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In the southbound direction, the fifth lane is proposed to end south of the I-75 over Marshall Avenue bridge (= SLM
3.10). The existing bridge would require being widened 48', however, the bridge is recommended for replacement.

At approximately Sta 167+00, there is limited lateral space for widening due to an industrial complex on the west
side of the mainline and Central Parkway on the east side. There is approximately 180’ of space available before
impacting either the buildings or requiring relocation of Central Parkway. The five lane section is 185’ (from outside
of barrier to outside of barrier) without shoulder width reductions.

PDP Step 5 Changes:

1. Additional bridge width needed for Hopple Street southbound entrance ramp terminal (approximately 34’).
2. Potential retaining wall added (Sta 155+00 to Sta 161+00 left and Sta 161+50 to Sta 161+50 right).
3. Potential retaining wall added (Sta 163+00 to Sta 164+50 left) to avoid impact to historic site.

Hopple Street (Sta 168+00 to Sta 210+00) Sheets 7/103 to 12/103

The interchange at Hopple Street has undergone extensive redesign over the course of this PDP Step. Updated
capacity analyses for arterial intersections, using refined planning level traffic and preliminary vertical alignment
development, rendered both HOP-A (Tight Urban Diamond Interchange) and HOP-B1 (Offset Diamond
Interchange) alternatives unfeasible. Operational analyses indicated that the intersections would operate at
unacceptable levels of service. Spacing between the northbound entrance ramp and I-74 exit ramp was shortened
due to vertical design requirements causing weave distances to be shorter than the existing condition which is
considered too short for proper operation. Further details are provided under the Hopple Street interchange
alternatives discussion. The I-75 mainline is basically unchanged from PDP Step 5 and changes to ramps and
arterials are noted in the interchange discussion.

At the conclusion of PDP Step 5, Hopple Street was proposed as the only cross-freeway access between WHV and
Ludlow Avenue with the existing Bates Avenue bridge over I-75 and Monmouth Street over I-75 (City of Cincinnati
use only) both removed by the mainline widening. Representatives of the City of Cincinnati and other community
representatives expressed the desire to maintain alternative east-west connectivity to Hopple Street as a means to
relieve congestion at Hopple Street. After investigating the feasibility of providing the desired access at first
Arlington Street and then Monmouth Street, the latter was chosen due to an unfeasible vertical alignment for
Arlington Street. The result (as reflected in the recommended alternative) is to provide a two-lane bridge over I-75
on the existing Monmouth Street alignment. The reconstructed Monmouth Street bridge (Sta 203+50) would be
opened for public use and also contain sidewalks providing pedestrian access across I-75 to existing walks on
Central Parkway. (See Sheet 11/103.)

2-4

Freeway operations for |-75 northbound and southbound were evaluated for weaving performance between the
Hopple Street and I-74 ramps. Using traffic microsimulation software (VISSIM 4.2) in addition to Highway Capacity
Software (HCS), the southbound direction operated at an acceptable LOS, but the northbound direction showed a
failing LOS in the PM period. Braiding the Hopple Street entrance and I-74 exit ramps is recommended to mitigate
this condition. Additional impacts and cost result with this modification as indicated below.

PDP Step 5 Changes:

1. Monmouth Bridge over I-75 reconstructed with sidewalks and open to the public to provide additional east-
west connectivity to Hopple Street.
2. Potential retaining walls added (Sta 165+00 to Sta 171+00 right and Sta 198+00 to Sta 203+00 right).

3. Hopple Street entrance and I-74 exit ramp braiding with potential building demolition (Sta 196+00 to Sta
201+50 right and Sta 218+00 right), additional retaining wall (Sta 180+00 to Sta 210+00 to Sta 230+00
right), removal of Central Parkway pedestrian overpass (Sta 223+00 right), and other more incidental
impacts.

4. Potential building demolition of salt dome (Sta. 205+00 left).

I-74 (Sta 210+00 to Sta 255+00) Sheets 12/103 to 20/103

In the southbound direction, the 1-74 eastbound to I-75 southbound exit ramp is two lanes that would combine with
the four mainline lanes to form a six-lane segment to Hopple Street. The outside lane is proposed to be an exit-only
lane to Hopple Street with five lanes passing under the Hopple Street overhead bridges. Several industrial
buildings on the west side of the freeway would likely require relocation. All overhead bridges in the |-74
interchange would require replacement due to the widening.

In the northbound direction, five lanes are proposed to extend from the WHV under the Hopple Street interchange
overhead bridges. As indicated above, the |-74 exit ramp is proposed to be two lanes with an option lane. From
the divergence point on I-75, four lanes are proposed to continue on the mainline in the northbound direction. At
Sta 213+00 approximately, the Hopple Street/l-75 entrance ramp is proposed to pass over the 1-74 westbound
ramp and by Sta 220+00 approximately, the Hopple Street ramp to I-74 westbound will merge with the I-74 ramp.

An overhead pedestrian bridge located at Sta 219+00 must be removed by the mainline widening. Using a video
tape survey, the existing pedestrian bridge appears to be minimally used and is proposed to not be replaced. The
sidewalks proposed for the Monmouth Street bridge over I-75 provide a reasonable alternative route. A display of
this location was prepared and used to solicit public input on this issue at a meeting on September 28, 2006. No
comments were received.




