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KY 44 Project Team Meeting #1  
1:00 PM Thursday, July 14th, 2022 | KYTC D5 & Microsoft 
Teams 

Attendees 
Name  Representing  Email 

Steve DeWitte  KYTC  Stephen.DeWitte@ky.gov 

Billy Garrison*  WSP  Billy.Garrison@wsp.com 

Dave Heil  KYTC  dave.heil@ky.gov 

William Lucas  D8  William.Lucas@ky.gov 

Beth Niemann  KYTC  Elizabeth.Niemann@ky.gov 

Austin Obenauf*  WSP  Austin.Obenauf@wsp.com 

Travis Thompson*  HDR  Travis.alan.thompson@hdrinc.com 

Connor Schurman*  KYTC  Connor.schurman@ky.gov 

Rob Frazier  HDR  Robert.Frazier@hdrinc.com 

Doug Smith  WSP  Douglas.Smith@wsp.com 

Anne Warnick  WSP  Anne.Warnick@wsp.com 

Jeremeih Shaw  KIPDA  Jeremeih.shaw@kipda.org 

Larry Chaney  KYTC D5  Larry.chaney@ky.gov 

Andy Rush  KIPDA  Andy.rush@kipda.org 

Jared Jeffers  KYTC  Jared.jeffers@ky.gov 

Mikael Pelfrey*  KYTC  Mikael.pelfrey@ky.gov 

Tom Hall  KYTC D5  Tom.hall@ky.gov 

Karl Sawyer  KYTC D5  Karl.sawyer@ky.gov 

Cameron Manley*  WSP  Cameron.Manley@wsp.com  

Chris Barrow*  WSP  Chris.Barrow@wsp.com 

*Indicates attendance via MS Teams 

Introduction 
The meeting started with Tom Hall, the KYTC project manager presenting the background of the study 

and then Anne Warnick, the consultant team project manager, introduced the agenda and went through 

introductions of present persons. 

Study Background, Objective, & Goals 
Anne presented the background, objective, and goals for the study and opened the floor for any 

comments.  

KYTC asked if stakeholder outreach includes the general public for this project? It does not, but local 

stakeholders would include business owners and local officials.  



Anne presented the study schedule and asked about the best time during the study to reach out to 

stakeholders. The project team agreed to hold a stakeholder meeting after the third project team 

meeting and when the recommendations were ready to discuss with the stakeholders. 

Materials from KYTC 
The team shared study area materials received from KYTC. Anne shared permit and development plans.  

Anne asked if all of the permits had been approved and will be built. No one attending the meeting 

knew and Anne will follow up with Jason Richardson to find out. It was noted that most of the permits 

received are dated 2018 and later.  Anne noted all the permitted project were added to the project KMZ 

file. 

Travis shared the KYTC Highway Plan Projects from the past and the projects in the recently adopted 

KYTC Six‐Year Highway Plan. There is an SLO funded project funded through KIPDA that should be added 

to the list. It was also noted that 5‐347.51 is in the right of way and utility phase and should be let in the 

next 12 months.  

There was discussion about how project 5‐80103, which reconstructs KY 44 between Bogard Lane and 

Armstrong Lane, was added to the Six‐Year Highway Plan. It was noted that District 5 already had design 

segments developed and created a Legislative estimate for the state representative. This section was 

requested by the state representative, and we will want to engage them during stakeholder outreach.  

Tom noted he just received information on 5‐8710.00 in the form of a PowerPoint file and would 

provide that to the consulting team.  

There was additional discussion about which of the projects shared are active and which are previous 

projects that are now dormant. Before the 2022 Six‐Year Plan was released, all projects along the 

corridor were designed through preliminary engineering but not funded. Now that there is funding for 

certain sections, this programming study will be used to ensure that the funding is correctly prioritized. 

Any changes to previous project phasing and prioritization, as well as any new projects added need to be 

carefully documented.  Tom noted that prioritization is important because if the District is committing 

funds for design they want to be confident it will go to construction.  

 Discussion about a potential interchange at KY 61 and I‐65 north of the study area was discussed, as it is 

listed in KIPDA’s MTP, however a recent KYTC study found that a new interchange would not be utilized 

enough to justify the cost, and KYTC is recommending it be removed from the MTP. 

Existing Conditions 
Traffic Update 
Anne presented existing traffic volumes along the corridor broken into the nine segments that will be 

used for evaluation, as well as a table showing the various growth rates that have been used for each 

segment in previous studies along with historical growth. Additionally, the ten intersections that the 

consultant team proposes to analyze were shared. Two intersections, KY 1526 (Bells Mill Road) and 

Bogard, have recently been reconstructed, so counts would not be necessary for those. 

It was noted that KYTC has Streetlight data now, so if there are any gaps in existing count data, these 

can be supplemented with that data.  



Some of the most recent count data is from 2020, and a question was raised about how it lines up with 

historical count data. WSP looked at historical count data to ensure that the 2020 counts were not 

outliers and would not skew historical growth projections, and also requested the previous years’ count 

data to compare it to.  KYTC is also interested in having spot comparisons made between the KYTC 

counts already made and the newly acquired Streetlight data. 

It was also noted that some of the growth rates from previous projects are based off intersection 

improvement studies and may not make sense projected out to the future year for this study, since the 

growth rates were used for shorter term projections. The consultant team may use graphs/charts to 

show a comparison and see trends, showing both percentages and volumes.  

There was discussion about how to handle reaching capacity thresholds, when the peak hour volumes 

max out and the peak spreads out over multiple hours. The consultant team will keep this in mind when 

preparing the traffic forecast, and the implications that has for design (I.e. K factors and DHVs). 

The project team discussed which intersections to choose for analysis. The question was asked whether 

the existing conditions data suggest a need to improve these intersections. The intersections were 

selected based on which appeared to be the major intersections based on land used. The team will 

revisit with respect to the safety and geometric analysis and revise accordingly. The KYTC project team 

will also provide input on intersections they believe should or should not be included in the analysis. 

Based on the discussion during the meeting, the team decided that the KY 44 / KY 61 intersection does 

not need to be included in the analysis for this study because this intersection was recently improved 

with KY 61 widening. The Adam Shepherd Parkway intersection will also be excluded from analysis 

because the City of Shepherdsville has an ongoing project to improve it.  

It was noted that Mt. Washington has a bike/ped plan in place that should be considered in this study. 

Corridor Speeds 
Travis presented the HERE speed data from KYTC for the KY 44 study area. A significant lowering of 

speeds approaching the I‐65 interchange and the US 31E intersection was discussed. Other intersections 

along KY 44, such as at Bells Mill also see a lowering of speeds. A significant drop off in speeds just east 

of Stringer Lane was also observed. 

Safety 
Travis presented the crash trends for the KY 44 study area. It was noted that the last time the KYTC Data 

Driven Safety Analysis (DDSA) team met, they determined that the 2020 crash data could be included for 

safety analyses. Based on the crash data collected for this study, it was decided to include 2020 crashes 

in the analysis, which will include a review of crashes between 2017 and 2021.  

Existing Geometrics 
Anne presented the existing geometrics along the corridor. One item noted during this discussion is that 

this study should determine if bicycle facilities or a shared use path should be considered along the 

corridor since the use of different modes of transportation may have changed since the corridor was 

originally designed.  

Future Design 
Anne presented a map summarizing the future designs for KY 44.  



It was noted that the ongoing 5‐347 project needs to have the same growth rate recommendations as 

this study. There will need to be coordination between the traffic forecast and design 

recommendations.  

Next Steps 
 The consultant team will schedule a traffic growth rate meeting with KYTC 

 The consultant team will check in with the 5‐347.10 project team as their design progresses 

 

The meeting concluded at 3:10 PM ET. 
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NOVEMBER 4, 2022
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Agenda
1. INTRODUCTION

• Study Purpose
• Study Area
• Summary of Constructed and Planned Projects

2. CORRIDOR NEEDS
• Traffic Volumes
• Capacity
• Safety

3. POTENTIAL IMPROVEMENT CONCEPTS
4. NEXT STEPS
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Study Purpose

1. Review existing projects and studies.
 There have been many concepts developed over the
years. What is still relevant?

2. Validate previous design assumptions.
What kinds of cross-sections are needed today and in
the future?

3. Investigate ways to optimize performance through
Transportation System Management & Operations
(TSMO) & Performance-Based Flexible Solutions (PBFS)
concepts.
What are short-term improvements to improve the
operation of the corridor?

4. Develop project priority programming scheme.
 In what order should the projects be built?
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Current Constructed & Planned Projects
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2022 – 2028 Highway Plan KY 44 Projects

2022 – 2028 Highway Plan Projects + Phase 1 Design
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Questions to think about:
1. What sections of the corridor should be invested in first?

2. What type of improvement is preferred?
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Corridor Needs
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Traffic Volume
KY 44 Existing Average Annual Daily Traffic
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Existing Travel Speeds
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Existing Travel Speeds
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Capacity – 2045 Level of Service
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Traffic Volume
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Crash Density 2017 - 2021
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What are your most important issues?

1. Safety (crashes)? 16+1
2. Highest Volume? 18+1
3. Level of Service? 15
4. Travel time savings? 1
5. Economic development? 6
6. Traffic operations?
7. Community/resident impacts? 8
8. Quality of life? +++
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Potential Improvement Concepts
Tasked with:

• Validate previous design assumptions.

• Investigate ways to optimize performance through Transportation Systems &
‘Right-sizing’ solutions concepts.
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• 29 acres, $16.2M
• 20 building takes

• 20 acres, $11.9M
• 17 building takes

• 24.7 acres, $13.7M,
• 15 building takes

Right of Way Impacts

• 15.1 acres, $6.9M
• 7 building takes
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7-18%              6-14%

Eastbound Westbound

4-6%                4-8%

3-8%                6-8%

- -

1-2%                1-5%

Travel Time Reductions in 2045
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$132,000,000

$115,000,000

$124,000,000

Cost Estimates

$107,000,000
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Predicted Safety: Fatal and Injury Crashes
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Short-Term Strategies
1. Improved traffic signal operations

• Upgrade to 2070 controllers & signal timing, intersection detection (2023)
• Signal timing plan to improve two downtown areas and possibly some interior intersections

2. Initiate closer look at interior crashes to find mitigating spot improvements.
◦ Potentially utilize KYTC HSIP program

3. Closer coordination on local projects
• Shepherdsville restriping work on KY 61 and Adam Shepherd Parkway
• Design work east of Mt. Washington (conducted by Burgess & Niple)

4. Complete Streets/Safe Streets for All for pedestrians and cyclists (KIPDA application)
• Visibility -- improved crosswalk markings and lighting
• Maintenance and ADA compliance, especially near schools
• Pursue grants – Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL) competitive grant programs and others.

5. Access management around I-65 interchange and US 31E intersection
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Next Steps - Study Schedule

Existing Conditions
Review of Previous Studies / Projects
Land Use Meeting
Model Inputs

June 2022

Traffic Modeling
Project Team Meeting #1
Growth Rate Meeting

July 2022

Traffic Forecast
Evaluation of Previous Design
Assumptions
TSMO / PBFS Concept Development

Aug. 2022

Project Team Meeting #2
Evaluate Network Connections
Evaluate Improvement Concepts

Sep. 2022

Study Recommendations
Project Prioritization

Oct. 2022

LEO/Stakeholder Meeting
Grant Identification
Project Team Meeting #3
Draft Report

Nov. 2022
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Next Steps – Questions
CONTACT INFORMATION

Tom Hall, PE
District Project Manager

• tom.hall@ky.gov

Beth Niemann, PE
Central Office Project Manager

• elizabeth.niemann@ky.gov





Mt. Washington Highlights
Key Issues Upgrades to Consider
Expensive ROW Optimize existing pavement/lanes

High Crash Rates • Utilize raised median 4-lane cross-section
• Limit left turns
• Access management around US 31E intersection

Congestion &
Queueing

• Upgrade & optimize traffic signals *
• 5-lane cross section where needed
• Complete downtown grid segments
• Potential network connection/northwest bypass
• Potential roundabout at KY 1319 (Kings Church Rd)
• Reserve ROW east of US 31E for future growth

Pedestrian
Vulnerability

Add/complete sidewalks, crosswalks, curbs

(* = short-term improvements)
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Interior Highlights
Segment Key Issues Upgrades to Consider
Numerous lefts/delays • Cross-sections that allow for through-movement

Poorly operating
intersections

• Signal optimization *
• Improved approach detection equipment *
• Potential innovative intersections

Low volume western
segment with delays

Improve intersection operations (see above) *

Higher speed crashes Reduce left turn conflicts, Conduct further evaluation

Residential areas with
limited bike/ped facilities

Add sidewalks, ADA/crosswalks, curbs

(* = short-term improvements)
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Shepherdsville Highlights
Key Issues Upgrades to Consider

Congestion & Queueing • Upgrade & optimize traffic signals *
• Add lanes between I-65 & Adam Shepherd Pkwy
• 5 lanes east to Hoot Owl Camp Road

High Crash Rates Utilize raised median 4-lane cross-section
Access management to reduce driveway entrances

Expensive ROW Optimize existing pavement/lanes *

Pedestrian Vulnerability Add sidewalks, curbs, crosswalk visibility
(* = short-term improvements)
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Question 1:
In what order should work on the segments be completed (rank 1 to 9)?

In what order should work be completed? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Average
1st

place
2nd

place
3rd

place
KY 61 to I-65 2 2 6 4 5 5 7 3 5 4 2 3 7 2 4.1 4 2

I-65 to Hoot Owl Camp Road 1 1 8 1 6 8 4 8 1 6 1 4 6 3 4.1 5 1
Hoot Owl Camp Road to KY 1526 (Bells Mill Rd) 3 3 1 8 7 7 8 9 3 7 5 5 5.5 1 3

KY 1526 (Bells Mill Rd) to KY 2706 (Greenbriar Rd) 1 5 7 8 9 5 6 2 6 2 7 5.3 1 2
KY 2706 (greenbriar Rd) to Stringer Lane 4 6 9 6 7 8 8 3 6 6.3 1

Stringer lane to US 31 EX (Bardstown Rd) 3 2 3 3 1 4 2 9 5 4 4 3.6 1 2 3
US 31 EX (Bardtsown Rd) to US 31E/US 150 2 3 2 2 3 2 4 5 4 2 1 1 2.6 2 5 2

US 31E/US 150 to KY 1319 (Kings Church Rd) 7 5 1 1 6 1 3 7 3 1 8 8 4.3 4 2
KY 1319 (Kings Church Rd) to Spencer County Line 9 9 4 4 9 5 1 9 9 9 6.8 1



Question 2:
What are your thoughts about modifying the design in some areas from
5-lanes to something else (3-lane, 4-lane with raised median)?

• 3 and 4 lane is more cost effective and more community friendly.

• Multiple option could work.  Can you limit side road access (create frontage roads to main intersections).

• 3 lanes are appropriate between Hoot owl and Bells Mill. Also beyond Mt. Washington.

• In favor, with decrease of accidents a priority.

• Driver confusion and potential congestion in transition areas might outweigh benefits of lower costs.

• Yes to 3 lanes from Hoot Owl to Bells Mill

• 3 lane at (??) location as in option #2

• I-65 to Hoot Owl 2 lanes with center lane due to bridge only being wide enough for 2 lanes + center after
bridge east. There has been talk of homes and apartments to the left of this area. 1100+ homes/apts.

• My best guess the projected growth is underestimated.



Question 3:
There are two performance-based concepts
proposed (Option 2 and Option 3).
Is one preferred over the other?

Additional comments:

• Option 3. The schools need help as well-either
by extending turn lanes  and adding control
lights.

• 2.5 a hybrid approach with 5 lane from KY
1526 to Armstrong. Also 4 or 5 lanes from KY
61 to I-65.

• Option 3, but extend 5 lanes further west to KY
1526

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Option 2

Option 2.5

Option 3



Question 4:
Are there concerns with any of the Short-Term Strategies?
1)  Signal Timing
2) Local Project Coordination
3) Complete Streets
4) Access Management

• 1 & 4

• The biggest issue is access control, not just management.

• Local project coordination

• All of this is important. Coordination is key especially in special events.

• Priority given to intersections and entrances at all of the schools.  Could work start at those locations and then
expand from there?

• 1. Bring on 2070 signal controls.
2. Median remove  on 44 @ I-65 to free up traffic in main lanes. This is a huge issue here at all hours of the day
in the City of Shepherdsville.
3. Sidewalks are a must on Hwy 44 W-East. Drainage/curbing. Lighting.

• a and b

• Traffic signals - I like this improvement

• I can't imagine bikes and pedestrians on Hwy 44. They are not allowed on interstates.



What were the most important issues for
Stakeholders?

1. Safety (crashes)? 16 + 1 online
2. Highest Volume? 18 + 1 online
3. Level of Service? 15
4. Travel time savings? 1
5. Economic development? 6
6. Traffic operations? 0
7. Community/resident impacts? 8
8. Quality of life? Everyone
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