US 52 Corridor Study
Tippecanoe County

Appendix A
Summary Report Figures



http:www.hntb.com

US 52 CORRIDOR STUDY

US 52 CORRIDOR STUDY
SUMMARY REPORT FIGURES

Figure Al:
Figure A2:
Figure A3:
Figure A4:
Figure A5:
Figure A6:
Figure A7:
Figure A8:
Figure A9:

Figure A10:
Figure A11:
Figure A12:
Figure A13:
Figure Al14:
Figure A15:
Figure Al6:
Figure A17:
Figure A18:
Figure A19:
Figure A20:
Figure A21:
Figure A22:
Figure A23:
Figure A24:
Figure A25:

ANTB

Study Vicinity Map

Study Process

Existing Land Use

2030 Transportation Plan Map

Existing Traffic Volumes

Forecast 2015 Traffic Volumes

Forecast 2030 Traffic Volumes

Transit, Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

Environmental Constraints

US 52 Traffic Speeds

Existing Intersection Traffic Operation

2030 No Build Intersection Traffic Operation

Yeager to Nighthawk, Alternate Commercial Access Concept

Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

Proposed Gateway Enhancement Locations

Potential Driveway Consolidation

Conceptual Layout, US 52 Base Build Alternative

2030 Intersection Traffic Operation, US 52 Base Build Alternative
Conceptual Layout, US 52 Median U-Turn Alternative

2030 Intersection Traffic Operation, US 52 Median U-Turn Alternative
Conceptual Layout, US 52 Quadrant Roadway Intersection Alternative
2030 Intersection Traffic Operation, US 52 Quadrant Roadway Intersection Alternative
Conceptual Layout, Northwestern Avenue Base Build Alternative
Conceptual Layout and 2030 Traffic Operation, US 52/Northwestern At-Grade Intersection Alternative
Conceptual Layout, US 52/US 231 Interim Intersection

February 201



rridor StJFldy: Tippecanoe IlIJnty f -rridor Study: Tippecanoe County
[ — i

— ! ’J -
I US 52 CORRIDOR STUDY - PROJECT TASK SCHEDULE
Task Name 12009 [2010 [2011
Y Q@ | 01 [ Q2 | 03 | o4 [ Q1 | 02 [ @ [ 4 | o1 [ Q2 |
1. Project Initiation p——9
STUDY AREA ) .
:I — 2. Corridor Forecast e —
43
3. Problem Identification P
= “‘ "‘ 4. Steering Com. #1 & Stakeholder Workshop g
o
o ———
o - \ = 5. Solution Development & Evaluation G
— e 4
- = LAF E 6. Public Meeting Y
zl =
o
" 7. Project Recommendations -
- b=
w
w -
é 5 8. Project Report ik
%ﬂ: g 9. Project Management N
s =
o
S
L El

[

\‘ |
1

[

N
SRt
AT Ty
y

AR

CH

+,_

I

|

ez = Al FIGURE A2
Study Vicinity Map

Study Process

1:100,000

HNTB HNTB




LAND USE

Agriculture

Single-Family

Multi-Family

Commercial

Industrial

== iig g V.
L WL - A o voean!

"- b 1 . E ._ : .Fl i~
¥ ‘.:I I _-.. i f‘l-' i i ['- K

 —— e S | — i ] Y B

=

FIGURE A3-1

Existing Land Use

1inch = 500 feet




LAND USE

Agriculture

Single-Family

Multi-Family

Commercial

Industrial

Recreation
T S5 =
Vacant
Private Residenceprivate Residence US HWY 231/ US HWY 52 Private Residence Car Wash

NN Private Residence Plant Nurser ()

. -
(N

! :
113 o
I . v g A

Klondike Elementary School

ALL INC

BETHEL

FIGURE A3-2

Existing Land Use

1inch = 500 feet




X
o
=
14
o}
O
o
=

&

Apartments

V610&65Pri te Residence

Mobile Home Park
Apartments

Apartments

Ap‘nOtO O Pri(0)e Residence

P.ate ResidencePrivate Residence

HUNTER

Apartments

Vacant

Strip Mall

US HWY 231/ US HWY 52

Private Residenégprivate Residence

Apartments

Ad®

W ST T san T
!

' G ~ SR e ‘|h
4 1t LU C) (I EE =" | I i
LT AT, L LA RN Ll YL ¥ - rA | r

Restaurant
ral Storage Units
Vacant

LAND USE

Agriculture

MOREHOUSE

Single-Family

Qllage Pantry/Gas Station Multi-Family

Vacant

Commercial
Storage Inn

Chemtura
Industrial

Storage Barn/Playhouse Sales

National Swine Public

IStryPrivate Residence

Speedway Purdue Research Park Recreation

Og
Op,
&

©00®e®0o0e

Vacant

WIN HENTSCHEL
Cook Medical Group
PEFCU Financial Mall

Vacant

%
o}
2
%
«

Applebee's

FIGURE A3-3

Existing Land Use

1inch = 500 feet




Wal-Mart

Celery Bog
Nature Area

MONTGOMERY

f
%,

MANCHESTER
SALISBURY

YEAGER

State Farm BARLOW

Hallmark KENT

Chinese Resta ntS i0 Mall
trip Ma Florida TanChico's
Japanese Restaurant

Ace Hardwar TacamsBell ptom r nails
to RepaIrCar Wash ,
Fum?u U : o ﬁNalgreen ’ |zza

Lafayette Communlt Ba St
Y Y Auto Repalr oot Sales christos New City GrillVerizon W ess

Midas Auto Rep&MOtﬁ" Vacant Restaurant SAGAMORE / US HWY 52

BP ip Mall Burger King Wendy's Arby's  MCL Cafeteria
) @ ® 0-0.0 ® ® .:FC vacar's' ‘(S P Chﬁ

Bank
Mc a’
Travel Agency Strip Mall KJG ArchltectureS ’ Q .
alin Ban

Apartments

Apartments

gowing Child Wabash Co

Apartments NAVAJO
Private Reside

LAND USE

Agriculture

Single-Family

Multi-Family

Commercial

Industrial

Recreation

©00®e®0o0e

Vacant

FIGURE A3-4

Existing Land Use

1inch = 500 feet




52 Corridor Study: Tippecanoe County LB

Interstates, Highways,
and Major Roads
— |nterstate
— US Highway
— State Highway
Local Roads

CR 100W

CR-900N

CR 1000E

CR 700N

s Transportation Plan for
CR 500N _ 2030 Improvements
225 —New Road Construction
CR 500N = Safety Improvement
CRasON =Road Reconstruction
One Way Improvements

CR 50w

CR 500N

County Farm

ROE

CR 350N

=Rural to Urban Improvement
== Rural Improvement
Four Lane Improvement
- T £h 2008 ==Six Lane Improvment
See Study Area Inset 443 @ intersection Improvement

STUDY AREA INSET: Not to Scale ko b iR “ Cr e oR 100N *Interchange Improvement

nion

CR 300N

CR

Klondike

CR'500N

Kossuth

CR725E

CR 950W

Haggerty Lane | CR 200S

=
o
o
™
a4
)

INDIANA
CR 3508

Cumberland

Old US 231

CR 175W

Klondike

CR 5108 CR 5008

CR 5508

CR 625S CR 600S

Lindberg

0S-Sleeper

CR 375W

CR 200E

INDIANA

CR 800S CR 800S

INDIANA

126

CR 900S

Monroe.

CR 100E
CR 350E

CR 400W
CR 700E

6
Miles

o

FIGURE A4

2030 Transportation
Plan Map

CR 400E

The Area Plan Commission 1
of Tippecanoe County +
Date: May 2006

Disclaimers and copyright restrictions apply to this
map and data. Complete disclaimer can be viewed
at: http://www.tippecanoe.in.gov/gis/Disclaimer.htm

CR 450E

HNTB


http://www.tippecanoe.in.gov/gis/Disclaimer.htm

LEGEND

rridor Study: Tippecanoe County

X(X) = AM(PM) Peak Hour
Traffic Volume

CANDLELIGHT

)

————— -

— )

J\
\\I\LI:

% 4(39)

3(3) 29(26) | <(== 237(549)

@ &{> 652‘ 29(96)

536(363) =)> 7(4) 3(3)102(53)

4(4)
Y

FIGURE A5-1

Existing Traffic Volumes

1inch = 500 feet

HNTB



rridor Study: Tippecanoe County ——

X(X) = AM(PM) Peak Hour

Traffic Volume

ndham W5

g 24(81)

1(1)
4(13) 9(38) | <(==471(1055)

J 4 L

20=29 1

900(696) => 2(e) @) 16(16)

US HWY 52

SRS
H Wm%f LY [ \

/\&/H;j]\/ifgw
LR

KERFOOT 4
N\
)
KLONDIKE W
J—
)

MCGORMICK

b
¢

—~
~

&:> 6: 210(360) \ |

— T~
] (_ 9(26) AR 4
‘Jﬁ%ﬁ‘ / i 66 429)]:> 249752)3({%)8(337)
| =

60(31)

FIGURE A5-2

Existing Traffic Volumes

2

1inch = 500 feet

HNTB



LEGEND
| X(X) = AM(PM) Peak Hour

Ippecanoe d
c Traffic Volume

| pentche/ s
4
\LL % 13(135) -3

\ —\_ﬁ ) \ US HWY 52 _ ]

) e
\] fF N N — \Ufi 62172(136)
1 Hi | | Lot ¢
—AE A 200 | sy
— \
\ | : .\< 1

QO

P
N
a1
()

g

7

% 5(36)

<= 485(1277)

6:! 2(23)

@. 16(36)
17(5)

21(15) 24(26) | <==444(1092)

J 4L

15(10) :9 <m

sse(72s) = | M

35(15)
v

—HD——

31(14) 44(49)

%L s

é 99(255)
13(1)

78(192) 231(266) <= 414(1630)

J 4 e

166(179) :9

10930012)= [ 13,

3(0) ﬁ

)62 (129)

1033(864) =)>

2(7)
Y

1(22)

CUMBERLAND

A:
ey

6:!32(9)
wasod| Y 4> FIGURE A5-3

113(380) 105 icti i
19(7o)=p> 1300 | o Existing Traffic Volumes

'vza)ﬁ
\/ 1inch = 500 feet

HNTB



orridor Stud

R 11s0)
692(682) 12(40)

@ &B\A Efl398(509)

303(930) 191(575)

1062(767)
53(180) 28(67)

J 4L

MONTGOM

Jeader RO’

214(162)
2(14) 133(286

JiL

R 2830127)
<= 526(863)

6:! 198(292)

MANCHESTER

BARLOW

12(18)|:’9 <%

765(799) =>
128y,

O

30(71)  122(267)
166(233)

SONATA

&,
o
fe

y: Tippecanoe Coupty

g
&

LINCOLN

S 52 / SAGAMORE

8(44)

SALISBURY

sehhR™A

Fuedb b

% 17(96)

68(139)| <==1179(1282)

6:! 101(118)

——

926(13%@%
15(34) :%

ay
11(53) 51(136)
10(30)

N

|I_>/

A

R 3657
«==50(253)

6: 17(82)

130(167) :Q <}ﬂ

120(157) =)>
142(95) ﬁ

HNTB

C

38(141) 35(158)
440(1199)

CARLISLE!

497(300)
68(65) 217(205

JIL

[ <
= 919(83§
m

@g: 224188)
O

PRINCESS

41(107) .:79
938(1019) =>

58(89)
Y

EMI@E
87(233) 104(152)
204(549)

INDIAN TRAIL

SENECA 6

LEGEND

X(X) = AM(PM) Peak Hour
Traffic Volume

FIGURE A5-4

Existing Traffic Volumes

1inch = 500 feet




rridor Study: Tippecanoe County

e ————————— —

CANDLELIGHT

E—

— )

\

gy

HNTB

10(10)
10(10) 40(30)

¢ b

% 10(60)

<= 270(630)
6;' 30(80)

w39 T ¢

610(410) ==)>
10(10) :%

10(10) 80(40)
5(10)

LEGEND

X(X) = AM(PM) Peak Hour
Traffic Volume

FIGURE A6-1

2015 Traffic Volumes

1inch = 500 feet




orridor Study: Tippecanoe County ——

X( X) = AM(PM) Peak Hour
ndham W&

Trafff Volume
@. 70(250)
5(10)

10(60) 40(120)| <(==500(1070)

J 4G

o029 1 7

970(690) =) | 219 5(10) 10(10)

10(10) .:%

CANADA

DERBYSHIRE

TALL OAK

MOSS HILL

CAPILANO

L
|
a

Ikl | j]//:J ‘ L L
\_ e [
e, | eI F
A 7 N L B
o y /‘ sy T {Kﬂ
H%:__J@fij |\ i = i
] (4 e :
L

w029 1 [~

730(480) =) | 20(8Q) 210(350)

30(80)
70(40) ﬁ

«==560(1290)

§{:I 170(230)

880(740) =)>

300(210)
v

130(320) 140(270)

IVNLY
BISCAYNE

FIGURE A6-2

2015 Traffi Volumes

1inch = 500 feet

HNTB



LEGEND

"3|'3”ecanoe d
Il

| J
US HWY 52 _ S

= Y

X(X) = AM(PM) Peak Hour
Che/ Traffic Volume

%4
@. 20(150)
N

[ ——2065) \}E

80(150)

0(20) .:9
\
30(5) 140(120)
\ 5(20)==>>|| """ 290(1570)

Z
L WIN HENTSCHEL /
——

%\\ -
\7
\

50

-

N
;

L}
)
J/

|
[ WoohwAR | 1)
L
|
Y,
7k

A

—_—
(7

=

ﬁ. 20(80)
5(10)

60(50)  100(60)| <(== 490(1270)

I

20(40) :9 <}ﬂ

10(10)
5(5)

KENT

10(10)

1030(870) ==>

5(10)
v

O
%100(270)
90(210) 260(290) <== 410(1620)
Jd 1 L|ge
180(190).29
1090(1010) =)> 5(3) 55) 5(30)
5(0)@
/'/ CUMBERLAND __J \_

NN
| c e T e
Tk ,, 32\(
60(1 L40¢160) é
40(100)

b [
50(280)—2" <1'ﬂ ﬁ W FIGURE A6'3
30(80)=> [10C20 | i0f>9) \ 2015 Traffic Volumes

%
’i))\
%)

40)@
\/

l

1inch = 500 feet

HNTB



LEGEND

orridor Study

MONTGOM X(X) = AM(PM) Peak Hour

Traffic Volume

SONATA

Jeader RO’

R 300130)
240(180)

5(10) 140(300) <== 550(900)

10(40)  60(140)| <(==1220(1330)
J &> 62220(320)
BARLOW

100(120)
JBARL@W m> 6
O

10(10)|:79 <% ﬁ m> LINCOLN 40(120):9 <}ﬂ ﬁ ﬁ

ay
40(80)  140(300) :
800(830)==> |72 T 970143Q ] "% 35 0140)

10(30)@ 20(40) :%

100465 ™A

MANCHESTER

&,

C
O"P@

SALISBURY

g
&

SAGAMORE

600(600) 10(40)

b g

290(870) 210(640)

~

530(320) z <
80(70) 240(220) <§:960(88§)
m

J @ &> 6%:230(18&

50(120)|:79 <}ﬂEMlﬁE f>

90(240)  100(150)
1060(770) 210(570)
30(70) | (==50(260)  \ 70(100) = INDIAN TRAIL

G 120(60) , |
140(180).:§<m ﬁ m> FIGURE A6'4

40(150) 40(160) .
130(170) |::> 440(1200) 201 5 TraffIC VO I umes

150(100) ﬁ PRINCESS
SENECA
1inch = 500 feet

CARLISLE!

990(1080) =)>

HNTB



rridor Study: Tippecanoe County

e ————————— —

CANDLELIGHT

E—

— )

\

gy

HNTB

20(10)
20(10) 60(40)

¢ b

% 20(70)

<==320(750)
& 30(110)

w39 1 P

730(480) =>

20(20) ﬁ

30(10) 120(50)
5(10)

LEGEND

X(X) = AM(PM) Peak Hour
Traffic Volume

FIGURE A7-1

2030 Traffic Volumes

1inch = 500 feet




LEGEND

orridor Study: Tippecanoe County

dham
0 We
g 90(300)
5(10)

10(70) 60(170) | <(==580(1250)

J 4 e

om0 ) | [~

1140(800) =) 5(10) 5010) 10(10)

X(X) = AM(PM) Peak Hour
Traffic Volume

s =SV [ vices- nin D |
B = SO I B vty NEA Y
w ' S : i,
= A B A
| Q\-— | L ML

Hﬂ‘%zg Clemm e I

MO

[ 550(370) li
— '
~ 20(50) P <T| ﬁ Lf> 20(140) 220(160) 90 ¥
Cﬁ =;/>\—— / L 850(570) l [ 40(150) | 300(500) J @ | =220650) i
| 90(50)
™ 130(120) 2" <m ﬁ '

110(150) _210(200)
960(770) => [ 50 650)

250(200) ‘:%

FIGURE A7-2

2030 Traffic Volumes

6 Tinch =500 feet

HNTB



LEGEND

"3|'3”ecanoe dounty

I

1] J
WY 52 1Q
O\ us i/

N MX L]
\Q/@

X(X) = AM(PM) Peak Hour
Che/ Traffic Volume

%4
@. 20(170)
N

ey <365 \ [~

90(170)

40(10) 170(150)
\ 5(30)==>||"""530(1700) /f

50

-

350

N

L}
)
J/

)
pa—
i
—
M

A

|
[ WoohwAR | 1)
JULLET
)

|
(]

=

ﬁ. 20(80)
5(10)

20(120)  130(80)| <(==590(1570)

J4 G

40(100) :9 <}ﬂ

10(10)
5(5)

—

O
—
L 130350)
20(5)
50(300) 350(400) <(== 470(1650)
J 1 Llg=e J
@ N\
5, —
5 )
230(250).:9 5
1260(1050) => 5(5) 5(10) 5(30) 2
5(0)@
/'/ l CUMBERLAND __J

YN\ — —
)3
D

KENT

10(5)

1300(1080) ==)>

5(10)
v

Q

%
’i))\
%)

7011 [S0¢70)
m> 6:!40(120)

50(290)—%" <1'ﬂ ﬁ ﬁ> FIGURE A7'3
30(90)==)> [120(400)  12G(50) 2030 Traffic Volumes
610(1370)
'-‘60)@

-

1inch = 500 feet

HNTB



LEGEND

orridor Study

MONTGOM X(X) = AM(PM) Peak Hour

Traffic Volume

SONATA

Jeader RO’

R 3400160)
290(220)

5(10) r160(350) <t== 610(1010)

10(40)  70(150)| <G==1360(1480)
J &> 62270(410)
BARLOW

160(180)
JBARL@W m> <3
O

10(20)|:79 <% ﬁ m> LINCOLN 30(“0):9 <}ﬂ ﬁ ﬁ

4?

40(100)  200(400 20(90)  90(250
880(900) =>
(900) 250(350) 1070(158Q) r=rin 20(50)

10(30)@ 20(50) :%

10605 A

MANCHESTER
&
e,
fe

g
&

SALISBURY

SAGAMORE

R 20(70)
700(650) 10(40)

@ I&B\A ! F{?:I 550(700)

320(960) 260(780)

|I_>/

650(370) & 2
90(80) 300(250) <%:'1060(9§;b)

J @ &> %:250(20‘8)

60(140)|:79 <}EEMlﬁE m>

100(260) 110(170)
1250(900) 240(660)
30(80) | G==70(340)  \ 70(10) sy INDIAN TRAIL

62150(“0) , |
w9 § FIGURE A7-4

40(170) 40(200) .
160(210)!::> 520(1410) 2030TrafflC VO|UmeS

180(120) *:% PRINCESS
SENECA
1inch = 500 feet

CARLISLE!

1090(1180) =)>

HNTB



52 CorridQQP“Stu e |ppecanoe§County LEGEND

TRAILS

PROPOSED
TRAILS

Morehouse

BICYCLE LANES
SIDEWALKS

SALISBURY BUS
ROUTE

......
q CR35ON'...‘...0' .ooooooooooooooo@ooooooooo NORTHWESTERN
BUS ROUTE

CR 300 W
CR 250 W

PURDUE WEST
KLONDIKE BUS
ROUTE

C

Klondike
'-----------

HAPPY HOLLOW
BUS ROUTE

® Cumberland Avenue © KLONDIKE EXPRESS

SFTETOD P FTTODD
0000000DOGOOOOOO CAMPUS SUITES
West Lafaygtte EXPRESS ROUTE

COLLEGE STATION
"EXPRESS TRAIN"
ROUTE

SalisbuQ/
0000000000000

Yeager Road

00e’(%eococe,
Nighthawk Reag

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
U
U
U
0
0
0
U
U
r
U
0
0
U
U
U
0
U
0
0
J
J
o

-------------------.‘-----

FIGURE A8

Transit, Bicycle and
Pedestrian Facilities

Wabash River

1inch =1,500 feet

oo ococoococoooooeee




Superfund Site

State Cleanup Site
Brownfg|q

Corrective Action Site

VRP Site

Illegal Dump Site
Industrial Waste Site

Restructed Waste Site

Construction/Demolition
Waste Facility Site

Waste Tire Site

Septage Waste Site
Treatment, Storage, or
Disposapl Site

Active Permited Solid
Waste Site

Inactive or Abandonded
Landfj|

T TN
A M DR T T

LUST

QOP oo oppoldmlEp

usTt

Pipeline

Impaired Stream

Impared Lake
NWI Wetland
Floodplain
Floodway

Potential Wetland

Pond

5
S
b
@
Yo

Stream

FIGURE A9-1

Environmental
Constraints

1inch = 500 feet




Superfund Site

State Cleanup Site
Brownfg|q

Corrective Action Site
VRP Site

Illegal Dump Site
Industrial Waste Site

Restructed Waste Site

Construction/Demolition
Waste Facility Site

Waste Tire Site

Septage Waste Site
Treatment, Storage, or
Disposapl Site

Active Permited Solid
Waste Site

Inactive or Abandonded
Landfj|

LUST

QOP oo oppoldmlEp

usTt

Pipeline
Impaired Stream

Impared Lake
NWI Wetland
Floodplain
Floodway

Potential Wetland

5
S
b
@
Yo

Pond

Stream

FIGURE A9-2

Environmental
Constraints

1inch = 500 feet




Superfund Site

=
.
o R

State Cleanup Site

25|

Brownfg|q

Corrective Action Site

VRP Site

= |W-4| / \ 3-5 W-5 &
AW-3 \|_US AWY 52

1 -
)

350

q

Illegal Dump Site

Industrial Waste Site

Restructed Waste Site

W-6
l_|_ W-7

KENT

Construction/Demolition
Waste Facility Site

Waste Tire Site

WOODMAR

Septage Waste Site

Treatment, Storage, or
Disposapl Site

Active Permited Solid
Waste Site

Inactive or Abandonded
Landfj|

EASTON LUST

AOP Rk v oo wippodpHlkp

usTt

T ~—

Pipeline

MCCORMICK

W-12 Impaired Stream

CUMULU W-8 Impared Lake

NWI Wetland

Floodplain

STER
S
o‘d

Floodway

]

Potential Wetland

Pond

5
77
5
b
@
Yo

Stream

FIGURE A9-3

A\ Environmental
Constraints

AN 1inch = 500 feet

HNTB



MONTGOMERY

YEAGER

f
&

P
OACTSDURT

SAGAMORE

ANTHROFP

NAVAJO

Superfund Site
State Cleanup Site

Brownfg|q

Corrective Action Site
VRP Site

Illegal Dump Site
Industrial Waste Site

Restructed Waste Site

Construction/Demolition
Waste Facility Site

Waste Tire Site

Septage Waste Site
Treatment, Storage, or
Disposapl Site

Active Permited Solid
Waste Site

Inactive or Abandonded
Landfj|

LUST

QOP oo oppoldmlEp

usTt

Pipeline
Impaired Stream

Impared Lake
NWI Wetland
Floodplain
Floodway

Potential Wetland

Pond

NI VI R

Stream

FIGURE A9-4

Environmental
Constraints

1inch = 500 feet




=== SPEED LIMIT
5 EASTBOUND 85th%
< WESTBOUND 85th%
FIGURE A10
US 52 Traffic Speeds

LEGEND

pYy MmojjoH AddeH

1@ ¥meyiybiIN
}s Aingsijes

pY Jobea

9AY UJ9)}SOMULION

>
-
C
-
O
O

9AY puejiaqun?d

PAIG 19YISUSH UIM

Py 9SNOY3JION

ippecanoe

T

PY ¥21WI0DIW

dy

Py SYIpUOoly

M 00¥ 42

M 0S¥ 4O
M S.l¥ 4D

*M 006G dD

o LN o LN
O LN LN < o

(ydw) paads

HNTB



HNTB

rridor Study: Tippecanoe County

—_—— —

CANDLELIGHT

\

gy

— )

LEGEND

X(X) = AM(PM) Peak Hour
Level of service (LOS)

mS=m STOP CONTROL

SIGNAL

Note: Overall intersection LOS
is not defined for intersections
with 2-way stop control

FIGURE A11-1

Existing Intersection
Traffic Operation

1inch = 500 feet




rridor Study: Tippecanoe County ——

X(X) = AM(PM) Peak Hour
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US 52 Base Build
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Note: Overall intersection LOS
is not defined for intersections
with 2-way stop control
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US 52 Base Build
Alternative
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US 52 Median U-Turn
Alternative
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Conceptual Layout,
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