186,300 $243,000 $299,157 $390,205
Lighting - Highway (multilane) Mile $30,000 $90,000 $120,000 $60,000 $72,000 $600,000 $972,000 $145,800 $486,000 $1,117,800 $1,458,000 $1,794,943 $2,341,229
Lighting - Intersection Intersection $3,750 $11,250 $15,000 $7,500 $9,000 $75,000 $121,500 $18,225 $60,750 $139,725 $182,250 $224,368 $292,654
Pedestrian Enhancements (signs, striping, ADA, bulb outs) Location $5,000 $15,000 $20,000 $10,000 $12,000 $100,000 $162,000 $24,300 $81,000 $186,300 $243,000 $299,157 $390,205
Pedestrian Enhancements (signs, striping, ADA, refuge) Location $2,500 $7,500 $10,000 $5,000 $6,000 $50,000 $81,000 $12,150 $40,500 $93,150 $121,500 $149,579 $195,102
Positive Offset Left Turn Lanes Each $15,000 $45,000 $60,000 $30,000 $36,000 $300,000 $486,000 $72,900 $243,000 $558,900 $729,000 $897,471 $1,170,615
Raised Median (no widening) Sq Yards $8 $23 $30 $15 $18 $150 $243 $36 $122 $279 $365 $449 $585
Reflective Backplates (no signal rebuild) Intersection $1,250 $3,750 $5,000 $2,500 $3,000 $25,000 $40,500 $6,075 $20,250 $46,575 $60,750 $74,789 $97,551
Reflective Backplates (with signal rebuild) Intersection $10,000 $30,000 $40,000 $20,000 $24,000 $200,000 $324,000 $48,600 $162,000 $372,600 $486,000 $598,314 $780,410
Restricted Crossing U-Turn Crossing Intersection (un-signalized) Location $87,500 $262,500 $350,000 $175,000 $210,000 $1,750,000 $2,835,000 $425,250 $1,417,500 $3,260,250 $4,252,500 $5,235,249 $6,828,586
Restricted Crossing U-Turn Crossing Intersection (signalized) Location $150,000 $450,000 $600,000 $300,000 $360,000 $3,000,000 $4,860,000 $729,000 $2,430,000 $5,589,000 $7,290,000 $8,974,713 $11,706,147
Road Reconfiguration (Convert 4-lane to 3-lane, w/ resurfacing) Mile $25,000 $75,000 $100,000 $50,000 $60,000 $500,000 $810,000 $121,500 $405,000 $931,500 $1,215,000 $1,495,785 $1,951,024
Roundabout (dual-lane) Each $120,000 $360,000 $480,000 $240,000 $288,000 $2,400,000 $3,888,000 $583,200 $1,944,000 $4,471,200 $5,832,000 $7,179,770 $9,364,918
Roundabout (single lane) Each $50,000 $150,000 $200,000 $100,000 $120,000 $1,000,000 $1,620,000 $243,000 $810,000 $1,863,000 $2,430,000 $2,991,571 $3,902,049
Rumble Strips - Center (no widening) Mile $1,000 $3,000 $4,000 $2,000 $2,400 $20,000 $32,400 $4,860 $16,200 $37,260 $48,600 $59,831 $78,041
Rumble Strips - Edge (no widening, both sides) Mile $1,250 $3,750 $5,000 $2,500 $3,000 $25,000 $40,500 $6,075 $20,250 $46,575 $60,750 $74,789 $97,551
Rural Re-Align Skewed Intersection (limited ROW/utilities) Intersection $37,500 $112,500 $150,000 $75,000 $90,000 $750,000 $1,215,000 $182,250 $607,500 $1,397,250 $1,822,500 $2,243,678 $2,926,537
Ruralto Urban Transition Zone Treatments (high-cost) Location $37,500 $112,500 $150,000 $75,000 $90,000 $750,000 $1,215,000 $182,250 $607,500 $1,397,250 $1,822,500 $2,243,678 $2,926,537
Rural to Urban Transition Zone Treatments (low-cost) Location $12,500 $37,500 $50,000 $25,000 $30,000 $250,000 $405,000 $60,750 $202,500 $465,750 $607,500 $747,893 $975,512
Shoulder Widening & Roadside Improvements (limited ROW/utilities) Mile $60,000 $180,000 $240,000 $120,000 $144,000  $1,200,000  $1,944,000 $291,600 $972,000 $2,235,600  $2,916,000  $3,589,885 $4,682,459
Sidewalks - Highway (one side only) Mile $20,000 $60,000 $80,000 $40,000 $48,000 $400,000 $648,000 $97,200 $324,000 $745,200 $972,000 $1,196,628 $1,560,820
Sidewalks - Intersection (includes ADA) Intersection $4,000 $12,000 $16,000 $8,000 $9,600 $80,000 $129,600 $19,440 $64,800 $149,040 $194,400 $239,326 $312,164
Sight Distance Improvements (vegetation) Intersection $1,000 $3,000 $4,000 $2,000 $2,400 $20,000 $32,400 $4,860 $16,200 $37,260 $48,600 $59,831 $78,041
Signal Timing - Cycle Length, Clearance and Leading Ped Intervals Intersection $500 $1,500 $2,000 $1,000 $1,200 $10,000 $16,200 $2,430 $8,100 $18,630 $24,300 $29,916 $39,020
Signal Upgrade (may be required for protected left turn phasing) Intersection $10,000 $30,000 $40,000 $20,000 $24,000 $200,000 $324,000 $48,600 $162,000 $372,600 $486,000 $598,314 $780,410
Tighten Intersection (smallintersection, limited drainage) Each $17,500 $52,500 $70,000 $35,000 $42,000 $350,000 $567,000 $85,050 $283,500 $652,050 $850,500 $1,047,050 $1,365,717
Tree Trimming Linear Foot $3 $8 $10 $5 $6 $50 $81 $12 $41 $93 $122 $150 $195
Turn Lanes (one turn lane, 150 ft plus taper) Each $12,500 $37,500 $50,000 $25,000 $30,000 $250,000 $405,000 $60,750 $202,500 $465,750 $607,500 $747,893 $975,512
Urban Re-Align Skewed Intersection (limited ROW/utilities) Intersection $75,000 $225,000 $300,000 $150,000 $180,000 $1,500,000 $2,430,000 $364,500 $1,215,000 $2,794,500 $3,645,000 $4,487,356 $5,853,073
Access Management (Low Complexity) Mile $75,000 $225,000 $300,000 $150,000 $180,000 $1,500,000 $2,430,000 $364,500 $1,215,000 $2,794,500 $3,645,000 $4,487,356 $5,853,073
Adjusted Cost Percentages ==> 3% 12% 20% 10% 10% 10% 35% 61% 61%
Access Management (Moderate Complexity) Mile $120,000 $480,000 $800,000 $400,000 $400,000 $4,000,000 $6,200,000 $620,000 $2,170,000 $6,820,000 $8,370,000 $10,951,430 $13,440,391
Access Management (High Complexity, Often Complete Rebuild)* Mile $300,000 $1,200,000 $2,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000  $10,000,000 $15,500,000 $1,550,000 $5,425,000 $17,050,000  $20,925,000 $27,378,574 $33,600,977
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Project Implementation Timeline Reference Chart

This chart is intended to provide high-level guidance on the time required to plete a range of potential safety impi projects.

6/23/2025

Level of Complexity

1) The time required to secure funding for each phase (federal, state, or local) is not included. The time to execute federal grant agreements or other state or federal project agreements is also not included.
2) Time to procure planning, design, or other professional services should be added as required. Construction and inspection procurement are included if they can reasonably be accommodated during the pre-construction phases.
3) Local agencies should coordinate with state and KIPDA staff to estimate the time required for each task. This applies to local public agency (LPA) projects and includes projects using federal, state, and KIPDA funding.

To use this table, please determine the level of complexity for each phase of the project you are considering. For example, a project may be moderate with respect to planning, design, and construction, but complex with respect to right-of-way and
utility coordination. This would likely result in a project that is somewhere between those two categories for the total project timeline.

Estimated Total Project

for Each Phase Planning Preliminary Engineering and Environmental Final Design Right-of-Way (ROW) Utility Coordi Construction Timeline
36 months 6 - 9 months
Few alternatives - . 3-6 months 6 - 9 months
! L . Minimal design 6 months N/A P
Simple Limited or no public involvement - . T Notification only <$500K 2to 3 years
L No survey or geotech Minimal design effort Within existing ROW ) .

No anticipated controversy NEPA CE (programmatic or low level) No relocations No phasing needed
No TIP/STIP issues prog
6-12months 6-12 months ) 6-12 months 6-18 months 6-12 months
Several alternatives Straightforward design . 6-12 months " .

Moderate . . Moderate design effort . - Relocations possible $500K-$2M 310 6.5 years
Public involvement Survey required Agency reviews Easements and/or minor acquisitions Agreements possible Lane closures/ohasin
May require TIP/STIP mods NEPA CE (with public input) Y P phasing
12-18 months
Numerous alteratives 12-18 months 1218 months 12-24 months 12-18 months 12-24 months

. Alternatives analysis Major design effort ) )

Complex Public involvement Extensive design (survey, traffc, geotech) Extensive permittin Full ROW Major relocations $2M+ 6to 10 years

May require TIP/STIP mods 9 v, g P 9 Relocations/eminent domain Agreements required Detours or complex staging

Multiple agencies involved

NEPA EA or CE (with public input)

Environmental constraints

Notes:

Schedule estimates assume all required project funding is available
NEPA = National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

CE = Categorical Exclusion
EA = Environmental Assessment

TIP/STIP = Transportation Improvement Program / State Transportation Improvement Program
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