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SECTION ¥

PUEPOSE AND NEED

A, Project Background

This project has a previcus history dating back almost fifteen (13)
Years. In the early 1970's this project was proposed to serve a major
industry to be located in the Industrial Park. At that time the proposed
location was from US 62 East (Cynthiana Road) to US 25 through what is now
Showalter Drive, Exhibit No, 7-A. Project studies at that time did not
substantiate this project, partially due to the unknown effect that the
construction of the I-75 ~ Ironworks Pike Interchange would have on this
project.

In 1978 and 1979, the Georgetown-Scott County community, through a
citizens advisory board, participated with the Xentucky Department of
Transportation in a Transportation Planning Study of the Georgetown area.
The implementation of the by-pass around the southern side of the city was
the priority project in this study.

In 1979 the Georgetown—Scott County community updated their comprehen—
sive land use plan. This plan was based on the fact that the by-pass would
be implemented and would form the southern half of an eventual circumfer-
antial beltline route around Georgetown. Although extensive changes in
land use were adopted north of Georgetown, a 1985 update of the comprehen-
give plan retained the southern by-pass as presented herein. The Planning
Commission has kept and continues to keep a corridor open for this project
by prohibiting development in the corridor.

There was a local misconception that because Georgetown had partiei-
pated in the 1978-79 Transportation Planning Study, that the by-pass would
automatically be included into the Xentucky Department of Transportation
schedules for implementation. In 1984, after several years of inaction om
this preject, the Georgetown City Council and Scott County Fiscal Court
jointly engaged a consultant t¢ prepare & Needs Study for this project. As
a result of this study, and local leadership, this project was included in
the Six Year Plan and was funded.

B. Purpose of the Proposed Action

The proposed Federal action is the approval of location and design for
the construction, on new alignment, of a highway by-pass around the south-
ern side of Georgetown in Scott County, Kentucky. This by-pass will pro-
vide the additional highway capacity to meet the existing and future travel
demand in this area,

The proposed action will provide for the construction on new alignment
of a partial control of access route arocund the southern side of George-

town, Kentucky. About 5.5 miles in length, it would begin at the present
intersection of US 62 East (Cynthiana Road) with US 460 East (Paris Road),

I-1
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axtend southerly acvoss Elkhorn Creek and lewmons Mil! Road, pass through =
partially developed industrial park near the sastern perimenter, extend
weatward across the Southern Railvead tracks to U8 25 Scuth near the HEtter
Lane intersecrion, continue northwesterly te US 62 West {Midwav-Pavnas
Depot Road}, snd then in a northwesterly direction to its western terminus
at US 460 West (Frankfort Boad).

The purpose of thisg report is to summarize the need for the proposed
route, document the selection of a preferred corridor and to determine the
type and extent of transportation improvements within the preferred corri-
dor. This report will assimilate all available input, beth public and
technical, necessary to formulate a conceptual design such that this pro-
ject can advance into the design and construction phases.

C. Need

1. Previous Studies and Reports

For effective comprehensive planning to take place in an urban
area such as Georgetcwn, planning for transportation must properly
complement other interacting elements in the overall planning process.
Recognizing these relationships, several prior planning documents were
used to insure a coordinated planning effort. Those documents used
were as follows:

® "Land Resources Policies Manual for Bluegrass Area Development
District” prepared by the Bluegrass Area Development District.

® "Bluegrass Economic Adjustment Action Plan” prepared by the Blue~
grass Area Development District.

] "Trangportation Facilities Inventory”™ prepared by the Bluegrass
Area Development District.

@ "Major Thoroughfare Plan: Georgetown Urban Planning Area™ prepared
by the Georgetown Planning Commission.

@ "1977 Kentucky Directory of Manufacturers” prepared by the Ken-
tucky Department of Commerce.

® “Kentucky Population Forecasts: 1975-2010" prepared by the Ken-
tucky Department of Transportation.

] "Transportation Plan - Highway Element; Georgetown, Kentucky Urban

Area Transportation Study” prepared by the Division of Urban and
Regional Planning, Kentucky Department of Transportation, dated
Marech, 1979%.

@ "The 1979 Comprehensive Plan for Georgetown—Scott County, Ken~
tucky”™ by the Joint Planning Commission, the Comprehensive Plan
Advisery Committee, and G. Reyncolds Watrkins Consulting Engineers.

® "Evaluation of Needs Report for the Georgetown By-Pass” prepared
by a joint effort of the Scott County Fiscal Court, the Georgetown
City Government and GRW Engineevs, Inc., dated February, 1984,

2. Summary of Needs

Detailed examination of the need for this project is contained in
the above referenced "Evaluation of Needs Report for the Georgetown

I-2



Bv-Fags.” The nesd for this proiect is supmarized from that report as
tisted below:

@
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Provides an alternate route arcund the Georgetown Central Business
Digtrict for through traffic,

Provides access to existing industrial area.

Provides new economic development opportunities,

Serves recent commercial development on US 25 South and elsewhere.
Links two (2) of three (3) major commercial areas of the city.
Provides for the orderly growth and development of the city.
Consistant with local proposed land use.

Provides a connector between I-75 North and I-64 West.

Serves residential development that has been built in the fringe
of the city in recent years.

Serves partially developed industrial area that currently has poor
access.

Gets trucks and through traffic out of existing residential neigh-
borhoods.

Reduces congestion in existing traffic network and in existing
neighborhoods.

Serves the bulk of existing or proposed employment, which lies
along the route of the by-pass.

Provides access to both I-75 and I-64.

Allows future development at minimal cost for infrastructure.
Serves a growing population.

Provides better access to the proposed airport by quicker entry-
exit from Georgetown.

Provides for more efficient city services including fire, police,
schools, ambulance service, etc.

Provides additional time to make improvements in the existing
trangportation network.

Provides for northern entry-exit from the Horse Park and provision
of supplies for campers.

Relieves pressure on historic buildings and areas within George~
town, particularly their conversion to commercial use,

Provides access to the new hospital.

Additionally, this facility provides access and altermative routing for
employees and suppliers of the new Toyota Motor Corperation facility.
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SECTION IT1

ATIYE EVALUATION

A, Geometric Design Criteris

1. Design Standards

Classification ~ Rural Arterial

Design Speed - 60 M.P.H.

Access Control - Partial - by Ordinance Scott County Planning
and Zoning

Type Terrain — Rolling

Pavement Width ~ 4 - 12' lLanes (US 25 South to US 460/62 East)

Median - 14' Flush

Pavement Width ~ 2 - 12' Lanes (US 460 West to US 25 South)
initial with 4 - 127 lanes and 14' flush median ultimate

Pavement Slope =~ 1/4" per foot

Pavement Surface = Bituminous and Concrete Alternatives

Shoulder Width - 12', 10' Paved

Shoulder Type — Paved

Shoulder Slope - 1/2" per foot

Ditch Width - 18°

Ditch Slope - 6H:IV

Cut Slopes — Z2H:IV Earth; 1/2H:IV Rock

Fill Slopes — 2H:IV Min 6:1H:IV Desirable See 2 below for
details

Clear Zone - 30' from edge of traveled lane

Maximum Horizontal Curve — 4° 45°

Sharpest Curve Used -~ 29

Maximum Grade - 4%

Steepest Grade Used - 3.95%

Stopping Sight Distance ($.S5.D.) = 525' min., 630" desirable

Non—-Passing Sight Distance (N.P.S8.D.} -~ 523" min., 6507 desirable

Intersection Sight Distance - 700°

Superelevation — E(MAX.) = 0.08 Ft./Ft.

Erosion Control - Yes

Right—of-Way - Fenced

2. Typical Section

The typical section for the eastern half of this project from US
25 South to US 460/62 East consist of twe twelve (12') foot lanes in
each direction. A fourteen (l4') foot flush median provides space for
left turn lanes where needed., Ten (10') foot paved shoulders will be
provided ocutside the driving lanes. A thirty (30') foot clear zone
from the edge of pavement is provided with 6H:IV slopes through both
cut and fill sections. Slopes will be designed based on results from
the geotechnical investigations. A tem {10') feoot bench is anticipated
through rock cut sections. 4H:IV slopes will be used in fills up to
ten {i0') feet,
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The western half of this prolect from US 460 Wezt te USRS 75 South
igs proposed as two lane initial constructlion with four lave grading.
The initial two lanes sre proposed in the center of the median as it
improves sight distance in the horizontal curves, provides for greater
navement radii and maintenance of traffic would bhe less of a problem
during construction of the ultimate pavement. The lanes are proposed
to he designed and constructed off of the four lane centerline. The
template will be graded on 2 two percent (2%) slope away from the
pavement. This is considered an adequate slope for surface drainage
and alsoc provides for daylighting the subgrade of the initial lanes on
the laft and right for base drainage.

Alternatives

i. Formulation of Reasonable Alternatives

This project has bheen in the comprehensive land use plan since
1870 and was expanded in the 1979 comprehensive land use plan. This
project was alsc the top ranked project in the 1978-79 Urban Area
Transportation Study. Combined with this documentation and the public
input that went into them, general limits for this project were de-—
fined.

I-75 was considered the eastern limit for this project as was Cane
Run Creek to the south. Adjacent to the city, existing development was
considered to be the interior limit for alternatives. This included
the Johnson Controls plant, Georgetown Tool and Manufacturing Co., the
Mt. Vernon Subdivigsion behind Washington Square, the new hospital and
physicians office building, Kroger, Wal-Mart, Marshall Field and the
extension of Indiana Hills subdivision to US 62 West (Midway-Paynes
Depot Road), Exhibites 5A, 5B and 5C. Additionally, a subdivision on
Etter Lane was considered to be a project constraint., Within these
general constraints, build alternatives were formulated to reflect
differences in terrain, environmental features, property, cost, com~
munity and farm disruption, existing and planned development, among
other factors.

Specific items considered in the formulation of reasonable alter-
natives are as follows:

Y Avoidance of property on the National Register of Historic
Places,

Consistency with the local comprehensive land use plan.
Minimization of cross road reconstruction.

Minimization of situations requiring detours,

Provision of a safe facility.

Minimization of costs.

Minimizing fmpacts on farmland.

Minimizing relocation of residents and business.

Providing for future streets shown in the comprehensive plan.
Maximization of earthwork material from within the right-of-
way.

® & ¢ & B & & & @
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® Mintmizing landlioeked or poorly divided land,

Subsection B: Description of Alternatives also slaborates on the
reason and rationale for formulation of specifie alrernatives.

2. Logical Termini

Bue to comments from the Early Public Scoping Meeting (E.P.S.M.),
a re-examination of the project termini was made. The eastern terminus
at the US 460 E - US 62 E intersection is considered to be the logical
eastern terminus for this project. Not only is it compatible tfo the
existing road network inm this area, but it alsc provides for future
continuation of the northern beltlina. US 62 E {(Cynthiana Reoad) is
proposed for reconstruction to serve the new Toyota facility. Recon-
struction will be to similar standards as proposed for this project. A
slight alignment shift for this project may be necessary at the US
460/62 E {Paris-Cynthiana Reads) intersection to provide a centinuous
and coordinated alignment through this area.

The western termini 1is not as well defined. The 1978-79 Trans-
portation Plan terminated at US 62 West (Midway-Paynes Depot Road).
The 1979 Comprehensive Plan incorporated the by-pass from the 1978-79
Transportation Plan, but continued the by-pass as a beltline around the
city. Examination of the logical termini since that time has indicated
that US 460 W (Frankfort Road) should be the western terminus of this
facility, with possible extension to the north by the local community
when desired.

Several factors indicate that US 460 W {(Frankfort Road) 1is the
logical western terminus for this facility. Primarily, comnstruction of
the by-pass to US 62 West (Midway-Paynes Depot Road)} will increase
traffic on US 62 West to US 460 W such that this existing segment of
the roadway will be unable to accommodate the projected traffic volumes
at any reasonable level of service. This segment of roadway is approx-
imately one=-half (1/2) mile in length and is on 2 horizontal tangent,
but the vertical alignment is rolling. Sight distances, particularly
on the crest vertical curves, are well below minimum design standards
for this type of facility. Additionally there are only two (2') foot
to three (3'} foot existing shoulders, the pavement width is ounly
eighteen (18') feet for two lanes, and the existing entrances will
violate the access spacing criteria. Level of service analysis of the
existing facility carrying the design year traffic yields a Level of
Service E, while analysis of a reconstructed facililty that meets all
criteria yielded a Level of Service of C, Attachment D.

It is important to note that the segment of by-pass between US 62
W and US 460 W will serve a large portion of northern and western Scott
County and some portions of Framklin and Owen Counties. Lexington is
approximately twelve (12) miles to the south and employment, services
and shopping are located there. This segment will allew traffic on US
460 W (Frankfort Road) and US 227 N (Stamping Ground Road) to take the
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Ey-paes to 8 25 8, then to lexington. There will be some by-pass
gffect of Georpetown for traffic using US 460 and U8 227, though traf-
fie analvsis iIndicates this to be marginal. Though not contained
herein, cost-benefit analvsis shows that reconstiruction of this segment
ig justifised,

3. Description of Alternatives

de Do Neothing Altetnative

This alternative has been considered but is not thought to be
feasible. For lack of action in the past ten to fifteen years,
this alternative is currently in effect. The adverse effects of
this alternative are easily identified as the existing conditions
in the city. These are illustrated by the low level of service in
the city, including congestion, accidents, low speeds and stoppag-
es in the existing traffic network. Through traffic and trucks on
residential streets is also an accurate indication of the results
of this option. These conditions are expected to get worse under
the "Do Nothing"” alternative. This alternative does not meet the
goals and objectives of the community.

b. Public Transit Alternative

Previous studies of public transit in the Georgetown area
indicate that this option is not a feasible alternative to con-
struction of the by-pass.

Co Alternative 1

Alternative 1, shown on Exhibits 7 and 8, begins at the US
460 East, US 62 East intersection. It then proceeds south across
open terrain, part of which is now being used as a flea market.
It is almost perpendicular te the stream as it crosses Elkhorn
Creek, and is on the side of a hill as it proceeds southward to
East Main Street. From East Main Street to Lemons Mill Road, this
altermative iz to the west of a drainage swale. From Lemons Miil
road to the Southern Railvead, this alternative is on Industrial
Park property, parallel and adiacent to the east property line.
From the crossing over the Socuthern Railroad, this alternative
proceads westward, just skirting a subdivision behind Washington
Square shopping center, and also passing just south of the new
hospital and physicians park as it approaches US 25 8. This
alternative is north of a subdivision on Etter Lane and south of
the Kroger and Wal-Mart as it proceeds westward from US 25 S,
Just south of Marshall Field, this alternative proceeds northwest-
erly to US 62 across open farmland., At US 62 this alternative
generally follows the existing US 62 (Midway—-Paynes Depot Road) in
a2 northeasterly direction and terminates with a new intersection
at US 480 West {Frankfort Road).
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. Alternative 72

Alrernative 2, cshown ou Exhibits 7 and 2, begins atr the U8
464 East, U8 #7 Hast intersection and proceeds southerly across
open lLand te Elkhorn Creek. The crossing over Hikhorn Creek is
skewad and the hill Just south of Elkhorn Creek is approached
directly, rather than to the side zg in Alternative 1. This
alternative is east of the drainage swale between EHast Main Street
and Lemons Mill Road and then crosses several open but very pro-
ductive farms before merging with Alternative | in the southern
part of the Industrial Park. From this junction Alternative 2
follows Alternative 1 to US 62 West (Midway-Paynes Depot Road).
From US 62 West (Midway-Paynes Depot Road) this alternative fol~-
lows the remmants of an old road or railroad, in a northwesterly
direction to US 460 West (Frankfort Road) near the US 460 West, US
227 North intersection. Further investigations and considerations
lead to tweo wvarlations of this basic corridor at the western
terminus of this project, Alternatives 2-A and 2-B, 1In this area
Altermnative 2 was relabeled as Alternmative 2C to provide more
distinction between these alternative termini. Each of these
alternative termini are discussed below.

e, Alternative 2-A

Alternative 2-A, Exhibits 7 and 8, ends at US 460 West
{Frankfort Road) approximately four thousand (4,000') feet west of
the US 460/62 W intersection and one hundred (100') feet west of
the Ward Hall property line. Sight distance is excellent to the
east on US 460 W (Frankfort Road), but is limited to the west.
Sight distance to the west is just below the required minimum of
five hundred (500'} feet. A horizontal and vertical curve to the
west on US 460 limits sight distance. Reconstruction of this area
to improve the sight distance will likely be complex as a stone
fence on the north side has historic significance, while the house
to the south, the J.N. Moreland Bungalow, is eligible for listing
on the Naticnal Register of Historic Places. Some reconstruction
of US 460 W (Frankfort Road) would be necessary to provide a left
turn onto the byw-pass. Ward Hall, listed on the Natiomal Register
of Historic Places, is on the south side of US 460 W {Frankfort
Road) and the stcene fence on the north side is also eligible for
such listing.

From US 460 W (Frankfort Road), Alternative 2-A proceeds
southward around the corner of the Ward Hzll property, thence
southeasterly, where it is parallel to but just north of an oid
road, to US 62 West (Midway-Paynes Depot Road) where it ties to
and follows Alternative 2 to the project terminus at the US 460/62
E {Paris-Cynthiana Roads) intersection.

III-5



The purpose for introduction of this zliernastive is chat it
was originalivy probably the most compatible with the local land
uge plansg, though a1l alternstives are somewhal compatible. A
recant update of the Comprehensive Plan has proposed moving the

proposed beltline farther te the west in this area.

£ dlternative 2-B

Alternative 2-B, Exbhibits 7 and 8, ends on US 460 West
(Frankfort Road)} approximately five thousand (5,000') feet west of
the US 460/62 W intersection and five hundred (500') feet west of
the J.N. Moreland Bungalow. Sight distance is acceptable to the
west but rolling grades and a horizontal curve in front of the
J.N. Moreland Bungalow somewhat limits sight distance to the east.
Crossroad reconstruction will be confined to south of the existing
road so as not to impact the historic stone fence just north of
the pavement. From the proposed intersection at US 460 W (Frank-
fort Road), this alternative curves to the southeast, where it is
parallel to, but just north of an old road. This alternative then
parallels the old road to the by-pass/US 62 W intersection where
it becomes Alternative 2, which proceeds arcund the southern side
of Georgetown to the US 460/62 E (Paris—Cynthiana Roads) intersec-—
tion.

Lo Alternative 2-C

Alternative 2-C, FExhibits 7 and 8, ends approximately eight
hundred feet (800') east of the existing U5 227 N/US 460 W (Frank-
fort~Stamping Ground Roads) intersection and curves to the right
in z manner as not to impact the stone fence, eligible for listing
on the National Register of Historic Places, on the north side of
the existing road in this area. This alternative is parallel to,
but just north of an old road to the by-pass/US 62 W intersection
where it becomes Alternative 2, which proceeds around the southern
side of Georgetown to the US 460/62 E (Paris-Cynthiana Roads) in=-
tergection., West of US 62 W, Alternative 2-C is the same as
Alternative 2.

Alternative 2-C west of US €2 W (Midway~Paynes Depot Road)
was introduced for its favorable handling of traffic in this area.
All traffic approaching Georgetown from the west is directed onto
the by-pass. Any traffic desiring tc go into downtown Georgetown
must get off the by-pass and take existing routes into downtown.
Thie effectively keeps through traffic out of downtown Georgetown
and reduces congestion. This has always been a primary goal of
the by-pass. Additionally, traffic volumes will be reduced on the
substandard entrance routes Iinto Georgetown, with a2 positive
impact on safety. Alternative 2~C was also introduced as an
attempt to provide a method of tyving the by~pass into US 460 W
{Frankfort Recad) without disturbing the stone fence approximately
five {5) to ten (10') feet off the pavement through this area.
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A horizontal curve was used Lo tile the tangsnt of the by-pass
o o2 tangent of the existing road, US 460 ¥ (Frankfort #oad). The
hy~pass would be transitioned to the old road over the length of
the horizontal curve without disturbing the stome fence, This
regquired carrying the existing roadway section several feet befors
applying the shoulder transitioms from the existing to the pro-
posed. This indicated either non-standard shoulder transitions or
substantial impacts to the historiec stone fence. Both wevre ulti-

mately deemed unacceptable.

4 new tie of US 460 W (Frankfort Road) to the by-pass was
proposed for Alternative 2-C. The tangent in front of Ward Hall
is continued across the property of the J.N. Moreland Bungalow,
then curved southward till its interseection with the by-pass.
This allows correction of a dangerous curve, which has a history
of numerous and severe accidents, in fromt of the J.N. Moreland
Bungalow. Safety in this area would be substantially improved.
Right-of-way would have to be acquired from the J.N. Moreland
Bungalow, eligible for listing of the National Register of His~
toric Places.

This alternative also provides for continuation of the belt-
line into the northwest quadrant of the city, However, a tee

intersection would be necessary to do so and this concept con-
flicts with the updated Comprehensive Plan which is continuous in

carrying this facility to the north.

h. Alternative 3

Alternative 3, shown on Exhibits 7 and 8, follows Alternative
2 to East Main Street, then curves southwesterly to Lemons Mill
Road and then generally follows a property line between two farms
to the Southern Railroad, where the terrain is somewhat faverable
for a crossing over the railroad. From the Southern Railread,
this alternative proceeds southwesterly across farm and horse farm
iand to a US 25 8 crossing just south of a group of houses along
US 25 S. From US 25 S this alternative curves northwesterly
crossing another horse farm and training operation just east of
Etter Lane. From Etter Lane this alternative proceeds northwest-
erly acress open farmland to the curve on US 460. The primary
purpese for the introduction of this alternative was to provide an
alternative crossing of US 25 5.

i. Alternatives 4, 5 and 6

Other alternative corridors, Exhibit No. 7-~A, were contem—
plated but were not considered feasible enough for an in~depth
investigation. Alternative 4 was the original by-pass corridor
proposed in the early 1970%'s. This corridor connects te and
includes what is now Showalter Drive. Showalter Drives is now
developed on both sides with approximately sixty (60) residential
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uynits. In additicn to the fact that access spacing criteria could
not bae met, inadeguate space was available for the necessary four
lanasg, Additionally, development of the scuth of Showalter Drive
would not be ag well served.

Corridor 5, just north of Corridor 4, was alsce contemplated.
This corrvidor was attractive because the area west of U8 25 5 is
undeveloped. However, to the east is a cemetsary, with historie
origins, that would have to be crossed. This was not considered
feasible or desirable.

Corridor 6 is a by-pass north of Georgetown. While this
corridor doeg provide a by-pass effect, it does not meet the needs
stated under Section I: Purpose and Need of this report. Primar-
ily it does not serve the growing south side of Georgetown and
would provide only a2 very limited economic development effect.

C. Engineering Considerations

1.

Level of Service and Capacity Analysis

. General

This section will examine the traffic characteristics of the
proposed Georgetown By-Pass, specifically capacity and level of
service. The methodology used is specified in Chapters 7, 8, 9
and 10 of the Highway Capacity Manual/Special Report 209/Special

Report 209; dated December 1985. Traffic volume projections for

the Year 2007 were provided by the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet

(Attachment C). Capacity is defined as the maximum hourly rate at
which vehicles can reasconably bhe expected to traverse a point or
uniform section of a lane or roadway during a given time pevriod
under prevailing roadway, traffic and contrel conditions. Level
of service (L.0.5.) is a qualitative measure describing operation—
al conditions within a traffic stream and their perception by
motorists. These operational conditions include such factors as
gspeed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions,
comfort and convenience, and safsty. L.0.S. Rating A represents
the hest operating conditions while L.0,S. Rating F represents
the worst. L.0.S5. Rating C and above generally indicates satis-
factory performance.

Capacity and L.0.S. analyses were performed on the £ive major
intersections along the by-pass and roadway sections connecting
them. The analysis locations are listed below and are alsc shown
on Exhibit 1l4. '
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Table 1, Traffic Analvsis locations
[ i
DESCRIPTION b i ROADWAY i INTERSECTION
E %
wwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwww Rl
BYPASS @ U.5. 4860 E I | 11
wwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwww | o m e | e
BYPASS it Ri |
————————————————————————— et
BYPASS @ LEMONS MILL | ] | Iz
------------------------- | i e s |
BYPASS i R2 |
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ | |- mm e o
BYPFASS @ U.S. 25 S | | 13
------------------------- = e f e e
BYPASS || R3 |
------------------------ [ |mm—mmm e | e e e
BYPASS @ U.S.62 W | 1 ! 14
------------------------- | | —====—mm e | e e
BYPASS | R4 ;
------------------------- | |===—=———m o o e m e
BYPASS @ U.S5. 460 W || | I5
i

b. Intersections

Capacity and level of service results for the £five by-pass
intersections are shwon in the following table. Acceptable ranges
for the resulting values are as follows:

Volume/capacity ratios (v/c)esesseoasa0.05 to 0,85
Level of Service (L.0eSo)evccncncasssoh to C

Calculations supporting these results are shown in Attachment.
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e '3 . :
GYRECTION seET. | :
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i i i A . -
I i f i
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il | [ |
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' | [ \
LT, | 4.5 ¢ | N/A £ | 0.76 ¢ | N/A ] | N/ A
fl I | | |
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RT. I /A c | 045 e [ NA 8 | N/A A | N/A N/A
[ e o J . e
H | | ! !
R0AD NAME || GEORGETOWN BYPASS | GEORGETOWN BYPASS | U.§5. 255 | GEORGETOWN BY®ASS | GEGRGETOMWN GYPASS
i H ! ; = s s e R !
LT, || 0.58 C | 0.3 B [ 6.00 ¢ §ON/A A T £
H | | f |
NORTH M, || 0.7 ¢ | 0.38 B | 6.7 ¢ | N/A A PN/ N/A
¥ | f ! !
RT. 1] N/A C | N/ 8 | N/A ¢ | N/A RA 1 N/A A
i | [ | ;
[ SO AT c I OH/A c Eoo8Ts c LoON/A BAA 1 WA N/&
H | f ! i
SOUTH . 0.T8 ¢ i 0.89 z I 0.38 8 [ N/ A PN N/A
f i ! : |
RT. Il W/A ¢ | HA ¢ LoON/A 8 PON/A A P N/A
— S DR i N oo ———— b e
i ; :
CONTROL DEVICE f
|

[ ! H
I H H

TREFFIC SIGNAL | TRAFFIC SIGNAL ¢ TRAFEIC SIGNAL | STOP SIGNS 1 ST0P SIGNS
| | * ;

Three {(3) intersections required signalization to provide for
an adequate level of service through the intersections. However,
this is based on traffic projections for the design year, 2007.
Initial traffic may not require such signalization. In parti-
cular, the intersection at Lemons Mill Road and the by-pass is not
recommended for initial signalization. Traffic at this intersec-
tion will be highly dependant on development of the adjacent In-
dustrial Park. Therefore, it is recommended to delay signaliza-
tion at this intersection until sufficient traffic develops to
warrant the signalization. The intersections at the by-pass - US
25 8 intersection and the by-pass - US 460 E intersection are re-
commended for initial signalization due to the higher initial
traffic anticipated and the greater complexity of these intersec-
tions.

Signalization was also considered for two {(2) other intersec~

tions, the by-pass - US 62 W intersection and the by-pass ~ US 460
W intersection. In both cases, the level of service for the left
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turn lane was below a deslirable, though still acceptable level of
service., A Isvel of gervice of D for the left turn lane onto the
by-pagss frowm US &2 W was deemed acceptable, A& level of service of
E for the left turn from the by-pass onto US 460 W is at the mini~
mum acceptable level. Tt may well be that this intersection will
have to be signalized at some time during the design 1ife of this
facility. As there is some possibility that this facility will be
extended northward by local efforts, it is rvecommended fo delay
signalization until warranted.

Ce Roadway

Level of service (L.0.5.) results for the four by-pass road-
way sections are shown in the table below. Traffic and roadway
characteristics required corresponding, standard volume/capacity
ratios to be assumed for each level of service calculation. The
acceptable range for L.0.S. on these sections is L.0.5. A to C.
Calculations supporting these results are shown in Attachment D,

Table 3. Level of Service Results

! y I | E L
i il R | R? | | | R4 f
= e B e
| ITEMS [{ U.S. 480 £ | LEMONS MILL | U.5. 288 | U.3.62H
! H to | to i to | to |
| f| LEMONS MILL | U.5. 255 | U.5.62W | U.S. 460 W |
; f ! f |
T | } """""""""" E T T
{DESIGN SPEED! §0 E 50 ! 60 I 80 1
S [ R S | e \
! il | ] | |
[ NO. LANES || 4 | 4 | 2 | 2 !
S 1 e mmmmem | e R %
! [ | l | ?
[ L&Ss. 8 ! C | C ] ¢ f
! | ! !

2. Maintenance of Traffic

Maintenance of traffic is anticipated to be relatively routine for
this project since this ie a new facility across open terrain. How-
ever, this project dees include gix (6) at-grade intersections and
potentially thirty-five hundred (3,500°') feet of two lane reconstruc—
tion. In general, most at grade intersections will be tied to the
existing pavement elevations, when possible,. Pavement widening and
pavement overlays will then be used in such a manner that traffic can
be maintained during construection. This approach is anticipated to be
valid for the by-pass and US 62 E ~ US 460 E intersection, and the
by-pass and East Main Street intersection.
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The tie of U% 82 W to the by-pass and US 460 W to the by-pass
on new aligoment, The ares whers this new alignment ez to the exis
ing alignment will be bandled with & pavement overlayvy as described
above.

[

fad

Ho maintenance of traffic problems are anticipated at the by-pass
and U8 25 S iptersection. US 25 8 is currently in design for recon-
atruction. Coordination during the design phase will provide an in-
tersection condition such that the by-pass can be tied to US 25 S
without any further disruption. The pavement cross slope on US 25 S
will have to be matched to the grade of the by-pass at the location of
the proposed intersection. Pavement transitions will then be required
on US 25 § near the proposed intersection to transition back to the
normal pavement cross slopes of US 25 8. Drainage design on US 25 §
should reflect the crossing of the by-pass.

Some problems are anticipated with maintenance of traffic on
Lemons Mill Road due to the depth of the mainline cut as proposed in
this area. Lemons Mill Road has a connection to US 25 S approximately
three and one-half (3-1/2) miles south of this proposed iuntersection
and as Lemons Mill Road is not densely populated, it is recommended to
close Lemons Mill Road the minimal amount of time necessary to recon-
struct the necessary amount of crossroad and proposed intersection.

Maintenance of traffic was a major consideration in the develop-
ment of a concept for Alternative 1 of the by-pass in the US 62 W area.
Spacing criteria for entrances could not he met on the existing align-
ment. Additionally a detour would be required for the full length of
this reconstruction, destroying the agricultural value of the soils
within the detour construction limits. The proposed solution was to
parallel existing US 62 W such that the existing roadway is used for
maintenance of traffic during construction. The existing roadway would
then be turned into a frontage voad. This will allow continued access
to existing and proposed development while maintaining entrance spacing
eriteria on the by-pass in this area. This will also prevent this sec—
tion of the by-pass from becoming congested as this area continues to
develon. Two entrances are proposed to the by-pass in this area. One
of these entrances will connect to Pocahontas Trail, suech that this
street will be continuous from US 25 5 to US 62 W. This connection has
been long anticipated by the Planning Commission and right-of-way for
this connection has been reserved, but actuval connection is not planned
until the by-pass is openad between US 25 5 te¢ U8 62 W, such that
Pochontas Trail is not used as a through street in the interium. The
other entrance will be Ilocated where terrain is conducive to such a
connection and such that access spacing criteria is met. Other alter-
natives will be across open terrain and will present no maintenance of
traffic problems.

3. Initial and Ultimate Construction

The Level of Service Analysis indicated that four lanes should be

provided from US 25 S to US 460 E, while only two lanes are needed from
US 460 W to US 25 §. Traffic projections do show that an additional
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twe  lanes will be needad from US 480 W ote U5 25 5 tust bevond the
design vear for this proiect. Accordingly, 1t is recommended that
right-af-way be acquired for four lanes on the twoe lane gegment of this
project.

Grading for the additiconal two lanes initially instead of waiting
until needed is generally an economic congidevation. In some cases, it
can be shown that it is cheaper to grade now rather than later. In the
case of the Georgetown By-Pass the appropriate considerations are:

® Grading now will avoid benching fills later, which requires more
total grading when considering the entire project.
@ Grading the additional two lanes now will reduce the total spent

on the drainage system. Two lane grading will require removal of
headwalls on one side later.

] Grading now will reduce the total spent on engineering design.

e Different grades are likely to be chosen dependent on whether two
lane or four lane grading is anticipated. Once a grade is built,
it is highly unlikely that it will ever be changed. If two (2)
lanes are grades initially and balanced, it is unlikely the ulti-
mate earthwork will be balanced.

® Ditches, including channel lining, will have to be redone on one
side if grading is not done now.

® Future grading will require redoing seeding and protection and
will increase the total cost of this item.

@ Initial paving will be centered on the construction centerline

with the ultimate pavement consisting of widening on both sides.

4, Pavement Design

A preliminary pavement design is presented as follows. Equivalent
Axle Loadings for the year 2007 were provided by the Kentucky Transpor-

tation Cabinet {Attachment C). Roadway segments are the same as was
used for the Level of Service analvsis, Exhibit 14, A CBR of five (3)
was assumed in determining a pavement design.

& pavement structure thickness was determined for each roadway
segment, using method outlined in UKTRP-81-17 "Design Guide for Bitumi-
nous Concrete Pavement Structures.” In accordance with normal engi-

neering practice, an approximate pavement composition of one—third
(1/3) asphaltic concrete to two-thirds (2/3) dense graded aggregate was
selected. A thickness for eaech roadway segment was then determined
using the chart entitled "Thickness Design Curves for Pavement Struc-
tures Having 33 Percent Asphaltic Concrete Thickness of the Total
Pavement Thickness,” Exhibit 15. Results are summarized in the Tahle 4
below.
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Table 4, FPavemsnt Design Summary

i i ‘
|  ROADWAY SECTION | E.A.L. | THICKNESS |
! ! l §
i f | %
; R1 | 1,889,300 ; 22.0" i
F | E |
! I | !
| R2 | 2,303,300 | 22.5" |
! | I !
I [ [ !
| R3 | 3,233,900 | 22.8" |
| F I !
l | I |
i R4 | 2,732,800 | 23.2" |
i | | |

A uniform pavement thickness of twenty-four (24”) inches was
chosen such that it satisfied the requirements for each roadway seg-
ment., A proposed pavement design is shown on the Typical Section,
Exhibit No. #. PFull depth shoulders are proposed and consist of five
(5") inches of asphaltic concrete and nineteen (19") inches of dense
graded aggregate. ©Perforated pipe is proposed at the pavement edge,
both at the median and at the outside edge of pavement for four (&)
lane segments. Perforated pipe is proposed at each edge of pavement
for twe (2) lane segments.

. Cost Estimates

Construction cost estimates are contained in Attachment A. Estimated
right—of-way requirements zre contained in Attachment B.

E. Potential Problem Areas

Originally avoiding Ward Hall, eligible for 1listimg on the National
Register of Historic Places, was a problem. However, this was resolved as
described in Subsection: Identification of Preferred Alternative.

At the date of this report, there are only two unresclved issues. It
is unclear whether residents of the Mt. Vernon subdivision, just east of US
25 (Lexington Road), would want or accept a fifteen (157) foot high ncise
control harrier adfacent to the by-pass. This would be discussed at the
public hearing that will be held. The significance of an archaeclogical
site 15Sc134, near the eastern terminus of this project is undetermined but
will be addressed prior to the coastruction of this project.

This project will require a Corps of Engineers permit under Section 404
of the Clean Water Act of 1972, Water guality standards will be in com-
pliance with Section 401 of the Clean Water Act {(Public Law 95-217).
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Application for water guality sertification should be made to the lommon-
wealth of Kestueky, Department for Hatural Resources and Enviroumental
Protection, Division of Water.

F. Potential Syatem Changes

This proiect invelives revouting US 62, US 460 and US 227 arcund the
southern side of Georgetown utilizing the by-pass. Signing on the by-pass
will indicate that the by-pass is now the designated route for motorist
using US 62, US 460 and U8 227. However, traffic projections do show that
most motorist on US 460 may initially prefer to continue to use the exist-
ing route through downtown as it is substantially shorter in length. It is
anticipated that as time passes there will be an expanding use of the
southern by-pass as downtown congestion increases and as through motorist
loose their familiarity with the downtown route.

G. Potential Funding Sources

This proposed project is being advanced under the auspices of Title 23
and Title 42 of the United Stated Code of Federal Regulations.

Funding for this project between US 460 West and US 25 South is seven-—
ty—-five (757%) percent federal and twenty-five (25%) percent state funds.
Federal funds will be administered through the Federal Highway Administra-
tion. State funds will be used from US 25 South to US 460 East.
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SECTION IV

COMMENTS AND COORDINATION




SECTIOR IV

BERTS ABD COORDIBATIOR

A. Local Support

This project has Iimmense local support. This document and other pro-
ject documentation is due, in large part, to the persistance of local
officials and local citizen efforts. Specific examples of local support
are described herein while documentation of local support is contained at
the end of each section.

The Planning Commission has long been a leading advocate of this pro-
ject because of the direct relationship between this facility and the land
use goals and objectives of the community. In fact, the 1979 Comprehensive
Plan was developed with the assumption that at some point the by-pass would
be built. As described in Section I: Purpose and Need, this project was
originally proposed in the early 1970's. Since that time, the Planning
Commission has demonstrated their support of this project by keeping a
corridor open by prohibiting any development within the corridor. Addi-
tionally, the Chairman of the Planning Commission, the Planning Commission
Attorney, the Planning Commission Advisor and at least one Planning Com-
mission member spoke in favor of this project at the Early Public Scoping
Meeting. The Planning Commission has been extremely cooperative and help-
ful in determination and selection of Alternative Corridors and Alternative
Alignments. The Plapning Commission has also been extremely helpful in
determining available property for right-of-way acquisition and also in-
strumental in relaying public comment to the appropriate parties.

Probably the strongest indication of public support for this project is
the fact that the local community has been willing to appropriate local
funds on behalf of this project. After the 1978-79 Transportation Plan and
1979 Comprehensive Plan, there was no progress on this project. In order
to get this project moving, the community, through a joint effort by the
Georgetown City Council and the Scott County Fiscal Court, funded a Needs
Study, such that the justification for this project would be brought to the
attention of the appropriate levels of government.

This project was strongly supported by the 1979 Transportation Plan and
was the top ranked project from that study. The extensive public partici-
pation in that study by local citizens, as described under item B, Public
Participation of this section, illustrates the strong local suppert that
this project has.

Another demonstration of the immense local support for this project was
made at the FEarly Public Scoping Meeting held March 14, 1985. There was
excellent public turnout for this project with well over one hundred {100)
people in attendance. There were several endorsements of hoth the project
in general and the Altrernative 1 Corridor, including those by the chairman
of the Planning Commission, the Planning Commission Advisor and the chair-
man of Georgetown-Scott County Industrial Commission., Other citizens also
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sxpressed s3upporl as containsd in the "Mioufes of the EBarvly Public Scoping
Meering for Georgetown By-Pass, Scott Oounty, Kentucky,” as contalned lo
item B, Public Participation of this section, In particuiar, items 1, Z,
ta, 17, 20 and 26 are supportive of this project. Mo one at the mesting
expressed any opposition to this proiect. However, approsimately three (3}
people did obiject to particular alternative corridors. Cnly two (2} of
these properties are in the Preferred Alvernative [ Corridor. in each
case, objection was to loss of thelr property rather than opposition to the
project,

The City Attorney’s Office has been particularly active in support of
this project. This has incliuded contact with property owners to determine
acceptable alignments and to determine what right-of-way that may be avail-
able. The Property Valuation Accessor’s (P.V.A.) office has been extremely
helpful as well as the County Clerk's office. The City Engineer has pro-
vided needed information on a timely basis. Utility companies have bheen
extremely cooperative as well as other units of government neot listed
herein.

There are many local written endorsements of this project as contained
in Section IV: Comments and Coordination. Among these are Resolution Ne.
84 RO03 by the City Council of Georgetown, an endorsement by David H.
Ashley, Chairman, Georgetown-Scott County Industrial Commission, endorse-—
ment by Tom E. Benberg, Vice President for Administration and Treasurer of
Georgetown College, endorsement by Glenn A. Smith, Administrator, Scott
General Hospital, endorsement by Eddie R. Chesser, Jr., Chief of Police and
an endorsement by Richard Covington, Chief, Georgetown Fire Department.
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GRW Engineers, Inc. (JQ
801 Corporate Drive
Lexingten, KY 40503

Attn: Mr. Lyle Wolf

Re: (City of Georgetown: Proposed Industrial Development--
By-pass Road

Dear Mr. Wolf:

As Chairman of the Georgetown-Scott County Industrial Commission,
and on behalf of the Commission, we wish to express to you as
agents and engineers for the City, the support of the Commission
for the proposed industrial development--bv-pass road.

The road is critical to the continued growth and development of
Georgetown and Scott County. The Georgetown Industrial Park lo-
cated on Lemons Mill Road in the City will not develop and expand

to its fullest potential until such time as a road accessing the
Park is developed. There are presently two occupants in the Park,
Georgetown Manufacturing Company, and Celtite, Inc. It 1is diffi-
cult for heavy truck traffic to service this area due to the
narrowness of Lemons Mill Road, and the general inaccessibility

of the Park. The Commission, City officials, and Chamber of Commerce
officers, receive almost weekly inquiries from industries interested
in iocating in the Park. These industries express their concern
over the lack of adequate access to this area.

From a traffic flow point of view, the access--by-pass road is
needed to make readily accessible existing industries such as
Hoover Universal and Johnson Controls, and to alleviate therefrom
a great deal of shift change traffic from US 25 South and Lemons
Mill Road. Additionaily, such a by-pass would take heavy truck
traffic off Main Street, South Breoadway, and Military Streets,
those streets being the most frequently used by truck traffic to
serve existing industrial and commercial users. Finally, the in-
creased activities resulting from development on US 25 South of
the Kroger-Walmart compiex and the construction of the new Hospital
Corporation of America hospital will, of course, substantially in

crease traffic congestion on US 25.

In short, and in closing, the economic well being of the City of
Georgetown and Scott County over the future hinges largely on

V-5



this project. The Industrial Commission urges acdoption of the
vlan and constructicon of the road by the State Department of Trans-
poertation utilizing whatever funding sources may become avallable.

Yours very truly,

¥

T aewl L]
e 4

David H. Ashley, Chairman
Georgetown-Scott County
Industrial Commission

DHA : j bw
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GEORGETOWN COLLEGE

Office of Viee President

for Adwministration and Treasurer

February 6, 1984

The Honorable Charles Sutton
County Judge

Court House

Georgetown, KY 40324

RE: Need for Industrial Connector Road
Dear Mr. Sutton:

On behalf of the Georgetown College community, I am writing to request
that the heavy tractor trailer trucks be re-routed from their current
use of city streets, particularly Military Street, to an appropriate
new industrial connector road.

As you may know, the college community involves approximately 1,300
students and 267 employees. These people have to use the streets
adjacent to the college campus, including Military Street. We continue
to be concerned about the safety hazard created by heavy truck traffic
in the vicinity of the campus. It is our hope that any engineering/
construction studies that are conducted would address the matter of
how this safety hazard could be relieved.

It is my understanding that the development of an industrial connector
road would not prohibit nor make difficult those necessary truck
deliveries to Georgetown College nor give rise to ar increase in local
taxes.

Let us thank you in advance for any assistance you can give us.

Sincerely vyours,

Tom E. Benberg, %gée President

for Adminfstration & Treasurer

rs

GEORGETOWN COLLEGE /Georgetown, Kentucky 40324/Telephone {502) 863-8037
‘A CHRISTIAN CLIMATE FOR ACHIEVEMENT"
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February 8, 1984

Mr. William O. Labude, P.E.,L.5.
Principal Transportation Bngineerx
GRW Engineers, Inc.

801 Corporate Drive

Lexington, Kentucky 40503

Re: Georgetown Bypass
Dear Mr. Labude:

As I indicated to you last week, the support of the Ceorgetown
Bypass Project holds high priority with the hospital, especially
with our move to the new Scott General Hospital on Lexington
Road which will occur on March 20, 1984.

We believe the bypass is vital to the continued, orderly growth
of business and industry in and around Georgetown. This would
allow our industrial park to expand with greater flexibility and
relieve much of the traffic congestion we now experience.

The location of our new hospital on U.S. 25 South places us on

the heaviest traveled artery leading to and from Georgetown. This
will greatly complicate access to the hospital for physicians,ambu-
lances, other emergency vehicles and personnel where minutes, and
sometimes seconds, often make the difference between life and death
for our patients. The bypass will ease the traffic problem and
provide much improved access to the new hospital for patients and
emergency personnel.

Further, construction of a 4-man physicians' office building adia-
cent to the new hospital is now underway and will open this Spring

and others will be added in the near future. Access to these
facilities will also be greatly enhanced by construction of the bypass.

Please let us know if we can assist further with implementation of
the bypass project.

Sincerely vyours,

Administrator

GAS:ka
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February 14, 1984

GRW Engineers, Inc.
801 Corporate Drive
Lexington, KY 40503

e Wolf

|t

Attn: Mr. Ly

Re: City of Georgetown: Proposed Industrial Development-By-pass
Road

Dear Mr. Welf:

As Chief of Police of the City of Georgetown I am writing to you

to express my support and that of our department for the proposed
by-pass road. It is my opinion that this road will greatly aile-
viate much of the traffic congestion which now exists on the Lex-
ington Road--US 25 South. This congestion will be greatly increased
with the full development and completion of the Kroger-Walmart com-
plex and the new hospital.

Shift change traffic from existing industries and peak retail and
commercial traffic now make US 25 virtually impassable at peak
traffic hours, mainly late afternoon. Emergency vehicles such as
police and fire apparatus have an extremely difficult time getting
through the area from Hiawatha Trail to Etter Lane. The proposed
by-pass road not only would give an alternate route for existing
traffic, but would also greatly alleviate the problem encountered
by emergency vehicles,.

Yours vervy truly,

P C%_w o’

Eddie R. Chesser, Jr.
Chief of Police

EBC:jbw
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Februarvy 14, 1984

GRW Engineers, Inc.
801 Corporate Drive
Lexington, KY 40503

Attn: Mr. Lyle Wolf

Re: City of Georgetown: Proposed Industrial Development
By-pass Road

Dear Mr. Wolf:

I wish to express to you, as Chief of the City of Georgetown Fire
Department, the departments support for the proposed by-pass road.

Congestion on US 25 South at peak traffic periods makes it virtually
impossible to get emergency equipment through this area. With the
opening of the new hospital it is essential that we have some

access to the hospital for not only fire apparatus, but primarily
for emergency medical vehicles.

The congestion on US 25 may make passage for emergency vehicles to
the new hospital almost impossible. By taking some of the traffic
flow from US 25 which the by-pass would do, the situation would be
alleviated. Additionally, the by-pass would give emergency appar-
atus an additional route to the hospital which in our opinion is
absolutely essential.

Yours very truly,

Codod Comyin

Richard Covington, Chief
Georgetown Fire Department

RC:jbw
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on local by-pass project

Loug-running hopes for a

highway bypass connecting U. 15,38

South to U.5. 460 East and U.S. 62
East mav be a step closer to reality
now as the city and county
governments pool their efforts by
hiring a consultant for the project.

Georgetown City Council is
expected tonight to approve the
hiring of G.R.W., a Lexington-
based engineering firm which has
done consultant work for both
industry and government, to help
put together a proiect package to
present o the state in order to
receive funding.

Scott Fiscal Court approved the
hiring of G.R.W. as a project
consultant at its regular session
Moncay marning. The company -

fee o s cagacted to be split
between the city and county
governmoents.

The bypass project has been in
the gity’s wmprehenswejlan since
1‘374 _but thus far efforts of both the
city_and countv o securs tundmg
have been fruitless.

Mayor Charles Lenahan has met
with County Judge-Executive
Charlie Sutton on several occasions
to discuss the project. The pair
vecently decided to suggest to the
;itv council and the court the hiring
f one consultant to deal with the
iob of putting together a bypass
package rather than having either
City or county create a permanent
job for that purpose.

In November, the city council
gave preliminary approvai to a plan
to employ an administrative
assistant for the mayor with the
principal purpose of securing state
ald in relieving traffic problems on
U.S. 25 South. The councit later had
second thoughts about the matter,
however, and voted to table the
proposed ordinance creating the
position.

*Hiring a consuitant to do the
work rather than creating any type
of permanent position will be cost
efficient and will get the same job
done,” Sutton said. '‘We have
alwavs been in constant touch with
the state on the matter and the
bvpass "has been a priority for a
number of vears. But the traffic

convinced Lenahan and himself fo
recommend G.R.W. to the court
and the council.

““The bypass is a must,’” Lenahan
said. “‘It’s needed for the industrial
park. And the traffic situation is bad
enough on Lexington Road now; you

can imagine what 1t will be like
when the new hospital starts
operating there and Wal-Mart and
other stores open up.
“Georgetown and Scott County
are growing. When you take a
representative from a new mdustry
to see the {(Lemons Mill Road)
industrial park, all they ask is if
Clayton Avenue is the only access
road to U.5. 25 South, Right now, it
is. Those trucks travel through

residential sections, which neither

Qroblem and the need of industry

the residents nor the industry cate

are getting to be critical concerns.

for much. A bypass would solve that

We need to move. Now.

Sutton said the city and county
considered G.R.W. as a consultant
on the project because the firm
ermploys Dr. William Quayles,
whose work with the 1674
comprehensive plan is admired by
focal government officials.

Sutton, Lenahan, County Judicial
Assistant Robert Ward. City
Attorney David Ashley and
Planning Commission Chairman Dr.
Robert Snyder met last week in
Lexington with representatives of
G.R.W. Sutton said that sugges-
tions and proposals of the firm

problem. ™

Lenahan said several businesses
have already expressed an interest

in locating on the south side of the
city, as well a5 F¥ The "industral
park.

" "Any plan designed by G.R.W.
would be submitted to the court and
city council before it is sent to the
state for consideration, Sutton said.
“‘Burt there's no doubt thar tratfic
problems are going to persist and
even intensify in that area.”’ he
added “We need to move on
ggt_tmg somethmg together. and do
it_soon. T
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t. General

In recent years more citizens have become aware of a need to have
a voice in decision-making processes during the formulation of plans
for public projects. The planning process for Georgefown wWas no excep~
tion. The desire to have a more direct and active vole in transporta-
tion planning was quite evident.

State and federal govermments are continually seeking ways to
develop more meaningful public participation. There is no consensus on
how public participation can best hbe accomplished. The concept and
philosophy of public participation in transportation planning are still
being refined and improved in light of past mistakes and new techni-
ques.,

Public participation has been defined as an open process in which
the rights of the community to be informed, to influence and to obtain
a response from government are reflected and in which a representative
cross section of affected citizens interact with appointed and elected
officials on issues of tramsportation. The participants in the process
identify and examine all reasonable alternatives and their consequences
to assist the appropriate decision-makers in choosing the course that
they feel will best serve the needs and objectives of the total com-
munity.

Citizens are not empowered to make final decisions concerning
public courses of action. These are prerogatives of the elected offi-
cals and their authorized representatives. The citizen does, however,
have ultimate power through the ballot box tc replace the elected
official, which places the responsibility on the official to keep in
close touch with his constituents,

2. 1978-79 Transportation Plan

A Georgetown Citizens Transportation Advisory Committee was orga-
nized at an early stage in the planning process for this study. Com—
mittee members, composed of interested citizens of various backgrounds,
representing a wide range of interest groups withio the community, were
selected by the Mayor and County Judge. The committee membership was
also open to any interested citizen who was not selected but wanted to
serve, Several more members were added by this method. The Citizens
Transportation Advisory Committee was responsible for providing the
local input into the transportation planning process for Georgetown and
was given an opportunity to express its views on a variety of alterna-
tives and factors considered througheout the transportation planning
process including:

& Formulation of transportation goals and objectives to guide the
planning process.
& Establishment of problems and needs of the urban area.

Iv-12



e forecasis.

& Formulacion of futere land uses

& Development and svaluastvion of syatem recomsenda-
riong

® u@iﬁﬁt@aﬂ sf a recommended urban ares transportation plan.

@ Establishment of priorvities for implementing the plan.

In a series of meetings, the committee reviewed current and recom-
mended future land use, population and employment estimates. Once
these basic planning parameters had been established, the committee
identified problems and needs it felt were important to the future of
Georgetown. Recommendations for highway improvements were developed
and presented to the committee. These proposals evolved from the dis-
cuggion of traffic problem areas and were finalized after discussion of
various alternative solutions. These proposals were evaluated by the
committee in a manner that recorded how the group as a whole felt about
2ach proposal and how the established goals were met.

In the early meetings with the Citizens Transportation Advisory
Committee, it soon became apparent that any transportation plam fo be
developed would have to study the feasibility of a by-pass route around
the southern side of Georgetown. The conclusion of this study was that
the by-pass was the top ranked transportation need of the community.

Committee members felt that the proposals presented met the ob-
jectives of the study. The committee recommended them for inclusion in
the Transportation Plan, where the recommendations were subsequently
considered by the Georgetown City Council, Scott County Fiscal Court
and the Kentucky Department of Transportation for implementation.

All committee meetings were open to ithe public and press releases
announcing the meetings were seni to the local newspapers.

It was with this extensive public participation that the by-pass
wag considered and formally adopted by the community,

3. 1979 Comprehensive Plan

The public had ancther opportunity to participate in the develop-
ment of this facility during the formulation of the 1979 Comprehensive
Plan. This plan adopted the by-pass proposal from the 1978-79 Trans-
portation Plan. Public participation for the Cowmprehensive Plan is
summarized hereinafter to illustrate such public participation in
adopting the by-pass into the land use plan.

An Advisory Committee provided guidance and determined the plan
recommendations throughout the preparation of the Comprehensive Plan.
The committee was appeinted jeintly by the Mavor and the County Judge
Executive. The committee consigsted of twenty-one (21} members and four
(4} ex—officic members from diverse segments of the community.
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53.

The Advisory Committee reviewed and discussed all sections of the
Comprehensive Plan, as well as other material, including:

@ Reports from representatives of all the agencies in the community,
as well as from the Bluegrass ADD.

All existing conditions and projections.

The envirommental conditions and constraints.

The objectives, principles and standards.

The community needs, plans and proposals.

The implementation proposals.

The environmental and historic assessments.

e e & & & 8

At its June 28, 1979 meeting, the Advisory Committee reviewed the
entire Comprehensive Plan and recommended it, including the recommenda-

tion for implementation of the by—pass, to the Georgetown—-Scott County
Joint Planning Commission for their consideration and adoption.

The Joint Planning Commission held its public hearing for the
Comprehensive Plan on Tuesday, July 3, 1979, and the Plan was adopted
at the Commission meeting of July 12, 1979,

4, Early Public Scoping Meeting

An Early Public Scoping Meeting (B.P.S.M.) was held on Thursday,
March 14, 1986, at 7:30 p.m. at the Southern Elementary School located
on Fairfax Way in Georgetown. The purpose of the meeting was to gain
information such that all possible alternatives were developed, to give
the public scome idea of the scope of the project and to solicit any
public comments and input regarding this project.

Alternative corridors for this project and for this meeting were
developed by GRW Engineers in collaboration with loecal public offic-
ials, Kentucky Department of Transportation persconnel and from feedback
from the Evaluation of Needs Report for this project. Comments from
the public meeting were instrumental in recommending a preferred corri-
dor. Among those comments were the following:

® The corridor should be compatible with local planning efforts.

® The corridor should parallel and be inside of the property line of
the Industrial Park on Lemons Mill Reoad.

@ The corridor should cross US 25 § near Etter Lane rather than
being farther ocut.

& The Alternative 2 corrider is unacceptable between Lemons Mill

Road and East Main Streetr because of the impacts on farmland in
this area.,

® The preferred corridor should generally follow existing US 62 W to
US 460 W, rather than open up additiomal land west of US 62 W,

Iv-14



@ A the Alvernative | Corridor satisfied these major conditions,
the public preferrved the Alvernative | corridoer. Several people
endorsed the Altevnative | corvider, none opposed this corridor.

There was an excellent turnecut for this meeting of both loeal
officials and the public ar large. Well over one hundred (100} persons
were in attendance. Minutes of this meeting are contalned herein.

After this meeting the consultant made further studies indicating
no unusual constraints. The Alternative Z-A corridor was modified at
the western terminus to be more compatible with the local land use
plan. The consultant recommended the Alternative | corridor to the
Kentucky Department of Transportation at the Interdisciplinary Team
Meeting of April 9, 1985. The Department unanimously agreed and in-
dicated that additional study should be given to the western terminus.
Mapping approval for the Altermative 1 corridor was given and authori-
zation was given to proceed with preliminary design. Additiomal con-
siderations lead to a choice of a different alternative west of US 62 W
(Midway-~Paynes Depot Road). This is discussed and documented in Sub-
section:. Identification of Preferred Altermative.

The public was informed that the Alternative 1 Corridor had been
selected rhrough a news release to the local newspaper by local public
officials.

The public will have an additional opportunity to comment on
preliminary design in 1986 at a public hearing.

5. 1986 Update of the Comprehensive Plan

As a result of the location of the Tovota facility in Scott County
and as a2 part of ongoing planning efforts, the community engaged in an
update to the 1979 Comprehensive Plan. Public meetings were held on
December 30, 1985 and January 3, & and 9 of 1986. These were open
meetings in which the public comment was sclicited. These land use
meetings included the southern bvy~pass, which has been in the previous
plans.

Probably due to consideration of the Toyota facility, very few
comments were made about the southern by-pass. One citizen commented
that the southern by-pass does a good job in containing development to
the south and in preserving a green belt hetween Georgetown and Fayette
County., Another citizen expressed concern that he didn't want to see
the by-pass become congested like the northern half of New Circle Road
in Lexington. Limitations of entrances were recommended. Another
citizen pointed out an aligmment shift on his property that he thought
would be advantageous. Implementation of the southern by—-pass was
adopted along with the other land use proposals. Exhibit 10 shows the
current land use plan.
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& Sommary

There has been extensive public participation in the development
of this project. This includes the 1975-79 Transportation Flan, tfhe
1279 Comprehensive Plan, the Rarly Public Scoping Meeting, the [986
Update of the Comprehensive Plan and will include a public hearing when
preliminary plans have been developed.
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E The Kentucky Deparomeni o Highways bas
¥ scheduled a meeting with interested dtizens and
i groups, public agencies and local officials to disase
thepmposedGeag Bypass.

j Department of Highways engineers hope to gain
‘ gss:bl aﬁln “gﬂggmlgd ’Ihei}
i e altematives for project.
alternatives and their effects will be assessed in 2

- Empctre;xrtmﬂmwmmtalurpaamt

will be held in the Southem
ElermtarySdm Cafeteria on Thursday, March

| 14, 1985 af 7:30 p.m. o

1 Aumtatstedatzzmsamm‘gedto

| =provide comnents either by athaxhr:gﬂlen'ﬂemlg

o by visiting or writing the following:

8 Lexington, Kentucky 40512-1127
E Published in the Georgetown News & Times
5,12, 1985. .

| RA c
| Chief District Engineer .
i Kentucky Transpartation Cabinet pe
‘Department of Highways District No. 7 :
| P.O. Box 11127 :

March:

sh fom K 3]

Alternative Lm:atmﬂs for Gecrgetawn Bypass
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Foovo (5. Popag
Seowprany

COMBMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
TRANSPORTATION CABIRET

fantia Lavng SouLine
Ciavennon

GISTRICT ONE

Ky. Dere Rosd

. Q. Hox 3010
Foduesh, XY 42001

DISTRICT TWG
1240 Nonth Main
Drawer O
Mindisanville. KY 4243%

DISTRICT THREE
Morgantown Rosd
P. 0. Box 599
Bowling Green, KY 42101

DISTRICT FOUR
Enee Dixie
P. Q. Box 208
Elizabathtown, KY 4270%

DISTRICT FIVE
977 Philtips Lane
P. O. Box 37090

Louisville, KY 40233

DISTRICT 51X
Buttermilk & |- 78
2. 0. Box 11130

Covington, KY 435017

DISTRICT SEVEN
783 New Circle Ad., N.W.
P. @ Box 11127
Lezington, KY 405132

DISTRICT EIGHT
u.s. 27
F. 0. Box 780
Somereet, KY 42601

DISTRICT NINE
Eliteville Roed
# 0. Box 347
Flamingsburg, KY 41041

DISTRICT TER
Highwey 15
P. 0. Box 821
Jeckson, KY 41333

HSTAICY ELEVEN
Aaliroad Avenue
2.0, Bor 250
Fenchesier, KY 40962

METRICT TWELVE
RMorth Mayo Trail
#. 0. Box 2488
Pikaville, KY 4150%

ErankPonT, Renrtucky 40822

March 1, 1985

RE: Scott County
Georgetown Bypass

Dear

The Kentucky Department of Highways has scheduled a public meeting
gn the subject project for Thursday, March 14, 1985, at 7:30 p.m.,
at the Southern Elementary School located on Fairfax Way in
Georgetown.

At this meeting, Department of Highway's engineers hope to gain
information which will aid them in developing all possible alter-
natives for the proposed project.

You or your representative are cordiaily invited tp attend this

meeting. If you are unable tG attend, any written input you may
wish to provide would be appreciated. If you are aware of gther
persons or agencies who would be interested in this meeting, please
pass this information along to them.

Sincerely,

1@&2 ﬂé’&m«m {8y i)

R.. A. Johnson
Chief District Engineer
District Seven

RAJ/ALP /WHW/ejh
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MINUTES
OF
EARLY PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
FOR
GEORGETOWN BY-PASS
SCOTT COUNTY

OOORS 05382 001:
FSP 105 7284 004D
0000M 07609 001;
FSP 105 7284 005D

As Prepared By

GRW ENGINEERS, INC.
801 Corporate Drive
Lexington, KY 40503

606/223-3999
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An Early Public Scoping Mpeting (E.P,5.M.) wss held, after public no-
tice in the Iocal newspaper, at 7:30 P.M. on Thursday, Mareh 14, 1285 ar
the Southern Blementary School in Georgetown, KY. The bullding was opened
at 6:30 P.M. and personnel was available to discuss the project prior to
the meeting.

A.L., Perkins, Assistant District Hngineer for Preconstruction, opened
the meeting and introduced the following persomns in attendance:

R.E. Johnson, Chief District Engineer

Clint Sullivan, District Engineer

Willie Whitamore, Planning Engineer

John Sacksetter, Central Office, Division of Design
Roy Laughlin, Central Office, Division of Planning
William 0. Labude, GRW Engineers, Inc.

Luther Hargis, GRW Engineers, Inc.

There were approximately 110 persons present.

Mr. Perkins explained that the purpose of the meeting was to inform the
public of the proposed action, discuss the By-Pass as proposed and to socli-
cit and receive public comment regarding the same,

Mr. Perkins then turned the meeting over to Mr. Roy Laughlin, who was
the moderator for the meeting. Mr. Laughlin explained what an Early Public
Scoping Meeting (E.P,S.M.) was and that it is more informal than a public
hearing.

Mr. Laughlin discussed funding for the project and the fact that Feder-
al Aid Secondary and PFederzl Aid Urban Systems funds are anticipated for
this project. Basically, eighty per cent (80%) of the funds wili come from
the Federal Highway Administration (F.H.W.A.) and will be matched with
twenty per cent {20%) state funds.

Possible target dates were then discussed. The Project Planning Re-
port, an engineering document, is scheduled for completion in July of 1985,
A draft Eovironmental Assessment {E.A.) is scheduled for completiocn in
October of 1985, It was explained that the E.A. would be available for
local review and comment when it has cleared the F.H.W.A. A formal public
hearing, in all probability, will be held during the local review and
comment periocd, possibly in December of 1985, Copies of the E.A, will be
available both locally and at the District Office in lexington. It was
also stated that the public would have an oppertunity te review and comment
on the Planning and Envivonmental documents.

Leocal input and comments of the Planning and Environmental documents
and comments from the public hearing will be considered and addressed in a
document known as a Finding Of No Significant Impact (F.0.N.5.I.). Approv-
al of the F.0.N.5.I. by the F.H.W.A. indicates that federal funds may be
ugsed by Kentucky to advance this project into construction. The F.0.N.S5.1.
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is gnticipated in Mapch, 19846 and F.H.¥.5. wounld hopefully give location
approval In May of [98B6. Hased on the dates as discussed above and zublisct
to availability of federal azid funds, 2 construction contract would posgib-
1v be awarded in Jate 198Y or earvly 1988 and run through 19940,

This project, a8 in the Sig-Year Plan, iz teo construct a By-Pass from
U8 480 (Paris Road) to US 238 {(Lexington Road). Righr-of-way would be
bought from US 258 (Lewington Road) to US 62W (Midway Road}. Additionaily,
the impacte of extending the By-Pass to US 460W (Frankfort Road) would be
studied to satisfy federal requirements regarding logical termini for a
federal aid project. :

Elements of the Planning and Environmental phases were then listed as
follows:

® Documentation of need for the project.

¢ Existing and projected traffic usage.

® Accident patterns on existing roads.

® Alternative locations for a new road.

® Costs {(construction, right-of-way, utility, maintenance of traffic).
® level of service.

@ Impacts on people, business, non-profit organizations.

®

Existing and planned development.
e Air quality.

e Noise peliution.

@ ; .
Acquatic and terrestial ecology.

® Historic and archaeoclogical resocurces.

e

Coordination of local, state and federal agencies with expertise or
jurisdiction in any of the above areas.

The design phase was discussed including drawing up construction,
right-ocf-way, utility and maintenance of traffic plans. Upon completion of
design, right-of-way would be appraised, bhought and utilities relocated.
Completion of these items allows the counstruction phase to proceed.

Mr. Laughliin emphasized that informstion presented was preliminary,
subject to change, and that lines shown on mapping were study alternatives.
The public was Informed that the aserial photography display would be avail-
able for inspection at the District No. 7 0ffice in Lexington.
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My, Laughlin gave a brief history of this project, incloeding the 1979
update of the Georgetown Transportation plan. It was explained that this
plan was developed In cooperation with a local citizens advigory committes
and that the number one priority was the Georgetown By-Fass., In 1984, the
City of Georgetown and Scott County engaged GRW Engilneers, Inc. Lo prepare
a Needs Study for this project. As a2 result of local leadership, this pro-
jeet was placed in the Six Year Plan and funded. Mr. Laughlin then asked
Luther Hargis of GRW Engineers, to explain the project in detail.

My . Hargis reviewed his association with this project, starting with
the 1984 Needs Study. Discusslon was given to development of alternatives.
Criteria discussed were terrain, property and exiting development. A re-
view of the project limits was made. These included I-75 to the east and
Cane Run Creek to the south as outer limits. Inner limits included Johnson
Controls, the subdivision behind Washington Square, the new hospital,
Krogers, Wal-Mart, and Marshall Field. A subdivision on Etter Lane was
considered as a control. A statement was made that the closer te¢ the city
the better and more useful the road is to the community, as long as impacts
were minimized. Analysis was then given to crossing US 25 between Etter
Lane and the hospital and that the sole purpose for introduction of Alter—
native 3, the blue alignment on the display, was to reflect the fact that
if the By-Pass did not cross at US 25, then Alternative 3 was the next
logical location to cross US 25.

Discussion was then given tec the project termini and the fact that
there seemed to be a consensus on the logical eastern termini at US 62
{Cynthiana Road). It was also discussed that the western terminus was not
as logical and that was the reason for such diversity in alternatives at
the western termini.

Terrain was discussed as the difference between Alternatives 1 and 2
between East Main Street and Lemons Mill Road. The location of Alternative
1 in crossing the Southern Railroad was due fo staving on the high ground
so as to more easily provide the required clearance over the railroad. The
rational of taking advantage of terrain between US 62ZW and US 460W was dis-
cussed for Alterantive 2. Reduction of fill size was given as partial
rational for developing other alternatives close to Ward Hall. Mention was
made of conflict with the airport and the fact that the By-Pass would be
below the surface of the airport, indicating that there was no conflict.

Explanation was then given te froperty, the fact that property maps had
been compiled, alternatives had been developed considering the impacts on
property, and that if possible, alternatives ran down the property lines,
It was recognized that if a road does go through someone'’s property, it is
a hardship te that person.

The floor was then returned to Roy Laughlin whoe opened the Floor for
discussion:

i. Roy Laughlin recognized Dr. Robert Snyder, chairman of the Planning

and Zoning Commission. Dr. Snyder thanked the engineering staff
for coming out for the meeting and the hard work that had gone into
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the proisct. Dr. Suvder 4id point out that the Planning Commligsion
had worked for this project for over fifteen (15) vears, had plan-
ned for s By-Pass in 211 of thelir documents and Chat Alternative 1,
thae red alternative on the display, was the Planning Commissions
concent of a By-Pass, Dr. Snyder went on te say that the primary
purpose of the By-Pass was o serve the Industrial Park, and that
Aiternative | best suited this purpose. Access te the Industrial
Park has been the main problem since incention of the park in 1962,
For over 15 years the Planning and Zoning Cowmission has protected
a corridor for this purpose, by prohibiting development of housing,
factories and other structures in the Alternative 1 (red) corridor.
Additionaliy, Dr. Snyder pointed out that for approximately ten
(10) vears, the Planning Commission had a commitment to residents
of Indian Hills to provide access from Indian Hills, just off US
62W, to US 25 and that Alternative ! (red) satisfieg thiszs commit~
ment . This would take through traffic out of the existing resi-
dential neighboerhoods. Dr. Snyder expressed disappointment that
construction was not immediately planned from US 25 to US 62W, but
indicated his willingness to accept the project as presently con-
templated. He again expressed his support for the project and
stated that he felt there was unified public support for this pro-
ject. He also pointed out that with the down turn in the revenue
sharing program, the tobacco program, and other governmental pro-
grams, that the community needed to bduild a new economic base,
which this project will contribute directly to by serving the In-
dustrial Park, He felt the community needed to be looking ahead
for jobs for its citizens through light industry that could he at-
tracted to the park. He also felt that they had an attractive park
with nice buildings and that the By~Pass could contribute to its
d his remarks by saving “we think this is a

i e = =

growth. He conclude

fine project”.

A citizen asked if there was anything local residents could do to
influence the schedule on this project, such that construction
could be expedited and speeded. Mr. Laughiin indicated that the
schedules as previously discussed would be a record short time for
a federal aid project. Mr. Laughlin alse indicated, based on his
previous experience, that construction is more likely to be larer
than discussed. It was also stated that the department is doing
everything possible to expedite this project.

Linda Glass asked what kind of access would be provided and for a
definition of the type of access anticipated. Roy Lauwghlin indi-
cated this project will be limited access. Access will be pro-
vided, at grade, at all public rcads and streets and at other
intermediate access points, based on a spacing distance of 1,600°%.

& citizen asked about the intersection of EBtter Lane, US 25 and the
By-Pass. Mr. Perkins replied that intersection improvements would
be studied in the design phase, particularly if the By-Pass crosses
real close to Etter Lane. There will be access from US 25 te the
By—-Pass.

Iy-23



10,

My . Russ Jobnson peinted out that all intevsections will he ax
grade.

A cltrizen asked if there would be busiuness allowed on this road.
Mr, Laughlin replied ves, as long as they used the public access
points or otherwise did not vislate access criteria. Mr. Perkins
pointed out that development would have to go before the local
Planning and Zouning board. In some cases, frontage roads may be
required.

Mr. Drake expressed concern that the By~Pass cuts his farm property
in two parts, separating his cattle from water. He asked if it
would be possible to move cattle under the bridge over Elkhorn
Creelkk. Mr. Perkins pointed out that thig is normally addressed in
the design and right-of-way phases, but in other projects such ac—-
cess for cattle has been provided.

Fred Neuville asked how wide of a strip of land this project would
require and how much prime land would this project take, as appro-
ximately eighty per cent (80%Z) of the land in the corridor is prime
farm land. Mr. Laughlin estimated right-of-way as 150' to 200°'
wide.

Mr. Russ Johnson asked about the typical section for this project
and whether it would be two or four lane. Mr. Laughlin explained
that it depended on detailed traffic and level of service analysis.
However, Mr. Laughlin thought, based on preliminary iunformatiom,
that this project would be four lane from US 25 to US 460E, US 62E,
{Paris-Cynthiana Roads). From US 25 South to US 62W (Midway Road)
and on to TS 460W (Frankfort Road) a two lane facility or a two
lane initiglly on four lane right-of-way was discussed. It was
pointed out that from US 25 South to the west ig not currently an-
ticipated for construction. The consultant, GRW Engineers, Inc.,
is to study this area and make recommendations as to the number of
lane required.

Mr. T.aughlin was asked to slaborate on the federal requirement re-
garding extension of this project te logical termini, in this case
to .US 460 West (Frankfort Road). The citizen asking this question
had served on the last comprehensive land use plan committees and
that committee had discussed this issue in depth at that time.
Publiic sentiment, at that time, was very streong against crossing US
62 (Midway Road)} and opening up that land for any reason., This
citizen also asked if the comprehensive plan was consulted in de-
veloping alternatives in this area. Mr. Laughlin and Mr. Hargis
answered that the comprehensive plan had been consulted. Mr.
Laughlin referred to 23 CFR, Part 77! promulgated by F.H.W.A., This
regulation requires logical termini for these types of projeects.
There could be some question raised whether US 62 West (Midway
Road) is a logical terminus, and whether US 460 West (Frankfort
Road} is a more logical terminus. Additionally, Ward Hall is on
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the MNavional Reglster of Historie Places and K.D.0.7. wanted to
address the impacts thatf might occur to Ward Hall 1f rhieg project
ig huilles inte this ares. Alfernatives to U5 4860W (Frapnkiors Beoad)
were developed to satisfy federal reguirements. Mr, Hargis ez~
plained that the local cowmprehensive plan 1s uvneclesr in the ares
west of US 42 (Midway Road) and that it was difficult to read the
map in the comprehensive plan. Mr. Hargis explained that the plan
shows a circle around Georgetown and that utilizing existing US 52
may be somewhat to the inmside of the route shown on the plan. Dr.
Snyder explained that the planning commission anticipated stopping
at US 62W (Midway Road) at the time the plan was made. However,
the comprehensive plan is up for an update this year. He also ex-
plained the original plan was to go up US 62 to keep the circle
pulled in tight around Georgetown and keep the circle reasonably
small,

A cicizen asked about the likelihood of contianuing west beyond US
25, Mr. Laughlin explained that construction was not funded, but
they anticipated buying right—of-way. This indicates that con-
struction is likely someday. Mr. Russ Johnson pointed out that the
state has to repay federal funds for right-of-way if construction
is not Initiated in seven (7) years.

Mr. Laughlin indicated tc Mr. Drake that he did not know anything
about the continuation of the road around the north side of George-
rown .

Mr. Hargis replied to a question that Altermative 3, the blue on
the display, was approximately one-half (1/2) mile further out from
Alternatives 1 and 2 in the vicinity of US 25,

Lindsey Buchanon asked if there would be a lot of trucks on this
road. Mr. Laughlin replied yes there would be a mix of both. He
also asked what would happen to businesses downtown after traffic
is rerouted. Mr. Laughlin replied that we would be studving the
impact on existing businesses in the socioeconomic studies of the
Environmental Report. A citizen stated that the original thinking
wags to eliminate truck traffic downtown and in residential neigh-
borhoods. Mr. Hargis peinted out that it was a safety considera-
tion to get trucks off residential streets.

Mr. Laughlin commented that there were no expressions of preference
between the alternatives. He did comment that they were all within
a traffic corridor. He then solicited the citizens for preferences
and reasons for those preferences.

Dr. Snoyder then spoke in favor of Alternative 1, the red alterna-
tive on the display. It is in the corridor that the Planning and
Zoning Commission has been working on for fifreen {l3) years aund
provided the least damage to farms in the area. Another citizen
remarked that Alternative 1 is compatible with the comprehensive
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19,

20,

plan. HMr. Lavghlin emphasized thar all work is iw cooperation with
the local planning agency., Anothey citizen endorsed Alternative 1
because it would help the situstion where traffic is backing up on
g8 25, sometimes even to Biter Lane. Mr., Hargis pointed out thax
thie situation was given congideration in development of the 1984
Needs Report and that the By-Pass would alleviate the congested
condition.

Steve Mooney, planner with the Planning Commission, then sapoke.
Mr. Mooney preferred Alternative 1 {red) for a variety of reasons
stated in the comprehensive plan. It provides for reiief of traf-
fic congestion on US 25 and Main Street, strengthens the commun-
ity's ability to attract industry, complete development of cthe
industrial park, and gets industrial traffic off the local road
network. He realized that it was located on prime agricultural
soils, but that it was also in the Urban Service Area. As part of
the comprehensive planning process, it is proposed to consume Some
prime agricultural land in a logical, continguous expansion of
Georgetown, necessarily so to keep it from sprawling further out
and consuming even more prime agricultural land. It was also
pointed out that the community can provide water, sewer, logical
street extensions and accommodate future development for Alterna-
tive 1 (red). Alternative 1 {(red) does provide for bhetter long
term development of Georgetown.

Mr., Laughlin stated that the impacts of prime farmland would be
studied. Due to its appropriate 6.5 mile length and the fact that
it will require more than 50 acres of right-of-way, this would be
required by federal regulation. This projeet will fall under the
purview of House Bill 34, enacted by the 1984 General Assembly.
This requires projects over 50 acres that utilize stare monies to
go before a committee which makes a recommendaticn to the Governor.
In this case, the transportation benefits will be weighed against
the loss of farmland. In a brecad interpretation, this law defines
farmland as anything not under roof, pavement, or water. This is
the first environmental legislation enacted by the state that re-

lates to transportation.

Mr. Laughlin responded te a citizen that the state builde and
maintains fence,

Dave Ashley, city attorney, then spoke in favor of Alternative 1
{red). Dave Ashley pointed out that Alternative ! was the least
disruptive., Mr., Ashley did not know of any relocation that would
be required by Alternative l. This project is an economic develop-
ment tool, in addition to improving traffic flow. It also provides
safety by getting trucks out of existing neighborhoods and provides
improved access for emergency vehicles. This project is a great
asset and is most productive to the community in terms of economic
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27,

development. Altsrnative | g also the mest efficlient in terms of
traffic flow. Mr. Laughlin pointed out thar it was the consuliants
job to address and guantity the benefits derived from this projecet

in the various studies.

]

5

A citizen pointed out that although Alternatives 1, 2, Z4 and 3
have been discussed, there is 3 multitude of possible alternatives.
Mr. Hargis agreed and pointed cut this was the reason for labeling
junctions on the handouts.

A citizen asked for elaboration of alternatives im the east and
commented that Altermative 3 (blue) has less utility to the com-
munity because it was further out. A further comment was that
except for Alternative 3, there wasn't that much difference in al-
ternatives. Mr, Hargis explained that the differences between Al-
ternatives 1 and 2 on the east side of town was due to property and
terrain and that thevre is more disruption to property with Alterna-
tive 2 in this area.

A citizen asked if cost were important. Mr. Laughlin assured him
that cost was very important, A further question was whether the
state could afford this project. Mr. Laughlin pointed out that
this project had already been funded, that monies have been iden-
tified for this project, including both federal and state funds,

A citizen pointed out that US 62 (Midway Road) is referred to lo-
cally as Paynes Depot Road.

Mr. Hargis then solicited the audience for any known environmental
features in the area, including historic or archaeological sites,
including family plot cemeteries.

Dr. Snyder pointed out that Alternative 2 cut across three (3) very
fine productive farms bhetween the Southern Railrcad and East Main
Street., He went on to point cut that the By-Pass should touch the
Industrial Park as shown in Alternative 1 (red).

A citizen asked if this project would take traffic off US 25. Mr.
Laughlin veplied it was undetermined at this time, that traffic
analysis were underway. It was speculated that it would take trai-
fic off South US 25, but numbers are not yet available. He also
stated that the Planning-Environmental documents would show how
much traffic would be tfaken off US 255,
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28. ¥r. Laughlin zgain soliclted the audience for guestions, comsents
and suggestions. My, Laughlin commented that it was a good turnout
and that the auvdience had been vervy helpful. The audience was re-
minded that the gerial display was going to the Districs Ho, 7 OF~
fice in Lexington and Kentucky Department of Transportaticn persanw
nel were available to discuss this preject.

The meeting was adjourned at 9:15 P.M. sinece there were no wore ques—

tions. HKentucky Department of Transportaticn personnel and the consultant
stayved until 10:13 P.M. answering questions.

ENDORSEMENT : March 28, 1985

This document has been reviewed and is approved as writien with the following
exceptions: Item 18 should read in part as follows: "Mr. Laughlin stated
that the impacts of prime farmland would be studied as required by federal
regulation. Due to its appropriate (sic) 6.5 mile length and the fact that
it will require more than 50 acres of right of way the project will fall

under the purview of House Bill N
. y /.//,,f“‘/r‘

/
R. W. B. Laughlin, nager
Project Engineering Section
Division of Planning

ce w%%
%

,ﬁt ag L R <§me;
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C. Intersgency Coordination

Imtevagency coovdination on this project iz nearly complete. This
project has been through the A-%5 review process. 4s a result of that pro-
cess, response has been received from:

Bluegrass Area Development District

Rentucky State Clearing House

Kentucky Heritage Council

Department of Anthropology

Kentucky Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Cabinet
Rentucky Department of Labor

Division of Conservation

e @ & e & & &

Additionally the following agencies have been contacted:

1.8, Army, Corps of Engineers

Southern Railway System

Federal Aviation Administration

Georgetown-Scott County Airport Board

Kentucky Office of Aeronautics and Riverport Development
Kentucky Nature Preserve

State Archeclogist

Soil Conservation Service

e o 00 088 B

To date, all response has been routine with no unusual problems

encountered. All comments will be resolved to the satisfaction of the
agency involved.

D. Envirommental Coordination

Environmental base studies, including historic, archaeological, eco~-
logical, socioceconcmic, water quality, noise and air analysis, have now
been completed and approved. Comments regarding these studies have gene-
rally been resclved by resubmission of reports. In some cases resolution
of comments has been by letters and are contained in the Appendix of the
Environmental Impact Statement (E.I.S8.) for this project.
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KENTUCKY HERITAGE COUNCIL
The Seare Historic Preservarion Office

April 24, 1986

Mr. G.F. Hughes, Jr., Director
Division of Environmental Analysis
Trangportation Cabinet

Frankfort, Rentucky 40622

Re: "A Cultural Resource Assessment of the Alternatives for the Proposed
Georgetown Bypass Scott County, Kentucky"” by Donald E. Janzen.

Dear Mr. Hughes:

The State Historic Preservation Qfficer has received for review and comment
the above referenced archaeclogical report. During the course of his
investigation of the project area the author racorded five archaeological
sitaes (15Scl34, 15S¢l135, 15S¢136, 1558¢137 and 15Scl4l) and revisited three

: previously recorded sites (155¢74, 155¢76 and 155¢80). The author
concluded that sites 155c135-~137, 158clél, 138¢74, 158¢76 and 158¢80 were
not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places and
warranted no further investigations.

For site 15S8cl34, the author recommends further investigation to determine
the National Register eligibility of this archaeological site. He
recommends that after the flea market has closed, the gravel on the roads
be graded into a2 pile and the project arez plowed. He then recommends that
a controlled surface collection be made and that, based upon the results of
this investigation, recommendations be made concernming the need for
addici{onal archaeological work at 15Seclis.

I coneur with the findings and recommendations presented in this report.
1f vou have any questions, feel free to contact David Pollack of py staff at
(502) 564~7005.

Sipcerely,’

Doaud) & Py

Dawid L. Morgan, Directer
Kentucky Heritage Council and
State Historic Preservation Officer

DLM/fdh
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KENTUCKY HERITAGE COUNCIL

The Seave Historic Preservasos (e

Qotober 15, 1985

Mr. G. F. Hughes, Director
Division of Environmental Analysis
Transportation Cabinet

Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

Re: "A Cultural Resource Assessment of Three Alignments for the
Proposed Georgetown Bypass, Scott County, Kentucky, Part I
by Donald E. Janzen

Dear Mr. Hughes:

The State Historic Preservation Officer has received for review and
approval the above refersnced archaeological report. During the course

of the survey the author revisited three archaeclogical sites (158C74,
158C76 and 158C80) and recorded six additional archaeological sites
{158C134~137, sC~-G2, and SC-G3). The author concluded that sites 155C74.
155C76, 155C80 and 138Cl36 were not eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places and that they warranted no further work.

The significance of sites 155C134, 153C1l33, 138C137, $C-G2and 3CG3 could
not be determined and further investigation of these sites was reccommended.

~ For Site 1538Cl34 tue author recommends that it be plowed and a controlled

surface collection made. For the remaining sites (15SCl135, 155C137.
5C=G2 and SC~G3), the author recommends that they be re-examined after
the crops have been harvested.

Although I am in agrezement with these recommendations I do have the follow-
ing comments:

1) Surface collections of all the sites should be systematic and
involve a controlled collection of at least 25% of each site.

2} If 8C-G2 and 5C~G3 turn out to be one site then conly cone site
form should be completed. Otherwise, two individual site
forms must be completed regardless of the density of cultural
materials observed and/or recovered.

With regard to the report in general, T would like to see a map illustrating

cultivated and pasture areas. In my opinion., given the author's peclicy of
not shovel testing cultivated areas, coupled with pocor ground visibility,
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zll cultivated arsas nust be resurveved after the crops ars harvested.
The Division of Environmental Analyvsis is not an appropriate curaroral
facility. ALl materials collected during the zurvey, as wall as field
notes, photographs, site forms and a copy of the report must be curated
at one of the state's regional universities.

Sincerely,

| nd L Mg

David L. Morgan, Director
Kentucky Heritage Council and
State Historic Preservation Cfficer

DLM/ rm

ce: Donald E. Janzen
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COLESLIE DawSON
SEORET ARY
AN
OMMISESIONER OF MIGRWaAYSE

COMMOMWESL TH OF KENTUSKY
TRANSPORTATION CABINET
FaamgpomT, KENTUCKY 40622 GO ERNGH

MamTes LAY NE §Du. ™

MEMORANDUM
TO: A, L. Perkins
TEBM for Preconstruction
Digtrict 7
FROM: G. F. Hughes, Jr., Director '
Division of Environmental Analysis
DATE: September 25, 1985
SUBJECT: Scott County: Georgetown Bypass

Archaeclogical Reconnaissance Survey

This cffice has reviewed the subject Report and offer the
following comments for future reports:

1.

The project description should include the proposed
right of way width and the proiect map shculd have the
alternates proposed identified and labeled and the
preferred alternate indicated.

The Method Section should contain a description of
laboratory methods.

The general location of shovel test areas should be
identified on a map or reference exhibit.

This office does not curate material. It is the
respensibility of the ceonsultant to arrange for
appropriate curation with an approved repository.

Please advise the consultant of these issues. We are forwarding
the report to the SHPO for concurrence and will advise him that
artifact curaticn will be at an approved institution.

DWL/ab

cc: B, Siria
J. L. Mettille
D. W. Lambert
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Foovp . Poose Commormwearts OF Kentucgy Martua Lavne Sonlime
Seonrrany TRANSPORTATION ABINET (S OVERNOSR

April 18, 1985

GRW Engineers, Inc.

801 Corporate Drive

Lexington, Kentucky 40503

SUBJECT: Scott County
Georgetown By-Pass
Item No. 7-075.0

Gentlemen:

Per your request at the recent [DTM for the subject project, trans-
mitted is a copy of the A-95 Review.

Sincerely yours,

B, doc i,

John B. Sacksteder
Design Engineer Chief

JBS:mip
Attachment

cc: Roy Laughlin w/a
A. L. Perkins w/a
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¥ BTHA LAYNE COLLING OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR RICHARD D, COLE
Governor DEPARTMENT OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT Comiuissioner

FrameronT, KENTUCKY 20801

June 13, 1984

Mr. Thomas A. Scott
Department of Highways
Division of Design

State Office Building
Frankfort, Kentucky 40622

Dear Mr. Scott:
RE: KT4~111 Scott County CFDA #20.205 SAI #KY840508-516

The Kentucky State Clearinghouse, which has been officially designated as the
Commonwealth's "Single Point of Contact" (SPOC) pursuant to Presidential
Executive Order 12372, has completed its evaluation of the above referenced
proposal. The clearinghouse review of this proposal indicates there are no
identifiable conflicts with any State or local plan, goal, or objective.
Therefore, the State Clearinghouse recommends this project be approved for
assistance by the cognizant federal agency.

Although the primary function of the State Single Point of Contact is to
coordinate the State and local evaluation of your proposal, the Kentucky State
Clearinghouse also utilizes this process to apprise the applicant of statutory and
regulatory requirements or other types of information which could prove to be
useful in the event the project is approved for assistance. Information of this
nature, if any, concerning this particular proposal will be attached to this
correspondence.

You should now continue with the application process prescribed by the
appropriate funding agency. This process may include a detailed review by
State agencies who have authority over specific types of projects.

This letter signifies only that the project has been processed through the State
Single Point of Contact. It is neither a commitment of funds from ti’us agency
or any other state of federal agency.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please feel free to contact my
office at (502) 564-2382.

Smcereiy,

' Bob Leonard, Manager
Kentucky State Clearinghouse

cc:  Bluegrass ADD

CaPiTaL PLAZ& TOwWER

ATTACHMENTS 1502) 564.2382
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The Wentucky Meritoge Comeil hoy made the foliowing advisory comments

sertaining 1o State Application ldentifier KYB8403508-516

An grchossiogical survey should be conducted by o professionoi archeeologist to
determine if o site eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Ploces
will be affected by the proposed project. Where a given project area or portions
thereof hove been disturbed by prier construction, the opplicant may file
docurnentation of that disturbance with the State Historic Preservation Officer
and request an opinion conceming the need of an orchaeological survey. Also the
applicant must insure compliance with the Advisory Council's Regulations for the
Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties (36 CFR, Pt. B0O) pursuant to the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, National Environmentai Policy Act
of 1969, and Executive Order 1 [593.

The applicant should be aware this agency has conducted o comprehensive
historic site survey of _ Scott County. If you desire this
information, please contoct the Kentucky Hertiage Council.

The Department of Anthropelogy has made the following advisory comment
pertaining to State Application Identifier KYR40908-516

Assess impact on cultureresources in compliance with Federal Jaws and Regs.

The Kentucky Naiural Resources ond Environmenta! Profection Cobinet,
Division of Woter, has roode the following advisory comment pertaining to Steie
Application Identifier_ KY840508-516 .

Waoier Quality certification from the Division of Water for the proposed project
may be required by the U.S. Corps of Engineers before construction can begin.
if o fleodplain is involved, prior opproval must be obiained from the Division
before consiruction con begin.

The Deportment of Lobor mode the following odvisory commenis periaining 1o
Stote Applicetion Identifier KYS40508-516 .

11 will be necessory for ihe Public Authority 1o notify the Deporiment of Labor
in writing ond oscertoin the ooplicable prevoiling woge szole belore advertising
thisproject {or bids.
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
HATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION CABINET
DEPARTMENT FOR NATURAL RESOURCES

DIVISIOR OF CONSERVATION
FRANKFORT, KENTUCKY 40601

May 14, 1984

MEMORANDUM

TO: A-95 Coordinator
Office of The Secretary

FROM: Kenneth J. Bates, Soil Scientist Supervisor
Division of Conservation

SUBJECT: Comments on A-95 Agency Response
Project Number: KY 840508-516

The Division of Conservation has reviewed the proposed highway by-pass in Scott
County and would like to make the following comments regarding our concerns.

This Division's primary concern is with the permanent conversion of prime agri-
cultural lands in this state to non-agricultural uses.

In recent studies it has been shown that Kentucky 'is losing approximately 250
acres of farmland to non-agricultural uses each day. The acknowledgement of this
information and of the ultimate consequences it could have on the Commonwealth
urged the 1982 General Assembly to pass KRS 262.850 which is known as the "Agri-
cultural District and Conservation Act”. In part the statute states:

It is the policy of the state to conserve, protect and to encourage de-
velopment and improvement of its agricultural lands for the production of
food and other agricultural products. It is also the policy of this state
to conserve and protect the agricultural land base as a valuable natural
resource which is both fragile and finite. The pressure imposed by urban
expansion, transportation systems, water impoundments, surface mining of
mineral resources, utility rights-of-way and industrial development has con-
tinually reduced the land resource base necessary to sufficiently produce
food and fiber for our future needs. It is the purpose of this section to
provide a means by which agricultural land may be protected and enhanced as
a viable segment of the state's economy and as an important resource.

More recently the 1984 General Assembly passed House Bill 34. This bill es-

tablishes an inter-agency committee to advise the Governor on state projects
that may contribute to the permanent conversion of agricultural land.
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It is obvious that Kentucky is committed to conserving this vital natural re-
source. Therefore, this divisicon discourages this type of construction which
not only has impacts from initial construction but alsc opens larger areas
of agricultural land te uncontrolled suburban sprawl.

Little concern has been shown over the widespread conversion of these prime
agricultural lands to other uses, particularly when other lands are available
that may be as suited for this type of construction. The soils in the vicinity
of this project are prime agricultural land and it is our contention that this is
a consideration to be weighed heavily in this application.

The division would also like to point out that soil erosion and sediment production
is the number one nom-point source water pollutant in the state; therefore, any
land disturbing activities connected with this development should be carefully
planned to limit this source of pollution. A pamphlet, "Keeping Soil In Its
Flace', and a manual, "Best Management Practices for Construction Activities",

have been published that address potential problems of erosion and sedimentation
during construction. These publications are available through the local con-
servation district office or from the Division of Conservation.

A few conservation practices which contribute to efficient construction while
minimizing soil erosion and sedimentation are listed below.

1. The removal of the vegetation on the site should not be done more than
15 days prier to grading unless juscification for need can be shown for earlier
removal. When vegetation is to be removed, the method shall be one that will
minimize the erosive effects from the removal. Construction activities shall be
contained to the smallest area of land for the shortest amount of time which
leaves the soil void of vegetation and subject to increased erosion hazard. Land
disturbing activities should be planned to coincide with periods of minimum
rainfall.

2. Stockpiling topsoil during grading and site development can later be
used in the establishment of peymanent vegetation and in landscaping. Locate
stockpiled material far enocugh from streams or drainageways so that if erosion
occurs, it will not become a source for off-site sediment damage. If stockpiled
material is to be left exposed through the winter season or left exposed for more
than 60 to 90 days a mulch or other protective covering should be applied to the
stockpiled soil.

3. Maintaining existing vegetation (grasses, shrubs, and trees) where
possible provides mature vegetation and helps in controlling erosion on the
development site. Construction activities should not encrcach on any natural
watercourses, drainageways, or constructed channels. Crossing or disturbing live
stream channels should be avoided whenever possible.
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4., Any excavated materiszls should not be deposited or stored in or along
any river or stream where the material can be washed away by high water or storm
runoff, without proper protection.

5. Soil erosion will be a very important problem to deal with during and
after construction of the site. All areas that are graded or left void of
vegetation and not to be built on within 60 days need to have temporary vege-
tation established immediately following the surface disturbing activity. After
final construction is completed a permanent vegetation needs to be established by
fertilizing, seeding, and mulching all disturbed areas.

6. Areas which continuously receive heavy traffic that disturbs or removes
the soil's protective cover need to be maintained and if these areas continue to
show signs of erosion then bark chips or rock riprapping may need to be used to
replace the lost vegetative cover and protect against future erosion.

7. Sediment traps, sediment detention basins, temporary and permanent
diversions, grass waterways, and other conservation practices may need to be used
to control other erosion problems which might arise,

The Division of Conservation suggests that the applicant contact the local con-
servation district, the county office of the Soil Conservation Service or this
division should any additional assistance be required in the planning phase of
the project or the development and maintenance of sediment and erosion control
practices.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
COUISVRLE DISTRICY, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
PO BOX 58

CORMEVILLE . KENTUCKY 402010088

May 30, 1985

ORLOP-FS

Mr. Luther Hargis

GRW Engineers, Inc.

801 Corporate Drive
Lexington, Kentucky 405303

Dear Mr. Hargis:

This is in response to your letter of 20 May 1985, concerning
a highway by-pass around the city of Georgetown, in Scott County,
Kentucky. We have reviewed the information you submitted in order
to determine whether a Department of the Army (DA) permit would be
required under the provisions of Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act.

The placement of dredged or fill material below the Ordinary
High Water (OHW) elevation of any water of the United States must
be authorized under Section 404, However, "minor road crossings”
are already authorized under 33 CFR 330.5{a)(14), provided the
structures are hridged or culverted to allow for expected high
flows. Our regulations define a minor road crossing as one in
which less than 200 cubic yvards of fill material is discharged
below the OHW elevation of the stream and which consists of a
single complete crossing over a non-tidal waterbody. We also
require compliance with the enclosed Special Conditions. If the
above-mentioned criteria are met, an individual DA permit would
not be reguired for this project.

“Please note that this authorization does not cover the placing
of £fill inte & wetland. If the discharge of dredged or fill
material into a wetland area is required in association with
construction of this bridge project, then this authorization is
not valid, and an individual permit would be required.

If you have any questions, please contact us by writing to the
above address, ATIN: ORLOP-FE, or by calling Mr. Frank DeGott at
(502) 582-54&52.

Sincerely,

Williém *. Christman
Chief, Regulavory Branch

Enclosure
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HLE, CLUNDIEER 89 SPRING STREEY, Sw.
CHIEF ENGIEER BRIDLES TEL: (404 529-1408

May 27. 1%8% rhb/w

Iin reply, opleass
refer to file:
117-18037 RHRE

GEORGETOWN, XENTUCKY - sStudy for proposed Georgetown By-Pass
Project OOORS 05382 001: FSP 105 7284 004D,
0000M 07609 001l: FSP 10% 782 005D, GRW No. 14086.

Mr. Roy Laughlin

Division of Planning
Transportation Cabinet
Kentucky Department of Highways
419 Ann Street

Frankfort, KY 40601

Dear Mr. Laughlin:

Please refer to Mr. Luther Hargis' letter, received in
this office on April 9, requesting our review and comments on
the Agency Coordination Document for the above project.

We have no objections to the proposed bypass
construction and the necessary overhead crossing of the
Railroad. At this time, we have no preference for any of the
alternate routesg presently being considered.

*  Qur ccncurrence on this study proposal is based cn the
agsumption that the overhead bridge wilil be designed and
constructed in accordance with our usual requirements, including
the 26 ft. vertical clearance regquired on our trackage between
Cincinnati and Atlanta.

Yours very truly,

Chief Encgineer Bridges

Cy: WMr. Luther Hargis. P.E.L.S.~"
Project Engineer
GRW Engineers, Inc.
801 Corporate Drive
Lexington, KY 40503
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45 Dercatrree Southern Bapghon B0y Box 20886
FHCH SO anhon Atianta, Georgis 30580

April 11, 1985

Mr. Luther Hargis, P.E.
GRW Engineers, Inc.

801 Corporate Drive
Lexington, Kentucky 40503

Ref: Gecrgetown By-Pass

Dear Mr. Hargis:

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has reviewed the Agency Coordination
Document for the Georgetown By-Pass, and since no aviation facilitiles appear
to be impacted, has no comments to offer.

The document did mention, however, that a new Master Plan is being prepared
for Marshall Field, the airport which serves the local area. We would recom-

mend that airport access be made a critical element of any local or area wide
transportation plans.

Thank you for giving the FAA the opportunity to comment on the project.

Sincerely,

Robert T. Francis, IT
Manager, Program Evaluation
and International Staff
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SHOE BRI

O ORBACINYY EAL Th OF KENTUCKY

Kenrucky Matune Preserves COmMMISSION
SV BEOADNAAY
FramgEoRT, KENTUCKY 40801
(BHI) BBE4-2B88

February 12, 1585

Ms, Lettie Heer

Heer, Inc.

Environmental and Planning Specialists
[343 Prather Road

Lexington, Kentucky 40502

Dear Ms. Heer:

This letter is in response to your request for environmental review of the following

Kentucky Department of Transportation projects:

Boone County - US 127

Boyle/Garrard Counties - KY 34

Campbell County - US 27

Cloverport/Hawesvilie Bypass

Franklin County - US 127

Grant/Pendleton Counties - KY 22

Greenup County - KY 693

Jefferson County - KY 1819

McCreary County - 2279

McLean County - KY 85

Scott County-Georgetown Bypass

Warren County-Bowling Green Bypass

We have examined our Natural Heritage Data Base for the areas specified to determine if
any of Kentucky's rare elements of natural diversity and/or sensitive environmental areas
are known to occur in the vicinity of the projects.

The enclosed summary sheet indicates the identity, location, and Kentucky status
for species of plants and/or animals reported from the vicinity of the projects that are
listed for monitoring by the Endangered Species Committee of the Kentucky Academy of
Science and the Kentucky Nature Preserves Commission {Branson et al. 1981, Trans. Ky.
Acad. Sci. 42(3-4):77-89). Also included are known sensitive environmental areas and
natural communities located in the vicinity of the projects, Please note that our review

indicated that many of the proposed projects were determined not to deleteriously affect
any xnown sensitive species or areas.
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An Invoice for the foregoing environmental review service Is enclosed. Because of

your experience with and understanding of our costs for environmenta! review services,
we will bypass signing a formal Agreement.

We hope you will support our efforts to protect and preserve Kentucky's natural
heritage. Please contact us if we can be of further assistance.

Sincerely,

<y : Vv
k‘}f.‘){‘ \O\(u "2 %ﬁ/\w

Richard R. Hannan
Director

RRH/BDA/jbs
Enclosures
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DU W EA LT OF HENTUCRY
DEPARTMEMT OF Fiex & WILDLIFE RESOURCES

Camt £ Kavs, COMMISSIONER

March 14, 1985

Mg, Lettig Heervr

Heer, Inc.

N9 Goodwin Lyive

Lex inguon, Reotueky 40505

RE: Request for Inforumarion Concerning
Various Highwav Projecis iu kensacky.

- . [ 2y P
[T N TR EICT el

peabers of wy ctafil have reviewsd the iist of proposed highuay projects referenced io

vorr Totter of 28 January 1985, Accordingly, we offer che following cowments cuncerning
AVl Lo jeet,

Cwwe il set of o puidelines that we feel would piovide aospiosriuce daga entasor Lon

h cdz 1o allow an adequasce assessment of the potential lapacie of cach poolact 18
erclused,  fists of rarce aad endangered speciles feither Poderally Listed ov rooognized
ws higly intes zst spevies by the Endangeved species Onwawitrec ol oha Hontw by Academy
ul Science) found in the countics for each of the proposed projecis ave oo follows:

Feanilin County - US 127

’

Ao wdvad et - 3nail -~ state threareoo

Notwondd M dineada - Snall - state threateued

Pocvrc{es yramiiedd —~ Vesper sparrow - ghate threacened

Arebis perafedfaia var, pereteddada - Rock cress - scate eudaugered (candidate f
federsl listing)

Aowada fentdnad 4 - Water stitchwort -~ gtace threatened {candidate for
fedeval listiug)

Frosnkea proserplmacuddes ~ False mermaid - state threatened

Hidnas Ees aanadindid - Gildenseal ~ stace specizl concein

Lysqgnea2lda globuse - Bladder ped = state cthreatened (candidace for federal
Listiug)

ayv
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y P
FEge rour
Beguesst for Informanion

March 14,

Campbell Countv - UL 27

drden herodias - Grest blue heron - stare undetermined status
Chondestes grammacus - Lark sparrow - state threatened
Clonophis kintlandi - Rirtland's snake - state endangered
Epiobfasma jlexuosa - Freshwater mussel - state endangered

Hybo padis x-punciata - Gravel chub =~ state undetermined status
Indidoprocne bicolon - Tree swallow - state special concern
Lampsdlis onbiculata - Freshwater mussel - federally endangered
Percopsdis omdscomaycus - Trout~-perch - state special concern
Péethodon cineneus - Redback salamander - state speclal concern
Polyodon spathula - Paddlefish - state special concern
Poagecetes g&am{neué - Vesper sparrow — state threatened
Spilogale putorius - Spotted skunk -~ state special concern
Floenkea prosenpinacoides - False mermaid - state threatened
Hydrastis canadendis - Golden seal -~ state special concern
Qenothena thiloba - Sundrops - state threatened

Panax quinguefcfium ~ Ginseng ~- state threatened

Synandra hispddula - Synandra ~ candidate for federal listing

Boyle County - KY 34

Ammodiamuws hensfowil - Henslow's sparrow - state threatened

Dendrcica kRintlandii - Kirtland's warbler - federally endangered

Eumeced anthraci{muws - Northern coal skink — state threatened

Faleo pereghinud - Peregrine falcon - federally endangered

Nyctanassa violacea - Yellow-crowned night heron - state special concern
Percina macrocephala - Longhead darter - state threatened

Hydratdls canadensis - Golden seal - state special concern

Synandra hispidula - Synandra - candidate for federal listing

Scott County - Georgetown By-pass

Villusa gabalis - Freshwater mussel - state endangered
Lesquernedla globusa - Bladded-pod ~ candidate for federal listing

Breckinridge County =~ By=pass

Amblycpsis spelaea - Northern cavefish - state special concern
lehthyomyzon castaneus - Chestnut lamprey - state special comcern
Tetwbus nigen - Black buffalo - state undetermined status
Inidoproene bicofor - Tree swallow - state special concern
Lithasdia cbovata - Snail - state special concern

Micwsonex hoyi ~ Thompson's pygmy shrew - state threatened
“ﬂ@f{b &an{ ~ Keen's bat ~ state undetermined status

Myetds Cedbié - Small-footed Myotis - state undetermined status
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1f vou should need any further informaticn or if we can be of any further assistance,
please fael free to write or call ocur Envirommental Section at (502) 564-5448,

Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

E
Commissioner £§/

CEK/DES/kh

cc: Peter W. Pfeiffer, Director, Division of Fisheries
Edwin F. Crowell, Assistant Director, Division of Fisheries
Bill Graves, Director, Division of Wildlife
Lauren E. Schaaf, Assistant Director, Division of Wildlife
Bill Blackburn, KY DOT
Envircnmental Section Files
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United States Department of tf
FIsH ARD WILDLIFE SERVICE
ENDANGERED SPECIES FIELD STATION

1 OTIE STREET, BOOM 224
SEHEVILLE, NORTH CARCGLINA 288047

april 9, 1985

Ms. Lettie Heer
Heer Incorporated
1039 Goodwin Drive
Lexington, KY 40505

Re: 4-2-85-265
Dear Ms. Heer:

We have reviewed the Georgetown Bypass in Scott County, Kentucky, as
requested by letter of March 4, 1985, received March 11, 1985,

Based on our records, it is out belief that there are no federally listed or
proposed vLndangered or Threatened plant or animal species in the impact area
of the project, and that the requirements of Section 7(¢) of the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended, (Act) are fulfilled. Although we have no
records of listed and proposed Endangered and Threatened species in the
impact area of the project, there are species which, although not now listed
or officially proposed for lisfting as Endangered or Threatened, are under
status review {SR) by the Service and may be listed at some time in the
future. Status review species are not legally protected under the
Endangered Species Act, and the biglogical assessment requirements pursuant
to Section 7{c) of the Act do not apply to them. However, we would
appreciate any efforts you might make to aveid adversely impacting Lhem.

The following species under status review may occur within the project area:

PLANTS
Short's bladderpod -~ Lesquerella globosa

In view of this, we believe that the requirements of Section 7 of the Act
have been satisfied. However, obligations under Section 7 of the Act must
be reconsidered if (1) new information reveals impacts of this identified
action that may affect listed species or Critical Habitat in a manner not
previously considered, (2) this action is subsequently modified in a manner
which was not considered in this review, or (3) a new species is listed or
Critical Habitat determined that mav be affected by the identified action.

Sincerely yours,

NN

Warren T. Parker
Field Supervisor
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Jirector, Kentucky MNature Preserves Commission, Frankfort, KY

Field Supervisor, ES, FWS, Cookeville, TN

Secretary, Rentucky Transportation Cabinet, Frankfort, KY 40622

Division Administrator, Federal Highway Administration, P. 0. Box 536,

Frankfort, KY 40601

Wayne Davis, fLentucky Deperiment of Fish and Wildlife Resources, Frankfor:,
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of Ward Hall and

Main Steest

west from Water Street are this

s pomination to the Enited  wiis
t of the Interlor
National - Sexvice's National

Register of Historic Places.

‘: i
AmoxﬂmgboSc@ttCountyHJs- -
led $

torian Ann Bevins, who

data for the nonnmtions,. the
West Main Street block inchudes
22 private , one of
which i the former telephone ex-
change, now owned by Gil-
lespie, was originally intended
for commercial use and the John
Graves Ford Memorial Hospital
building,

From:
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Georgetown News and Times

L¥a also is Naﬁonal Historic
Preservanon Month.

A confirmation on’ the nomins-
tions, if accepted, could be by
early fall.

5/21/85



United States Department of the Inter:

MATIONAL P, SERVICE
PG BOY 37127
WASHINGTON, D.C. 200137127

Ak 3@ 085 KY. HERITAGE

COUNCIU

B BEPLY BRVER 7O

The Director of the National Park Service is pleased to inform you that the following properties have
been entered in the National Register of Historic Places beginning August 18, 1985 and ending
August 24, 1985. For further information call (202) 343-9552.

STATE, County, Vicinity, Property, Address, (Date Listed)

CONNECTICUT, Hartford County, South Windsor, Elmore Houses, 78 and 87 Long Hill Rd. (08/23/85)
CONNECTICUT, Hartlord County, Windsor, Bissell Tavern-Bissell's Stage House, 1022 Palisado Ave.
(08/23/85) ‘

CONNECTICUT, Hartford County, Windsor, Minsi Eliiahx House, 45 Deerfield Rd. (08/23/85)
CONNECTICUT, Middlesex Coun% Essex, Hill's Academ rospect St. (08/23/85)
CONNECTICUT, Middiesex ounty, Essex, Yra ouse West Ave. (08/23/85)

TONNECTICUT, Miadiesex County, Middlesex, iddletown High School, Pear] and Court Sts.
18/23/85) i

CONNECTICUT, Middlesex County, Old Saybrook_, Whittlesey, Ambrose, House, 14 Main St. {08/23/85)
TONNECTICUT, New Haven County, Ansonia, Ansonla Library, out i1 St. (08/23/85)
'ONNECTICUT, New London u"ount{y , Jewett, Wilson, John, ﬁo% 11 Ashland St. (08/23/835)

%KBNTUCKﬁmmg, Georgetowrbideinity, Ward Hall' (Bourdary Increase), 1782 Frankfort Pike 7%
- 18/23/85)

MINNESOTA, Douglas County, Alexandria, Alexandria Public Library, 7th Ave. W. and Filimore St.
18/23/85)

INNESOTA, Douglas County, Alexandria, Cowing, Thomas F., House, 316 Jefferson St. {08/23/85)
MINNESOTA, Douglas Gounty, Alexandria, Douglas Gounty Gourthouse, 320 7th Ave. W. (08/23/85)
*INNESOTA, Douglas Lount Alexandria, wWar oah P., House th Ave, W, (08/23/85)

. INNESOTA, Grant County, %arrett, Rooseve;EE EEE gawéms Eve. (08/23/85)

MINNESOTA, Lac qui Parle County, Madison, Madison Carnegie Library, 401 Sixth Ave. (08/23/85)
MINNESOTA, Tac qui Parle County, Madison, Madison GILy !fgg 304 Sixth Ave. (08/23/85)

. INNESOTA, Traverse County, Wheaton, Chicago, Milwaukee, and St. Paul Depot, Broadway Ave,and
L ont St. (08/Z3785)

I ZBRASKA, Douglas County, Omahs, Center School, 1730 S, 11th St. (08/23/85)

| IBRASKA, Douglas County, Omaha, Rennedy Building, 1517 Jackson St. (08/23/85)
NEBRASKA, Lancasier County, Lincoln, Hastrd“Scﬁoo% 1215 N. 9th st. (08/23/85}

" ZBRASKA, Saline Counly, Dorchester VICINILY, Z..B.d. Rad Tabor No. 74, R.F.D. (08/23/85)

OHIO, Ashiabula County, Ashtabula, West Fifth Street Bridge, SR 531 over Ashtabula River {08/23/85)
?HIO, Auglaize Coutny, Wapakoneta, First Presbyterian Church of Wapakonets, 106 W. Main St
J/23/85)
C.[10, Guernsey County, Cambridge vicinity, National Road, Center Township Rd. 650 (08/23/85)
OHIO, Ottawa County, Middle Bass Island, Middle bass Ciub Historie Distriet, Grape and Grove Aves.
( /23/85)
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The Ward and Johnson Families of Centyal Kentucky snd the Lower Hiss-

Beving, Ann Bolton,

Coffsan, Anne ?@%’ﬁﬁg "Big Crossing Station,” The Filson Club Quarterly, Losisville, Janusry,

1931 (v.5,# 1.

Gecrgetown: aard Aall rress, 1984,

Continued, Continuation Sheet # &

10. Geographical Data

Acresge of nominaied property 27
Quedrengle neme _Georgatown

UMT Referernces

Alscsl 71y 04,80 |42 31] 5449
Zone  Easting Northing

clL§ [711 U3,4;d [4,2[3;0 92,0
elusl [zladaiag) bielanlasol
el o Il s bbbyl

Quadrangle scate _1: 24 000

Blie 7l s a0l ki2l3 1]214;0]

Zone  Easting Northing
plig6] [7]10]8,80) ka2]3,1{01 0]
Pl Lo Lo d bl Ly
LTI T T N T e

Verbal boundary description and justification Beginning on U.S. 460 2,000 feet west of intersection
of U.S. 460 and U.S, 62, follow U.S. 460 west for 2,200 feet, turn slightly east of south

and proceed along fence 1,600 feet as indicated on U.S.G.S. Georgetown map, turn southwest

Nl

and proceed along another fence line as indicded on map 14 ﬂgi_;‘eetna}ﬁ-& northwgst and

List afl states snd counties for properties overlapping state or county boundaries

state N code

county code

siate code

county code

11. Form Prepared By

name/title Ann Bolton Beving

grganizetion

Kentucky Heritage Council

date May 1, 1985

street & number 12th Floor, Capital Plaza Tower

telephone ( 502) 564=7005

oity or town Frankfort

sinie Kentweky

12. State Historic Preservation Officer Certification

The evaiusted significance of this property within the siate is:

X_, nationsl

. BiBEE

As the designated State Historic Praservailon Officer for the National Historic Preservation Act of 1968 (Public Law 83~

665), { hereby nominate this property for inciusion in the National Register and certify that it hag been evaluated
according to the criterla and procedures set forth by the National Park Service.

Stste Historie Preservation Officer signature DWJ f‘_, SV ve i

i,

titie STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER
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ent of the interior

5 ftam number 9 and 10 Page 2 of each

Cr&wﬁ‘m@ Byron, "Lonely Landmark: Architectural Showpliece Is Steps Away from the Beaten
Highway,” The Courier-Jourpal, Louisville, Kentucky, August 27,1982.

Erwin, John S. Like Some Green Laurd. Baton Rouge:Louisiana State University Press,1981.

Gaines, B.0. A History of Scott County. Georgetown:l904, reprinted by Frye Printing
Company, Georgetown, in 1961, I1I,451.

Johnson, Henry Viley. "Memoirs,”MS. Scott County Public Libraw,Georgetown, Kentucky.

Lancaster, Clay. Ante Bellum Houses of the Bluegrasgs. Lexington: University of Kentucky
Press, 1961, %6.

Newcomb, Rexford. Architecture in 0ld Xentucky. Urbana , Illinols: University of Illinc s

McCain, William D. and Charlotte Capers (eds.). Memoirs of Henry T. Ires: Papers of the
Washington County Historical Society, 1910 to 1915, Jackson, Mississippi: Mississippi
Department of Archives and Historical Society, 195%.

Perrin, ¥W.H. (ed.) History of Bourbon, Scott, Hrrison and Nicholas Cownties, Kentucky.
Chicago: O.L. Bagkin, 1882,605.

Scott County deed books.

“Ward Hall Mansion Identified With Roadside Histrical Marker,” The Graphic, Georgetown,
Kentucky, dugust 4, 1983,

White, Mary Linn, "Recalling Past Glory.” The Cincinnati Post, August 6,1523.

Other information from Frances Susong Jenkins and Bill Scott.

Continuation, Item # 10, boundary justification

continue for 1,000 feet, make S0 twurm and proceed for 1,000 feet in an easterly directic ,
make 90°turn north and proceed for 1,000 feet to point of beginning. These boundaries fol-
low boundary and fence lines as delineated on the U.5.G.S5. map and include that paxrt of
the 150-acre farm which contains all bulldings and landscape features connected with his-
toric Ward Hall.
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SITE PLAKNING / FARYK DESIGHN

HISTORIC PRESEAVATION

April 30,

1985

Robert Polsgrove

Rentucky Heritage Council
Capitol Plaza Towers
Frankfore, Ky. 40601

Dear Bob:

In working on the cultural analysis for the South Georgetown

Bypass, we have encountered an inconsistency in the information for
the National Register nomination of the Stome-Grant House (Sc-G 87).
The area drawn on the USGS map accompanying the nomination

shows a boundary of 6 acres, but the acreage is listed as nine
acres.

The boundary as drawn does not conform to fence
natural features. The boundary location on the
critical in the desipgn of the highway alignment

lines or other
east side 1is
for crossing

North Elkhorn Creek.

If the larger
where 1t should

in resoliving the boundary.
please advise us as to

We need vour help
figure takes precedence,
be located.

Enclosed are copies of an aerial map of the area at one inch
equals four hundred feet with the boundary and copies of the
map from the National Register nomination. We look forward
to hearing from you.

Yo#rs truly,

M\fpﬁ_)

Helen Powell

cc: Luther Hargis: GRW Engineers

SUITE 201 2230 1DLE HOUR CENTER LEXINGTON, KENTUCKY 40502 {606) 266-5351

MEMBER AMERICAN SCCIETY OF LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS

]

TIT =M



KENTUCKY HERITAGE COURNCIL

The Seave Flistoric Preservarion Office

May 8, 1885

Ms. Helen Powell

H. Powell and Company, Inc.
2230 Idle Hour Center, Suite 201
Lexington, Kentucky 44502

RE: South Georgetown By-pass
Dear Ms. Powell:

In regard to the boundary of the Stone Grant House (SG-G-87)
the area included in the National Register boundary is the area
defined by the quadrilateral on the U.S.G.S. map. The area included
may be less than the "nine acre” estimate found in the nomination.
The map is authoritative.

Please let us know if you need additional clarification on

this.
Sincerely,
Robert M. Polsgr'ovgnf&/
Historic Sites Program Manager
Kentucky Heritage Council
RMP:bsc

12th Floor, Capital Plaza Tower Frankfore, Kentucky 40601 Telephone {502) 564-7005

An cquad oppurtunsy cmplner M F H
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February 12, 1%86¢

Mr. Bill Labude, P.E.
GRW Engineers, Inc.
801 Corporate Drive
Lexington, XY 40503

Dear Mr. Labude:

We have reviewed the cultural~historic report for the
Georgetown Bypass and find the following issues need clarifi-
cation.

We agree that Site H, the dry laid stone fence, between 227
and KY 62 is historic. However, we have questions as to its
eligibility as an individual entity. If criterion A is applied,
then more research is needed to support the association of the
fence with the Johnson family. It appears from the research
that much of the land (east of Johnsons Station) was given to
General John Payne as early as 1787. Therefore, although
Johnson owned it originally, the fence was probably constructed
during the Payne family occupation.

Secondly, and more importantly, if this section of stone
fence is one of the best examples of its type {(under
criterion C} in Scott County, then evidence supporting this fact
needs to be provided. Statements made within the text such as
*The Ford-Waller Farm, containing the General John Payne House,
has allowed sections of the fence to deteriorate . . ." and "The
Bevins farm . . . ¢ontains rebuilt sections of the wall . . .°"
indicate that this element has been altered and allowed to £fall
into disrepair. Since Scott County has a well documented
abundance of historic resources and contributing appurtenances
{such as fences), documentation supporting the writer's
determination is essential,

Also, if the same fence is to be determined to meet the
Wational Register criteria, then specific boundaries need to be
set.

V=61



Mr. Hilil Labude
Page Two
February 12, 1984

In making determinations of effect, the word "potential®™ is
ineffective. The proposed action will have either "an adverse
effect” or "no adverse effect” depending upon the character of
the action. If the project involves the removal of portions of
the wall, then these would be an *adverse effect.®

If you have any gquestions concerning these comments, please
do not hesitate to contact this office.

Sincerely,

G. F. Huqgqhe y Director

Division of Envttonmental Analysis

JCH/ab
cc: D. E. Smith
G. ¥. Hughes, Jr.
D. W. Lambert
J. L. Mettille
J. C. Henderson
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GO wW EAL T OF KENTUSKY
TraNSPORTATION CamingT

e LESLIE DAWSON MARTMA LAYNE COLL NG
SECRETARY FRAMKEGHRT, KENTUCKY 40622 SovERNDH
AN
O MISSIONER OF MIGHWATYS
August 1, 1985 A F5EsT

Mr. Bill Labude

GRW Engineers, Inc.

801 Corporate Drive

Lexington, KY 40503

Dear Mr. Labude:

SURJECT: Scott County: Georgetown Bypass
Cultural Rescurce Survey

We have reviewed the subject report and find it to be a very well
rasearched and written report, however, the key issues which must be
addressed by this agency are not adequately covered. It is not the
role of the Historian to judge the "acceptability" of the altermates.
Rather, the Historian nust make evaluations of each alignment giving
the factual and judgemental data on Naticnal Register eligibility, the
aligrments relationship to the site and a statement of effect, if any,
on the site. For example, on page 27 of the report, the statement is
made that, ". . . ternative 1 1s only acceptable, histcorically, 1if it
does not intrude on the boundary of the Stone-Grant House (ScG 87).7
However, it is cbvicus from examination of Figqure 2 that Aligrment 1
does indeed pass within the boundaries of ScG 87. Therefore, rather
than judge it unacceptable, the historian must determine to what degree
the site would be affected (i.e., no effect, no adverse efifsct, or
adverse effect) by the construction of this alignment. The Historica:
should further indicate whether Section 106 and Section 4 (£} procedures
would be applicable and if so to which sites. Under Alternative 2 it
13 stated that it would be acceptable because it does not intrude on
the boundaries of any site on the Naticnal Register, however, a project
doesn't need to intrude on a site to atffect it. Therefore, a statement
cf absence of effect must also be made. These general remarks are
applicable for all of the Alternatives,
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Division c# Envircommental Analysis

B. §. Siria

D. W, Lambert

A, L. Perkins

R. W. B. Laughlin
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June 18, 1986

Mr. William Q. Labude
GRW Engineers, Inc.
801 Corporate Drive
Lexington, KY 40503

Dear Mr. Labude:

SUBJECT: Scott County: Georgetown Bypass
Historic Resource Report - SHPO Review

Attached for your use and inclusion in the DEIS is a copy
of the SHPO's correspondence on the subject proiject. Please see
that this information is reflected in the EIS.

Very truly yours,

€. F. Huhe | Yirector

mental Analysis

DWL/ab
Attachments
co E. Smith

D.
D, W. Lambert w/a
J. L. Mettille w/a
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June 12, 1986

Mr. G. F. Hughes, Jr., Director
Division of Environmental Analysis
Trnasportation Cabinet

Frankfort KY 40622

Re: "A Cultural Resource Survey of the Georgetown Bypass,
Scett County, Kentucky" by Helen Powell

L™

Dear Mr. Hughes:

We have completed cur review of the above referenced historic structures
report. I concur that the J N. Moreland Bungalow, the Mosby-Tilford-
Webb house and the stone fence along the north side of U.S. 460 (site H)
are eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. I
am enclosing Concensus Determination of Eligibility forms that vou
should have Federal Highwavs sign and return to this office at their
earliest convenience.

In general, I agree with the author's findings and rscommendaticons.
However, in my opinion, Alternative 2=-3 will have an adverse effect on
Ward Hall if land from within its Naticonal Register boundaries is required

for construction of the hypass.
The following list indicates the various alternatives and their potential

effects to properties listed in or eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places.

{continued)

IV-66
12th Floor, Capital Plaza Tower Franldforr, Kentuckv 40601 Telephone (502} 564-7005
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Alvernate

Alternate

B4

Alternate

Altarnate

22

Alternate

2B

Alternate

2C

Alternate

Adverse Effect
No Effect
Adverse Effect

No Effect

Adverse Effect

No Effect

No Effect

No Effect

Adverse Effect

No Effect

adverse Effect
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Thorn House
Ward Hall

Stone Wall (Site H)
Ward Hall
Stone Wall (Site H)

Mosby-Tilford-Webb House
Stone Grant House

Thorn House

J. N. Moreland Bungalow
Stone Wall (Site H)

Ward Eall

Steone Grant House
Moshy-Tilford-Webb House
Thorn HOuse

Ward Hall

J. N. Moreland Buncalow
Stone Wall (Site H)

Mosby-Tilford-Webk House
Stone Grant House

Thorn House

Ward Hall

J. N. Moreland Bungalow
Stone Wall (Site H)

Mosby~Tilford-Webb House
Stone Grant House

Thorn House

Ward Hall

Stone Wall (Site H)

J. M. Moreland Bungalow

Mosby-Tilford-Webb House
Stone~Grant House
Thorn House

Ward Eall
J. N. Moreland Bungalow
Stone Wall (Site H)



=

For vour information I am encileosing herewlth z copy of the discussion
concerning the pogsible location of Hobert Johnson's stavion (this

is from a draft report on Historic stations prepared by Nancy O*Malley).
Should extension of the bypass go near this gsite or Johnson's MLLL,
these localities should be investigared by a professional archaeclogist.

If you have any questions, fsel free to contact David Pollack of my
staff at (502} 564-7005.

Sincerely,

Davd L %/M

David L. Morgan, Direc

RKentucky Heritage Council and

State Historic Preservation QOfficer
DLM/rm

Enclosures {CDCEs +) ’
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Bobere Johomson®s Statiom

Rebert Johnson is ove of the most famous plomeers in Scott County
gince he not only founded the town of Great Crossing buz preempted huge
acreages of land which he sold to other incoming settlers. He also
served as one of the original trustees for Transyivandia Seminary from
1783 to 1795 and helped to constitute the Great Crossing Baptist Chureh

in 1785 (Meyer 1932).

Robert Johnson (also popularly called Robin) came to Kentucky with
his brother Cave in 1779. Eventually, four more of his siblings, Nancy,
Hannah, Elizabeth and Sally, were to jein in the emigration wmovement to
Kentucky. Robert and Cave overtook the Bryant family at Cumberland Ford
and accompanied them to Boonesborough then to the North Elkhorn where
they helped build Bryant“s Station. Upon its completion, Robert took
his wife, Jemima Suggett Joknsoo and their children, Betsy, James,
William and Sally, to the Beargrass Stations but returned in 1781 to
Bryant”s Station (Staples 1933:308-309; 1934:251-257).

They lived at Bryant”s for nearly two years. In 1782, they were
residing in the station when it was besieged. History records that
Jemima Jobnson led the women of the gtation to fetch water while the
enemy waited in ambush. By this time, Richard M. Johmson, later a Vice
President of the United States, had been born. Six mere children

followed him.

In the fall of 1783, Robert Johnson began the construction of his
stockaded station om a 2000~acre tract where the Alanantowamiowee Trail
crossed the North Elkhorn (Jillson 1934; Perrin 1882). He was assigned
this tract by Patrick Henry who had had a survey entered in 1774
(Virginia Survey Bock 1, 9. 9). Robert was helped by Ben Guthrie and
probably othersz in huildisg the scacion. The family stayed in Dcyant”s
Station wuntil Robert®s station was finished. Station  occcupants
included, with their families, Robert Johnson, Robert Bradley, Ben
Guthrie, William Shertridge, John Suckett, David "Hearn” Herndon, Thomas
Herndon, Henry Herndon {2 single man), Widow Herndon, Julius Gibbs,
Jimmy Sterrett and Stephen Lowry. Sterrett and Lowry had lived around
Ruddell”s and Harrison”s Station in present Harrison County until they
were both abandoned in 1780 and 1784, respecrively. Guthrie and Henry
Herndon brought the Sterrett and Lowry families to the station in the
summer of 1784. The others came before Christmas of 1783. Johunson also
owned glaves whe lived a2t the station. The Guthries made one crop and
then wmoved out in 1785 but other families stayed for twe years.

Additional families settled in the statiom im 1785-1786. Johnson“s
overseer, Edmund Roe, lived at the station from 1784 to 1787 or 1788.

He later oversaw Johnson”s salt-making venture at cme cof the salt licks,
but it broke up when he was killed {(Draper mss. 11CC253-257).
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The reported locatlon of the stacion is near & coplous spring which
emanates from the stesp slope sorthwest of the ridge on which & modern
house now stands. Traditiocwvally, che station location has always been
placed on the site of the existing house (Figure IV-86). Bevins
(1981:7) reported that the house presently standing on the site may have
contained log portions of the station; however, subsequent examination
of the house by an architectural historian tends to discount this
pessibility (Ann Bevins 1983: personal communication). The house site
has one serious disadvantage as a station location. In spite of its
comnanding location om a prominment hill, the depth of the soil on the
ridgetop is very shallow. In areas, the limestone formation 1s exposed
at the ground surface. Such a setting would not be conducive to setting
stockade posts either in individual holes or inm a trench. A somewhat
more suitable area is a loger ridge west of the house. 4 few large
pieces of limestone were observed ino this area but no artifacts were
found. This location would also have been more convenient to the

spring.

A third pessibility i3 im a level area northeast of the house;

however, it is somewhat distant to the spring. It was obscured by dense
grass sod and evidence of archaeclogical remains could not be observed.

The station reverted to a family residence within about f£ive years
of 1ts establishment. Robert Johnsom lived at the station uncil 1815.
Bis wife had died in 1814 2nd is buried in the Johnson family cemetery
behind the Baptist Church. [Robert remarried im 1815 to 17-year—old
Jemima or Fanny Bledsoe after having moved to Gallatin County. He died
within a few months after his second marriasge and was buried in the

family cemetery beside his firse wife.

Anthony Lindsay”s Statiom

Anthony Lindsay”s Station is mencioned by Perrin (1882) as being in
the Stamping Ground Precinct along a msjor road. It was established igo
1790. Lindsay originally sectled in the Forks of Elkhern area in 1787
(Bevins 1981:41) and built his statiocm in 1790. It reportedly conmsisted
of three cabins stockaded together, with room for stock. The Lindsay
cemetery was established nearby. Hardesty (Draper 11CCl69-171) relates
that the station was besieged by Indians for two or three days.

The sice is marked by a Kentuhky Histerical Society plaque. It is

lccated on Hy. 227 om a ridge east of LeCompte”s Run about twoe miles
northwest of Stamping Ground (Figure IV-87). Ho Virginia grant was
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COMBMONWEALTH OF MENTUCRY

C o reLiE DA G TRANEPOBTATION CABINET BT A LAY NE OOl
SEORETARY FRanmFORT KENTUCKY 40822 Gy ERRes
ST
COMMIBEUONER OF MGHWaYs
) MEMORANDUM
TO:: A. L. Perkins, TEBM

For Preconstruction
District 7

FROM: G. F. Hughes, Jr., Director
Division ¢f Environmental Analysis
CATE: December 3, 1985
SUBJECT: Georgetown Bypass Socio-Economic Analysis

Our staff has reviewed the subiject analysis and has the
following comments. It will not be necessary to resubmit the
report; however, these comments should be addressed in the
project EA:
1. Alternate discussion needs to be reorganized, as 6
options were studied - 4 Build Alternates, a Modify
Existing Alternate, and a No Build Alternate.

2. Land Use discussicn should include land use maps 1f
available and an indication of land use trends.

3. Impact of Bypass on businesses and commercial
establishments in Georgetown could be discussed under
one separate heading rather than dispersed throughout
the report. Discussicn on page 18 is good £or bypass
impact., What businesses will benefit from bypass? Dbe
adverselyv affected?

4, Land use impacts should be discussed under a separate
heading.
5. Accessibility Impact discussion should include some of

the information presented on page 1l and also incliude
impact upon emergency services.

6. What type of families will be displaced? Are any
relocation problems anticipated?
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7 A discussion of FPPA coordination and findings should
bhe presented under Agricultural Impacts. The "reason
for selection™ on Form 1006 is good information so the

Form should be referred to.
8. Report contains an excellent summary and discussion.

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please
contact John L. Mettille, Jr., cof this office.

JLM/ ab

cc: D. W. Lambert
J. L. Mettille
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A. Total Acrei To Be Converted Directly '
8. Total Acres To Be Converted indirectly -
C._Toul Acres In Sits _, e 128.11 139,70 | 130,09 | 153
PART IV 79 d¢ comprerad by 5CS) Lend Evaluation lnformatien " 5 )
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The alternates for the proposed by-pass are located 1n an area of prime

agricultural value. One of the main purposes of the’ project is to use the
road to contain or direct urban cTowth so as to protect the Jand to the

south and west (horse farms). Alternate #1 is the closest to existing
develonment and divides the fewest farms; #2 and #2a follow #1 except
the west they each cut existing large farms. Alternate #3 is located
on horse farms and could cause major disrunmtion of certain farms; it would

o

lacs encouradge farm land between the bypass and the urhan area to be elimina’
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O LESLIE DaWSON
[ECHET AAY
PR el
SR SRICHNER OF MGRwaYS

MM EAL TR O KEMTUSKY
TRAMEBOBTATION CABIMNEYT
FramcPORT KENTUCKY 408232 (5 E R

MEMORANDUM
TO: A. L. Perkins
TEBM for Preconstruction
District 7
FROM: G. F. Hughes, Jr., Director
Division of Environmental Analys
DATE: October 28, 1985
SUBJECT: Scott County
Georgetown Bypass
Water Quality Report
Following are comments from my staff on the subject report:
1. There is a water-supply intake for Georgetown
downstream £from the North Fork Elkhorn Creek
crossing. Will the project have any adverse effect on.
drinking water gquality or will it increase the cost of
water treatment during and/or after construction?
2. It appears from lcoking at topographic maps that there

are sinkholes in the area which may be crossed or will
receive runoff from the project. Therefore, a field
survey of the area to locate sinks should be made. A
discussion of the impact of the project on these sinks
and groundwater should be discussed, including any
impact on Royal Spring. Mitigation measures to help
protect the sinks should alsc be discussed.

If there are any questions regarding these comments, please feel
free to call.

SFR/ab

cc: D, W. Lambert
R. D. Dutton
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Hovember 12,

Mg. Lettie Heer
Heer, Inc.

1039 Goodwin Drive
Lexington, XY 40505

Dear Ms. Heer:

SUBJECT: Ecoclogical Assessment for
Georgetown Bvpass, Scott County

Members of my biological staff have reviewed the EA for the
subject project and offer the follcwing comments.

Comments concerning the water supply intake and sinkholes
made in the memo dated Qctcber 28, 1985, to A. L. Perkins s+ill
apply.

Efforts to avoid the relict savannah as a horrow, waste or
staging area should he pursued. Has the soil bheen disturbed in
this community? Is there any tree regeneration?

The corn snakes observed in the fencerow are considered
specles of special concern in Kentucky by the Rentucky Nature
Preserves Commission, Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlif
Resources, and the Xentucky Academy of Sciences. Were the
specimens kept? If so, they should be taken to an expert for
verification {(John MacGregor or Burt Monrce, U of L). IZ these
are verified as Elaphe guttata chis is a record cut of the
known range and their specific habitat should be avoided if
possible. Is it possible that thev are voung, brightly
patterned Elaphe cobsoleta?

Very truly yours,

&. F. Hughsd, fzd,

Director
Division ¢f Envirconmental Analysis
HDB/ab
cc: R. D. Dutton
D. W, Lambert
W. E. Blackburn
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INTER-OFFICE MEMO TC 10-200

figy GGG
TN BEALYH OF KENTUCRE
THANSPORTATION (CABINET
EmanerosT, MENTUCRY ADE2E
O LESLIE Dawson BAART I A [ AYRE OLLING
SECHETARY BOVE RN
MEMQO TC: A. 1. Perkins, Engineering Branch Manager
for Preconstruction
District 7
FROM: G. F. Hughes, Jr., Director
Division of Environmental Ana
DATE: ) April 9, 1986
SUBJECT: Air Quality Analysis

Georgetouwn Bypass
Scott County

We have reviewed the subject project prepared by Kenvirons, Inc. and find that
the analysis is acceptable in form and content. A copy of the report is beaing forwarded
to the Division of Air Pollution Control for their review. Upon approval of the report
by the Division of Alr Pollution Control, please include a copy of the complete report
along with the approval letter in the appendix section of the EILS.

COD/de
cc: G. F. Hughes, Jr.

R. D. Dutteon
D. W. Lambert
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LSRN ELAL T O LR Y
TRANSPORTATION CABINET

Emam FoRT, KEnTuoKy 40624

GOV ER OB

MEMO TO: A. L. Perkins, Engineering Brasnch Manager
for Preconstruction
District 7

FROM: G. F. Hugheg, Jr., Director
Division of Emvironmental Analvsi

DATE: February 19, 1986

SUBJECT: Air Quality Analysis
Georgetown Bypass
Scott County

We have reviewed the subiect project prepared by Kenvirons, Inc. and find
that the following revision needs to be made before the report can be forwarded
to the Division of Air Pollution Control.

1) Page 14: Paragraph 2 of the section dealing with pollutant emissions
states that hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides will increase for the

future alternates when compared to existing levels. However, Table 4

on page 15 indicates that levels of hydrocarboms and nitrogen oxides
decrease from existing levels for the 2007 Wo-Build alternate. Additionally,
hydrocarbon levels for 2007-Alternate 2 decrease slightly from existing
levels. Revisions in this section should reflect the changes shown in

Table 4.

con/de
ce: G. F. Hughes, Jr.

R. D. Dutton
D. W. Lambert
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LI AMORNWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
€ LESLIE BAWSON TRANSPOBRTATION CABINET MARTHA LAYNE BOLLING
BECRETARY FrameroRT, KENTUCKY 40822 GOVERNOR

AN
COMMISSIONER OF MHGMWAYS

May 27, 19886

Mr, William ¢. Labude, P.E., L.S.
GRW Engineers, Inc.

801 Corporate Drive

Lexington, Kentucky 40503

SUBJECT: Adr Quality Analysis
Georgetown Bypass
Scott County
Item 7-75.01, 75,02

Dear Mr, Labude:

Attached is the approval letter from the Division
of Air Pollution Control for the subject project. This
letter along with a copy of the analysis is to be included

within the EIS.

Sincerely,

COD/de
Attachment

. Smith
. Lambert
. Dutton

cc: D,
Dl
R

oo
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BRCHETARY

ARSIV EAL T O B BT
MaTumal FESCURCES ANDG ENVIBONMENTAL PROTECTION CABINET
DeEPARTMENT FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION X
Fort Boaone PLaza '

18 ReiLky Hoan
FrankenaT, KENTUCKY 40801

April 23, 1986

Mr. G. F. Hughes, Jr., Director

Division of Environmental Analysis, C~1
419 Ann Street

Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

Dear Mr. Hughes:

We have reviewed the air quality analysis for the construction of the

! Georgetown Bypass, located on the south side of Georgetown in Scott County. We

have found both the analysis and the project to be consistent with Kentucky's State
Implementation Plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. If you have any
questions, please call Amarijit Sidhu at (502) 564-3382, ext. 340.

Sincerely,

j@m Q%isharyﬁ{;/ 'aid, Agfistant Director

Division of Air Pollfition Control

HMS/AJS/tk]

ce:  Roger B. MeCann
William S. Coakley
Amarijit Sichu
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CospataCrana B AL Tes OF BEMNTULKY
TRANSPORTATION CABINET
FramnwEory, KENTUCKY 40622
LLESLIE DawEON MafTma LavaE DoLLING
BECRETARY Lo VERNOH

MEMO TO: A. L. Perkins, Transportation Engineering
Branch Manager for Preconstruction
District 7

FROM: G. F. Hughes, Jr., Director

Division of Environmental Analy

DATE:; January 30, 1986

SUBJECT: Scott County
Georgetown Bypass
Noise Analysis

We have reviewed the information prepared by Kemvirons, Inc., attached to
your January 24 memo concerning a noise barrier adjacent to the Mt. Vernon sub-
division. Based upon these preliminary calculationg, the barrier does seem to
be feasible from the standpoint of cost-effectiveness. The Environmental
Assessment should therefore reflect the likelihood of barrier construction
pending modifications to final plans and acceptance by the affected residents.

If vou have any questiong, please contact my office.
RDD/dc

cc: D, W. Lambert
B. C. Adkins
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T OO WEALTH OF HENTLCKY
e R i e .
O LESLIE DAWSON TRANSPORTATION CABINET AR s LA NE CoL . -
PR——— Faarr o™ RENTUCRY 40822 T EROR
E ]
COMMISSIONER OF SIGHWAYS

December 30, 1985

Mr. Luther Hargis, P.E., L.S.
Project Engineer

GRW Engineers, Inc.

801 Corporate Drive
Lexington, Kentucky 40503

SUBJECT: DNoise Analysis
Georgetown Bvpass
Scott County

Dear Mr. Hargis:

The subject analysis prepared bv Kenvirons, Inc. is approved
contingent upon the following clarification:

If there appears to be some likelihood that a noise barrier
will be incliuded in the project (as stated on page 16 of the
analysis), the economic feasibility or cost effectiveness of
the barrier should be determined by means of KYTC's noise abate-
ment policy. Please include this factor for receptors 3, 4, and 5
in the final report.

If you have questions regarding these comments, Dliase
contact my office.

Sincerely,

irector

Division of Epvironmental Analvsis

RDD/dc
ce: Ao L. Perkins

D. W. Lambert
B. . Adkins
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November 13, 19835

Mr. Luther Hargis, P.E., L.S.
Project Engineer

GRW Engineers, Inc.

801 Corporate Drive
Lexington, Kentucky 40503

SUBJECT: Noise Analysis
Georgetown Bypass
Scott County

Dear Mr. Hargis:

Following are comments from my staff on the subject
report prepared by Kenvirons, Incorporated:

1) Discussion of noise impacts and possible abatement

strategies are clear and well stated but should be

taken a step further. Based upon the discussion in

the report, it appears that noise reductiocns of

2.9 dB at receptor &4, 5.0 4B at receptor 3,

and 3.4 dB in the vicinity of recepters 6 and 7 are the

optimum values obtainable with noise barriers. The

Department, along with FHWA, consider noise reductions

in this range unacceptable from a cost-effectiveness

standpoint. However, barrier heights of 12-13 feet

are generally considered before this determination

can be made.

KYTC has developed a noise abatement policy based
on severity of impact, number of people affected,
barrier cost, and noise level increase for use in
all noise abatement considerations. A copy is
attached. The ceost-effectiveness should ultimarely
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Se determined by means of this polley iz 2 caloula
normally expressed in 3/dBA reduction/person/dBA

increase.

4 determination should also be stated in the analysis
regarding the likelihood of noise abatement atf sites
3, 4, 5, 6, and 7.

2) If field measurements were taken at a recaeptor
site, these measurements should be used for the
existing noise levels in Table 3.

If you have questions regarding these comments, please
contact my office.

Sincerely,

DI Hfer

G. F. Hughegq Jr Director
Division of Environmental Analysis

RDD/dc
Attachment

A. L. Perkins
D. W. Lambert
B. C. Adkins

o
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SECTIOR ¥

CORCLUSIORS

4. SBummary

In-depth investigation has led to the follewing conclusions. Complete
discussion leading to these conclusions 18 contained elsewhere in this
report.

I. This facility is needed and justified.

2. There has been extensive public participation in development of
this project.

3. There is strong public suppoert for this facility.

b4, The extension of the by-pass from US 62 W to US 460 W is justi-
fied.

5. Noe significant adverse affects {(environmental or otherwise) are
anticipated.

6. There is no conflict with airport clear zones.

7. This facility should be planned and built until eventually it will
close the beltline route around Georgetown.

8. Four lane right-of-way should be acquired for the two lane segment
of this project.

9. Grading should be constructed for four {4) lanes ultimate for the
two {(2) lane segments of this project.

10, Lemons Mill Recad should be closed for a minimum amount of time
necessary for construction.

B. Identification of Preferred Alternative

A “"preferred alternative” has been 1dentified, but not selected. All
alternatives are under consideration and a decision will only be made after
the public hearing transcript and comments on the draft Enviroomental Tm—
pact Statement have been evaluated. TFinal selection will not be made until
the results from the circulation of the Envirommental Impact Statement have
been fully evaluated.

The preferred alternative is a combination of several bulld alterna-
tives and consist of Alternative 2-B from US 460 W (Frankfort Road) to US
62 {Midway-Paynes Depot Road), Alternative 2 from US 62 W (Midway-Paynes
Depot Road) to US 25 (lexington Road) and Alternative I from US 25 § (Lex~
ington Road} to US 4603/62 E (Paris-Cynthiana Roads).

V-1



A dimcussicn of the relevant issues consideved In identifviog a pre-

ferred slternatnive iz as follows:

Lo US 460 West (Frankfovt Road) te US 62 West (Midwav~-Paynes Depot

F

Boad)

The western terminus of this project has been much discussed since
the incepiion of a by-pass arcund the southern side of the city. The
1978~79 transportation plan terminated the by-pass at US 62 W (Midway-
Paynes Depot Road) while the 1979 Comprehensive Plan continued the
by-pass as a circumferential beltline around the city. In-depth in-
vestigation has indicated that the western terminus of this project
should be US 460 W (Frankfort Road). Complete discussion is contained
in Subsection: Logical Termini.

Two (2) major items have affected alignments in this area; his-
toric resources and land use planning. Ward Hall is on the National
Register of Historic Places., The historic boundary for this property
wag recently enlarged from fifteen (15) to eighty (80) acres. Also in
this area is the J.N. Moreland bungalow, which is eligible for listing
onn the National Register of Historic Places, The historic boundary for
this property has not been formally established. The General John
Payne House, listed on the National Register, 1is north of US 460 W
(Frankfort Road) near Ward Hall. There is also a stone fence just
north of US 460 W (Frankfort Road) which is alsc eligible for listing
on the Historic Register. A complete discussion of the stone fence's
historic significance is contained in Subsecticn: Historic Resources.
Additional information is contained in the Environmental Impact State-—
ment (E.I.S5.) for this project. Also important is the compatibility
with the existing land use plan. Updates of the existing land use plan
have proposed expansion to the north and west of the existing land use
plan,

Expansion of the Ward Hall historic boundary in 1985 ruled cut the
corridor shown in the 1979 Comprehensive Plan as it crossed this new
historic boundary, breeched the stone fence north of US 460 W (Frank-
fort Road) and came disvuptively close to the Victorian barn adjacent
te Ward Hall. This corridor ram up the property line between the
Bevins and Ford-Waller farms north of US 460 W (Frankfort Road) and
impacts to the General John Payne house were anticipated. Realignment
of the corridor was necessarily to the east {inside) or to the west
{outside) of Ward Hall.

Alternative 1, to the east {(inside)} of Ward Hall, closely parall-
els the existing US 62 W roadway (Midway—Paynes Depot Road). Alterna-
tive | misses the new historic boundary of Ward Hall, but heads to the
eriginal eorridor, the Bevins/Ford-Waller property line, as guickly as
possible. Alternatives to the east (inside) were initially favored as
the public had a preference to utilize existing US 62 W (Midway-Paynes
Depot Road) and the dangercus US 460/62 W intersection at Wilsons Gro-
cery could be corrected as a result of the by-pass construction,



Aliguments to the east (inside) were generally shorter snd less expen-
sive, and no conflicts with nroperties on the Histeric BRegister ware
ariginally enticipated. However, further investigation by H. Powell &
Co. determined that the entire stone fence north of US 460 W (Fraokfort
Road) was eligihle for the Histovrice Hegister and other historic sites
lie within the parh of potential aligmments to the north. Reports of
old miil sites on the Elkhorn, north of US 460 W {(Frankfort Road), were
also anticipated to create alignment problems £for local interests in
projecting this facility north. Unfavorable terrain was also a problem
for some of the possible alternatives im projecting the by-pass to the
north. Additionally, altermnatives to the east (inside) of Ward Hall
were only marginally compatible with the 1979 land use plan. The
1985-86 update to the comprehensive plan proposes moving the by-pass to
the west of Ward Hall. Alternatives to the east of Ward Hall are no
longer compatibie with the updated comprehensive plan. Superimposition
of the by-pass and beltline onto the major arterials of the area cre-
ates a spoke and rim pattern that is very common among other cities of
the region. Alternative 1 breaks the rim pattern and has the effect of
running up a spoke,

At least three (3) alternatives were then investigated to the west
{outside) of Ward Hall. According to the 1986 Comprehensive Plan
Update, the community will have to accommodate growth and development
to the north and west. Two (2) of these alternatives, 2-A and 2~B, are
to the north and west of the original corridor in the vicinity of Ward
Hall,

Alternative ZA parallels the western Ward Hall property line.
This alternative is not on the Ward Hall property but is physically the
closest of any of the alternatives to Ward Hall. This alternative
requires breaching the stone fence and also comes disruptively close to
the General John Payne house, which is on the Historic Register, in
projecting this facility to the nerth. S8Sight distance to the west of
US 460 W (Frankfort Road) is limited and so is the potential for im~
proving the road because the property to the south, the J.N. Moreland
Bungalow, is eligible for listing on the MNational Register of Historic
Places. A stone wall to the north also has historic significance, The
provision of a left turning lane on US 460 W {(Frankfort Road) also
faces the same problems, historic property to the south and a stone
wall of historic significance to the north. Extensive work on the US
460 c¢rossroad would include substantial impacts on the stone fence.
Right-of-way would be required and there would be adverse impacts to
properties on or eligible for the Historic Register, Section 4{f) and
106 procedures would apply.

Alternative 2-B was the only alternative west (outside) of Ward
Hall that had no effect on historic resources., A regquired turning lane
on US 460 W {Prankfort Road} will be added fo the south of the existing
pavement. There will be no effect on the stome fence to the north,
This alternative is to the north and west of the original corridor and
ig the same location shown on the 1986 Comprehensive Plan Update,
Exhibit 10. This alternative maximizes the amount of developable land

V=3



created and iz well poised {ov local interest in sxtending this
itw to the north, asz hoth property and terraln are favorasble. Alferna-
tive I-B intersects U8 460 W {(Frankfort HEeoad) in the locarion where the

historic stone fenece is in ifg worst shape. Alternative Z-B would be
acceptable under statutory reguirements reguliring wmindwmization of
impacts fo historic resources when this facility is extended northward.
There is no impact to this resource due to this proiect.

A third {3rd)} alternative to the west (outside) of Ward Hall,
Alternative 2-C, was also considered. Alternative 2-C is the same as
the Alternative 2 Corridor, as shown on Exhibit 7 of the Project Plann-
ing Report. This alternative was initially considered when investigat-
ing alternative corridors, but was longer and more expensive than the
other alternatives investigated. This alternative was reconsidered
because of desirable traffic characteristics and because it did not
necessarily impact the stone fence north of US 460 W {(Frankfort Road),
which 1is eligible for inclusion on the Historic Register. However,
further investigation indicated either non-standard shoulder transi-
tions or extensive work along U$ 460 W (Frankfort Road) with substant-
ial impacts on the stone fence would be required. Neither were desir-
able or acceptable. The new US 460 W (Frankfort Road) crossroad tie
added to the total iength and was becoming excessively long and expen—
sive compared to other alternatives, This alternative did not solve a
high hazard intersection at the US 227-US 460 W (Frankfort-Stamping
Ground Roads) intersection. Though a connection could be made to the
northern beltline, this alternative implied changes in the transporta-
tion network and the land use plan. Right-of-way acquisition from
properties eligihle for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places would be required. Section 106 and 4(f) documentation would be
required at the by-pass tie to the existing US 460 W (Frankfort Road)
and on the crossroad tie at the J.N. Moreland Bungalow. As there are
other feasible and prudent alternatives, acceptability under Section
4(fy of the 1966 Department of Transportation Act is unlikely. This
alternative requires more right-of-way than other alfernatives and more
properties are iavolved.

Once the advantages of going to the west (outside) of Ward Hall
were examined, the identification of a preferred alignment was obvious.
Both Alrernatives 2-A and 2-C had adverse effects on higstoric rescurces
while Alternative 2-B did not. Alternative 2~B was also compatible
with the current land use plan. Accordingly and considering all other
relevant facrtors, Alternative 2-B was identified as the preferred

alternative in this area.

2. US 62 West (Midway-Paynes Depcot BRoad) to US 25 South (Lexington

Road)

There are two basic routes through this srea, Alternatives 2 and
3. Alternative ! is also the same as Alternative 2 in this area. Al-
ternative 2 parallels an old road through this area, while Alternative
3 is somewhat to the north, Exhibits 7 and 8.



¥

Alrernative 7 s the most compatible with the Comprehensive Plan
in this area and is the location from the 13978 Tramsportation Plan.
Alrernative 2 creates slightly more developablie land within the by-
pass. Alternative 3 1ls zlightly shorvter and lass expensive. In some
cases, the drainage areas for Alternastive 3 will be slightly smaller
and may allow use of the next smaller pipe size., Alternative 2 is the
most compatible with the current Comprehensive Plan., Alternative 2 is
also the most compatible to alternatives to the west (outside} of Ward
Hall. West of US 62 W (Midway-Paynes Depot Road), Altermative 3 cross-
es the Ward Hall Historic Boundary and would be unacceptable.

An additional consideration is that most of Alternative 2 between
US 25 S (Lexington Road) and US 460 W (Frankfort Road) is parallel to,
but does not disturb, an c¢ld road that dates back to the early to mid
1800's. This feature, still identifiable on aerial photographs and on

the ground, provides a focus for this project that is very hard to
ignore and provides a reason and rational for the selection of one (1)

alternative, though variations exist at the western terminus. This old
road was a transportation corridor that, surprisingly, is still valid
today. Farms were divided and property was split along this old road.
Reintroduction as a transportation corridor probably has less impact
than introduction of a random alignment across undivided farmland.

Accordingly and considering all other relevant factors, Alterna-
tive 2 was identified as the preferred alternative in this area.

3. US 25 South {Lexington Road) to US 460/62 East {(Paris—Cynthiana

Roads)

There are three (3) alternatives through this area, Alternatives
1, 2 and 3. Alternative 1 is compatible with the current Comprehensive
Plan and the [978-79 Transportation Plan., This alternative minimizes
impact to farmland, minimizes the impact on the property owners affect-
ed and has excellent public support. This alternative maximizes the
use of property that the city has a direct interest in. Additionalily,
this alternative has, the least length, lowest construction and rvight-
of-way costs (Attachment A) and the impact to the property owners 1s
not ancitipated to be as severe as the other alternatives. This alter-
native is the closest to the city, provides the best access to the
Industrial Park and would benefit the community the most,

For the most part, Alternative 7 is similar to Altermatrive 1|.
Near the eastern terminus Alternative 2 impacts on more property owners
and farms of greater agricultural value. There is greater skew to the
bridge over Elkhorn Creek, increasing the length and cost. It is
anticipated that £il1l material will bhe somewhat limited and that Alter-
native 2 would provide more excavation out of the hill south of Elkhorn
Creek. However, this material is not close to where it is most needed,
which is the embankments adjacent to the Southern Railroad.
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The primary purpose in the formeistion of fhis alternative was to
reflect the fact that if U5 75 8 ig not crossed as shown and described
under Alrernatives 1 and Z, this location iz the next wmost logical
place to cross US 25 5. Additiconally, this alternative has more favor-
able tervain in crogssing the Southern Hailroad. However, this alterng-
tive has several disadvantages. it is the further wmost alternative
from the c¢ity, has the longest length and; therefore, greatest cost
(Artachment A) for alternatives of common termini, impacts more severa-
Iy on farmland and is the least useful in meeting the demands of traf-
fi¢ and the community. This alternative impacts directly onto and re-
quires right—of-way from Ward Hall, has the least public support of any
of the alternatives, and does not provide the accessibility that the
other alternatives do. This alternative conflicts with the Comprehen-
sive Plan and would disrupt ongoing planning efforts, particularly the
provision of a green belt between Fayette County and Georgetown.

Alternative 1 is recommended as rhe preferred alternative in this

area for the reasons just described. -

C. Access

Provision of access points has drawn considerable interest local-
ly. There is a decided preference locally to limit entrances to avoid
congestion and to avoid the encouragement of development outside of the
by-pass. Federal and state regulations that govern access for this
type of facility provide for a minimum spacing of six hundred (600%)
feet in urban areas and twelve hundred (1200') feet in rural areas. As
long as these standards are met, neither the federal or state govern-
ment can prohibit the addition of other entrances. Local standards for
access point spacing for this type of facility are much greater than
the minimums required by federal and state regulations. Local policy
is to keep entrances to an absolute minimum and as far apart as poss-
ible to assist in the movement of traffic. Through state and local
cooperation, the Georgetown—-Scott County Planning and Zoning Commission
assumed the responsibility of providing a method of limiting entrances,
Through planning and zoning ordinances, the commission has the ability
control development, including rcads, adjacent to the by-pass.

At 7:30 p.m. E.S5.T. on Thursday, March 13, 1985, the commission
held =z public meeting councerning access points. Public notice was
given via local newspapers. This meeting drew a large local crowd and
the meeting had to be moved from the Georgetown city hall chambers to
the county courthouse because of the overflow crowd. Intersesetions and
entrances as determined by a joint effort of the planning commission,
the state transportation cabinet, and the engineering consultant were
presented to those present.

Six access points are at grade intersections at the following
existing roads:

® U8 460 West {Frankfort Pike)
& US 62 West (Midway~-Paynes Depot Road)
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U8 25 Scuth (Lewington Road)
Lemons Mill Road

East Main Street

US 460 Tast {(Paris Pike)

& & 8 @

Any property split by the by-pass and without other entrances Is
effectively landlocked and has to be purchased by the state unless
access 1is provided to the by-pass. Seven other entrances provide
access to farms and other landlocked areas., These entrances will be
farm type entrances and generaliy be a single lane of crushed stome to
a gate in the right-of-way fence. These access points are described as
foliows:

e A point 3,200 feet north of US 62 W (Midway-Paynes Depot Road) and
2,200 feet south of US 460 W (Frankfort Pike)

e A location 1,800 feet southeast of US 62 W (Midway-Paynes Depot
Road)

' A location 4,200 feet northwest of US 25 S (Lexington Road)

™ A point 1,200 feet west of US 25 South (lLexington Road)

e A point located at Fairfax Way extended, 1,200 feet east of US 25
S (Lexington Road)

@ A location 5,200 feet southwest of Lemons Mill Road and 3,900 feet
east of US 25 § (Lexington Road)

] A point 2,200 feet south of Paris Pike and 1,600 feet north of
East Main Street

Combined with at grade intersections, access points are spaced at
the following intervals from US 460 W (Frankfort Road) to the east:
2,200%, 3,2007, 1,B800', 3,400%, 3,000°, 1,200°, 1,200°, 2,75G%, 5,2007,
2,500%, 1,800', and 2,200'. These spacings are well beyond the minimuom
required spacings of 600' in urban areas and !,200' in rural areas.

Minor adjustments based on terrain may be necessary in final
design. In all cases, access will be provided to both sides of the
by-pass. In addition to facilitating current farming operations, this
will prevent any future access from being staggered. Access peoints on
opposite sides of the by-pass will be directly opposite each other.
The location of farm entrances were picked to alsec coincide with future
gtreet intersecticns shown in the current comprehensive plan. Under
current regulations, land outside the by-~pass may be developed into
five (5) acre tracts. There is a potential that these farm entrances
may ultimately serve such developments.,

As far as access in concerned, the southern by-pass will resemble
Man~0O-War Boulevard in Lexington, Kentucky. Intersections will be at
grade and widelyv gpaced, However, the by-pass will have paved should~-
ers, rather than curbs.

Substantial discussion was given to providing access to the Mt.
Vernon Subdivision. Hoover Universal traffic, including trucks, must
travel residential streets to major routes. There has also been a
longstanding commitment to the residents of Mt. Vernon for an access
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point  to the by-pass. Three access polnts, Fairfax Way Exifended,
Hudson Drive and Showalter Drive Extended, ware originalilv proposed to
provide alternative rvoutes and to avoid concentrating traffic on any
one sitrest oy entrance., Hudgon Drive was listed in the Comprehensive
Plan as an access point, bul was deleted atf this meeting because of
concern over the amount of traffic, particularly industrial, that could
he channeled onto this residential street. This was not an unaminous
decision and at least one commission member and a local bullder favored
the Hudson Drive connection. Current by-pass design does not preclude
future connection, provided that it is endorsed locally. Two (2}
access points will serve the Mt. Vernon area: Fairfax Way Extended and
Showalter Extended. Showalter Extended would tie to the by-pass, just
east of the Mt. Vernon subdivision on the Bringardner property. This
access point will provide access to Hoover Universal without crossing
developed residential areas. This access point will also serve the
undeveloped property north of the by~pass and between the Mt. Vernon
Subdivision and the Southern Railroad. This access point may also
serve portions of the Mt. Vernon subdivision near Hoover Universal,
somewhat relieving both Showalter Drive and US 25 S (Lexington Road).
Showalter Drive Extended is anticipated to be built by developers
although some other assistance may be required. Local sentiment favors
completing this street as scon as possible. Access will alsc be pro-
vided at Fairfax Way Extended. Although Fairfax Way is a collector
street, it is not suitable to serve industrial traffic from Hoover
Universal. Local sentiment favors completing Showalter Drive Extended
before Fairfax Way Extended. There has been a speeding problem on
Fairfax Way and other streets in the Mt. Vernon subdivision. Some
local consideration has been given bto posting additional intersections
with stop signs to control speeding.

Access points, as described herein, were codified into an ordi-
nance and approved by the Georgetown-Scott County Planning and Zoning
Commission. On the recommendation of the Planning and Zoning Commis—
sion, bhoth Scott Fiscal Court and the Georgetown City Council approved
the proposed intersections and entrances. There will be a procedure to
add entrances, but such entrances would have to be consistant with the
local comprehensive land use plan, go through public hearing proce-
dures, and have the approvals of the planning and zoning commission,
fiscal court and the city couneil. Such entrances would zlsc have to
meet minimum state and federal spacing criteria.

In addition to discussion of entrances, there were other comments
that pertained to the by-pass. There was discussion given to providing
a8 service road between the by-pass and the entrances to Mt., Vernon
subdivision. Discussion was also given to the need to continue the
by—-pass into the northwest quadrant of the city. Traffic from the
proposed Toyota facility will likely cause congestion downtown at Main
and Broadway Streets. There were also comments that the community
doesnu't want a facility like the northern part of New Circle Road in
Lexington which has become congested with oumercus entrances.
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Simes the March 13, 1985 wmeeting, ove additionsl entrance has hsen
approved. This entrance iz approximately six hundred (600°) feer south
gf the U5 460 E/62 E (Paris-Cynthizna Road) intersection, This en—
trance iz only on the west side of the by-pass and iz intended to serve
commercial propevity at the intersecition. This allows for relieving
traffic congestion near this intersection.
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SECTION VI

ATTACHMENTS



ATTACHMENT A

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

FOR

ALTERNATIVE CORRIDORS



ESTIMATED "CONSTRUCTION CO8TE”
FOR ALTERNATIVE CORRIDOES
GECRGETOWN BY-PASS
RURAL OOORS 05382 00L; FSP 105 7284 (04D
UEBAN 0000M 07609 OGI; FSP 105 7284 0OGSD

Alt. HNo. Total

-

29,1007 = 5.51 Mi.
$13,6000,000

2 32,7007 = 6,19 Mi.
$13,800,000

2-A 30,400 = 5.76 Mi.
$14,000,000

2-B 29,790" = 5.64 Mi,
: $13,750,000

2-C 32,135' = 6.09 Mi.
$14,250,000

3 34,8007 = 6.59 Mi.
$15,500,000

Notes:

L.

2

From US 62 E - 460 E to US 25 S was estimated as four lanes. From US
25 8 to US 460 W was estimated as two lanes.

Cross roads were estimated as follows:

US 360 E - US 62 E - 1,500 - § 525,000
Mzain Street - 1,200F - 240,000
Lemons Mill - 1,2007 = 240,000
US 25 & Etter Lane - 2,000% - 700,000
Us 62 - 2,000% = 700,000
TOTALS - 7,800" - 82,405,000 = 1.5 Mi.

Bridges were estimated as follows:

Ekhorn Creek - 92°+ x 220'+ @ $55/8.F. = $1,000,000+
Southern Railroad - 927+ x 160'+ @ $55/8.F. = $800, 000+

Construction costs are estimated at $350/L.F. for twe lane, $550/L.F.

for four lane and $225/L.F. for two lane recoustruction. Bridges and
cross roads costs are included as appropriate infto the totals above.
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ATTACHMENT B

ESTIMATED RIGHT-OF-WAY REQUIREMENTS
FOR

ALTERNATIVE CORRIDORS



ESTIMATED RIGHT-OF-WAY REQUIREMENTS
FOR ALTERNATIVE COHRIDORS
CEORGETOWN BY-PASS
RURAL. OOORS 05382 00l PSP 105 72B4 004D
URBAN 0000M 07609 G0L; FSP 105 7284 005D

Number of Parcels Affecred:

Us 62 - 460 E U8 25 8 to US 62 W to Project

Alt. No. to US 25 S US 62 E Us 460 W Total
! 12 9 3 24
2 15 8 6 29
2~A 15 . 8 2 25
2-B 15 8 2 25
2-C | 15 8 7 30
3 14 8 5 27

Right—-of-Way Area Required (Acres):

US 62 ~ 460 E Us 25 8 to US 62 W to Project

Alt. No. to US 25 8 Us 62 W US 460 W Total
1 75 45 11 131
2 79 ' &5 36 160
2-A 79 &5 18 142
2-B 79 45 i8 142
2~C 79 45 28 153
3 87 57 17 161

Notes:

l. All acquisitions are anticipated at this time as Partial Takings.

2. Ne commercial relocation is anticipated. However, one residence at
Etter Lane and US 25 will have to be acquired.

3. Pigures include right-of-way for cross roads.
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e

2087 pight~of-way Ls anticipated for four lane ultimate construaetion.
150° right-of-way is anticipated for two lane construction. Ewxisting
right-of-way iz astimated as 307, wniess better information was avail-
able.

e

The City of Georgetown has an interest in 7 parcels on Alternative 1
gnd an interest in 1 parcel on Alternatives 2 and ZA.

Right-of-way requirements for a particular corridor are dependant on
the specific alternative alignment within that corridor. Figures shown
above are approximate only and are based on the best information avail-
able.
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ATTACHMENT C

TRAFFIC DATA

FOR

ALTERNATIVE CORRIDORS



CORMOMNWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

C.LESLIE DAWSON TRANSPORTATION CABINET Mamrria LAYNE COLLING
GECHETARY FRANREORT, KENTUCKY LG22 GOVERNOR
AND
. SMMISSIONER OF HIGHWAYS Ju“fy 17, 15885

Mr. Luther Hargis

GRW Engineers, Inc.

801 Corporate Drive
Lexington, Kentucky 40503

SUBJECT: Scott County
Georgetown Bypass

Dear Luther:

Attached are various traffic data and EAL calculations for the
above subject project.

If you have any questions regarding this transmission, please

contact me.
Sincer s
R. W. 8, Laughlin, Manager
Project Engineering Section
Division of Planning
RWBL : ch
Attachment

cc: A, L. Perkins
John Sacksteder
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P e o Thas e e
e LETITE FAWSON

KRB et CORMMONVEALTH UF KENTUCKY BAamras Lavue Covoms
S s T oy THANSPORTATION CABINET fHoveanes

Fraamueon?, KesTucky 406822

MEMO TO: Roy Laughlin, Manager
Project Engineering Section

FROM: Dudley Shryock zdéé/

Traffic Survey and Analysis Section
DATE: June 27, 1985
SUBJECT: Scott County

Proposed Georgetown Bypass - Alternate 1
Traffic Estimates

On the section of the proposed bypass from US 460 (West of
Georgetown) extending southeast to US 25, 11% trucks are estimated in
the ADT, and 7% trucks in the DHV.

On the eastern half of the proposed bypass, 8% trucks are
estimated in the ADT, and 5% in the DHV. Copies of the EAL calculations
are attached.

Future traffic volume estimates and vehicle turning movement

diagrams at five intersections have been furnished by the Division of Mass
Transportation. Copies of these are also attached,

DLE:JC:pgh
Attachment

cc: W, J. Stutzenberger
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Description:

Description:

Description:

Descriptioa:

EOUIVALENT AXLE LOADE
FOR
ALTERNATIVE CORRIDOR WO, 1
GEORGETOWN BY-PASS
SCOTT COUNTY, RENTUCKY

From US 460 West of Georgetown, exteadiag south oa
existiaog US 62 approximately one-half (1/2) mile.
E.A.L. = 1,889,900 per lane of way lane roadway

From US 62 W, approximately oane-half (1/2) mile south of
US 460 W (West of Georgetowa), extendiag southeast to US
25 aear Etter Lane

E,A.L. = 2,303,300 per lane of two-way two-lane roadway

From US 25 S near Etter Lane exteandiag northwest to

Lemons Mill Road
E.A.L., = 3,233,900 per lane of two~way four-lane roadway

From Lemons Miil Road exteading north to US 460 E at US

62 E
E.A L. = 2,732,800 per lane of two—way four-lane road

NOTE: The above data is taken from calculations transmitted to GRW from the
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, Traffic Servey and Analysis Section,
dated June 27, 1985.
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S

INTER-GFFICE MEMO

o mvn 05, Poore ComMmMoNwEsLTH OF KenTuney Marrua Lavng Cowms
Lecrerany TRANSPORTATION CABINET Gaveruon
FasmuroRT, Kentucxy 40822

MEMO TO: Don Ecton, Director
Division of Planning

FROM: David E. Smith, Director
Division of Mass Transportation

DATE: April 24, 1985

 SUBJECT: Georgetown Bypass - Scott County
Traffic Estimates

Attached are existing (1983) traffic counts and projected traffic for Georgetown
which you requested in your November 19, 1984 memo. Included are traffic estimates
for four alternatives of the Georgetown Bypass and the effect each alternate has on
residual traffic. Hourly volumes can be estimated by applying a factor of 10% to
the ADT volumes and directional hourly volumes should be split approximately 55/45.

Traffic estimates for the Bypass were developed using a computer travel model
from the 1979 Geargetown Transportation Plan. The model forecasted traffic for the
year 2000 based on 1979 population and employment growth expectations. When
comparing the latest population projections to the ones used in the Transportation
Plan, it is clear that population is not expected to grow as quickly as shown in
the plan. Therefore, we recommend year 2000 traffic assigned by the model be used

- for design vear (2007} traffic estimates.

£S:dre -
Attachments

‘¢cc: AL L. Perkins
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ATTACHMENT D

LEVEL OF SERVICE AND CAPACITY ANALYSIS

FOR THE ALTERNATIVE 1 CORRIDOR

CALCULATIONS



CAPACTTY ABALYEIE CEORCET

Existing "Boadway Segment 4,7 Hxhibit 14

i.

Description: A segment of two~lane highway now called US 62 W (Mid-
way~Payaes Depot Rd.} has the following characteristics:

a. Roadway - 40+ mph design speed, 9' lanes, 2' shoulder: limited
sight distaance, terrain + 3%, 50% no passing, leagth = 3,000’

b Traffic - 35/45 directional split, 7% trucks
SF = 2,800 x CV/C)L.O.S. X fd X Ew x f
Where fHV =12 [l 4+ PT(ET - 1)+ PR(ER - 1) + PB(EB - 131

BV

Known Values:

(V/C)C = 0,34 (L.0.5. C,D,E) By = 5.0
(V/C)D = 0,50 PT =77
(v/C)E = 0.92 (L.0.5. C) fw = 0.57
9% lanes, 2% shoulder

fd = 0.97 (35/45) (L.0.5, D,E) fw = 0.70
Then: fHV = 1 + [+ 0. 07(5,0-1)}] = 0.78

SFC = 2,800 ¢ (0.34} x (0.97) x (0.57) x (0.78) = 410 vph

SFD = 2,800 x (0.50) x (0.57) % (0.70) = (0.78) = 741 vph

SFE = 2,800 x {0.92) = (0.97) x (0.76) = (0.78) = 1364 vph

AADT for this segment in the year 2007 is predicted to be 8000 vehicles
DHV = (0.1} (8000) = 800 vph

Ag 800 vph is less than 1364 vph and greater thaa 741 vph or 410 vph,

this highway sectioa is projected to operate at level of service E ia year
2007
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CAPACTTY ANALYEIS GEOR

BY-PASSH

Proposed "Roadway Segment 47, Exhibhic 14

E,!f

Bescription: A segment of two-lane highway is expected to have the
fellowing characteristics:

EP Roadway =~ 60 mph design speed, 12' lanes, full shoulders (> 67)
level terraia (< 3% grade), 20% no passing zones, length = 32007

b. Traffic ~ 55/45 directional split, 7% truck

SF(L,O,S,) = 2,800 x (V/C}(L,DQS,) x £,z fw % va

Where va =1 « [1 + PT (ET -1y + P

Kaown values:

d

 (Ep = 1) + Py (By =1)]

it
i

2.2 (level terrain,

/e),
L.0.S8. B, C)

0.39 (20% no pass, level terrain) B

[}]
i

(V/C)y

0.97 (55/45 split) (V/C)y = 1.00

0.24 (20% no pass, level terrain) Py = 0.07 (Given)

]
[

H
L

= 1.00 (12' lanes, > 6' shoulders) * Ep = 2.0 for L.0.8.(E)

[]

fop =1+ [1+0.07 (2.2 -~ 1}] 1 + [1+ 0.08401 = 0.9225

I

2,800 % (0.24) x (0.97) x (1.00) x (0.9225)

b

SF(B) 601 vph

SF gy = 2,800 x (0.39) x (0.97) x (1.00) x (0.9225)

SF(E)

AADT for this segment for the vear 2007 is projected to be 8000
vehicles

It

977 vph

= 2,800 x (1.00) x (0.97) = (1.00}) x {0.9346)* = 2,538 vph

DHV = (0.10}) (B000) = 800 vph

4s 80O vph is less than 2538 vph and 977 vph and greater than 6061 vph,

this highway section 1s projected to operate within or above Ievel of
gervice "C" thru the year 2007
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CAPACTTY ANALYEIS GEGRCET BY-PASE

Proposed "Roadway Segment 3, Exhibit 14

I. Description: A segment of two-lane hipghway 1ls expected to have the
following characteristics:

ae Roadway: 60-mph design speed, 12' lanes, full shoulders (56')
level terraia (< 3%), 5% no passing zones, leagth = 9,600

b. Traffic: 55/45 direction splite, 7% trucks

SF(1.0.5.) = 2,800 x (V/C)ry s oy x £ x £ x £y

Where fHV = 1« {1+ PT (ET - 1)+ PR (ER - 1) + PB (EB - 131

Kaown values:

(V/C)B = 0.27 (0% pass, level terraia) f, = 1.00 (12' lanes,
> 6' shoulders)
(V/C)C = (.43 (0% pass, level terrain) Ep = 2.2 (level terrain,
L.0.S5. (B, C))
(V/C)E = 1.00 (0% pass, level terrain) Pp = 0.07
fd = 0,97 (55/45 split) * ET = 2,0 for L.0.S5.(E)
Then:
fHV = 1+ [l + 0,07 (2.2 - 1)] =1 % [1 + 0.0840] = 0.922Z5
SF(B) = 2,800 x (0.,27) = (0.97) = (1.00) = (0.9225) = 676vph
SF(C) = 2,800 x (0.43) x (0.97) x (1.00) = (0.9225) = 1,077 vph
SF(E) = 2,800 x (1.00) x (0.97) = (1.00) = (0.9346)* = 2,538 vph

AADT for this segment Is projected to be 8600 vehicles 1ia the year 2007
DHV = (0.10) (8600} = 860 vph
As 860 vph 1s less than 23538 vph or 1077 vph and is greater thaa 676

yph, this section of highway is projected te operate withla or above level
of Service "C" thru the year 2007
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IBLE GEORCETRE RY-PASE

CAPACITY 4

Proposed “Roadway Segment 2.7 Exhibit 14

1. Description: A zegment of divided, four lane highway I8 expscted to
have the followling caharacteristics:

a. Roadway =~ 60 mph design speed, 12' lanes, full shoulders (> 6'),
level terrain (< 3%), (N/A) % no passiag zones, leagth = 9,100°

b. Traffic - 55/45 directional split, 5% trucks

SF(1.0.5.) = MSF(y,,0,5,) ¥ N x £y ¥ fgy x £ x £,

Where fHV =1 + [1 + PT (ET - 1) + ?R.(ER - 1Yy + PB (EB = 1}]

Known values:

MSF(B) = 1,000 (60 mph design) £, = 1.00

MSF(C) = 1,300 (60 mph desiga) Ep = 1.7 {level terraia)

MSF(E) = 2,000 (60 mph design) Pp = 5%

N = 2 {one direction oaly) fp = 0.90 {divided, surburban)
fp = 1,00 (regular users)

Then:

fHV = ] o+ [14 0,08 (1.7 = 131 = 1 « [1+0.0350] = 0.9662

SF(B) = 1000 =% (23 = {(1.00) = (0.9662) » (0.%0) = (1.00) = 1,739 vph

SF(C) = 1,300 x (2) % {1.00) x (0.9662) = (0.90) = (1.00) = 2,261 vph

SF(E) = 2,000 = (2) x (1.00) = (0.9662) x (0.90) x (1.00) = 3,478 vph

AADT for this segmeant for the vear 2007 is projected to be 19600

vehicles

DHY = {0.10) (15600) = 1,960 vph
As 1960 vph is less thaa 3478 vph or 2261 vph and is greater than 1739

vph, this highway section is projected to operate withia or above level of
Service "C" thru the year 2007
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CAPACITY ANALYSIS GEOBCETCHH BY-PASS

Proposed "Roadway Segment 1,” Exhibitc 14

1. Description: A4 segment of suburban, four~lane highway 1s expected to
have the following characteristics:

2. Roadway - 60 mph design speed, 127 lanes, full shoulders (> 6')
level terrain (< 3%), (N/A) % passing zounes, length = 6,200'

b. 55/45 directional split, 5% trucks
x Nxf x ¢
W

HV E
(ET - 1) + PR (ER - 1) +PB (EB - 1}]

SF1.0.8.) = M5F (1 0.5.) x fg x £y

Where fHV =1 = [l + PT

Kaowa Values:

MSF(B) = 1,000 (60 mph) £, = 1

MSF(C> = 1,300 (60 mph) ET = 1.7 (level terrain)

MSF(E) = 2,000 {60 mph) PT = (0,05

N = 2 (one direction) fp = 0.90 (divided, suburban)
fp = 1.00 (regular users)

Then:

EHV = 1+ [1 4+ 0.05 (L.7 = 1}] =1 + [1 + 0.0350] = 0.9662

SF(B) = 1,000 x (2} x (1.00) = (0.9662) x (0.90) x (1.00) = 1,739 vph

SF(C) = 1,300 = (2) x {1.00} x (0.9662) x (0.90) x (1.00) = 2,261 vph

SF(E) = 2,000 x (2) = (1,00) x (0.9662) x (0.90) x (1.00) = 3,478 vph

AADT for this segment for the year 2007 is projected to be 16,100
PHV = (0.10) {16100) = 1,610 vph

As 1610 vph is less than 3478 vph, 2261 vph, or 1739 vph, this highway
segment is projected to operate withia or above level of Service "B" thru
the year 2007
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w0 s 1 w1 e una
MORTH TH./RT. 1800 3 1 9.48 1 1 1 0.9 0.85 1 3865.76
R N/4 1500 ¢ ] 0.96 1 1 i 0.9 1 ! 0
L om0 w1 0 es 1wk
SOUTH  TH./RT. 1800 3 1 0.96 1 1 1 0.9 0.85 i 3865.76
RON/A 180¢ 0 | 0.48 ! 1 | 0.3 1 3 0

IROGHOEOOCENOOGOCCNOOCONEANNEONNOONNNONOCONKCGONCONNNC IR XX XXX KKK XX
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SAPACITY AHALYSIS WORKSHEET
20 = PERMISSIVE I
LM GROUP ADJ. ADS. SAT. FLOW  GREEN LK. GROUP  w/c
5IR WVMTS.  FLOW FLOMRATE  RATIO  RATIO CAPACITY  RATIO
—‘ﬁwww-w-:;nvu'”“wﬁ—;;;“ugé7?.a;woA11438? TZ;&;;;.9392 05535;;; wwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwww
EAST TH./RT.  B72.1 3965.76 0.159475 .22 872.4672 0.710344
N/A i i ERR 0 £RR
L n e s oemem s -
WEST TH./RT.  505.5 3965.76 0.126205 .22 872.4672 0.573660
N/A 0.95 0 ERR i ERR
S amsemen semsscwn
NORTH TH./RT.  647.9 3065.76 0.163373 .22 §72.4572 6.742606
N/A 0.95 0 ERR 9 ERR
L s ssmsecwss
SOUTH TH.ART.  §47.5 3965.76 0.163373  0.22 872.4672 0.742605
H/A 0.95 0 E3R 0 ERR
"““;;":";;;;;";;;;;H N 0.55;¥;;F:—;éITECA;~FLGW RATIO S;;MATION“——_—— _________________
12 = L0SS TIME PER CYCLE 0.592722 = CRITICAL w/c RATIO

KRGO KOO OO RO G000 KKK KOO0 OGO KOO
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SLOBROUP v/ SRELH H. GROUP APPROACH aPPROACH
DIR MVMTS. RATIO RaTIO SELAY 080 TELaY L0
““““““ v om wnmsaseieme  man o
EAST TH./RT. 0.770344 8.2¢ §0 16.70212 372.4672 2.970519 T 19.57264 ¢ 19.82279 C

R N/A ERR g 60 ERR 0 ERR 1 ERR
___ ;wwv;;j———;jé;;;;;“"‘--;T;;_---_—~;; 17.3;085 265.9392 3.;32512__-‘-——w1 20.74347 “;— -
WEST TH./RT. 0.573660 .22 80 15.87503 872.4872 0.692539 1 16.56787 C 1754308 C

R ON/A ERR 0 §0 ERR 0 ERR 1 ERR
Cw ovwm e wnwnmowism emw o
NORTH TH./RT. 0.742506 0.22 60 16.58030 872.4672 2.405997 1 18.98629 ¢ 19158853 ¢

R N/A ERR 6 80 ERR 0 ERR 1 ERR
Do swmm ow wesmmomaem  sewm o
JOUTH  TH./RT. 0.742608 n.22 60 16.58030 872.4672 2.405897 1 18.98629 C 18.13718 ¢

RON/A ERR i 50 ERR 0 ERR 1 ERR
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INTERSECTION:

PUT WORKSHEET

Lo ATE:

ARALYST: B TIME PERIOD ANALYZED: AREA TYPE: I CBD T OTHER
PRCSEST ney: . 0000 07609 CO1 CITY/STATE: Georgetown, Ky,
FSP 105 7284 005D
e
VELUME AND CEOMETRICS Ly-pass
/% STREET 00
i S
200 & we TotaL
NORTH %ﬁ
——_.___—__.
Lemons Mill & strest
IDENTIFY IN DIAGRAM: & 100 Z300
1. Volumes 2700 | =——e 100 2500 + 200
2. Lanes, lane widths BB TOTAL T W ‘ r
3. Movements by iane 'gégo-
4, Parking (PXG) locutions
5. Bay viorage lengths 10500 | (AADT)
6. Isiands (physical o painted) NB TOTAL
TRAFFIC AND ROADWAY CONDITIONS
GRADE ADJ. PXG. LANE BUSES CONF. PEDS, PEDESTRIAN BUTTCN | agr.
APPROACH | ~ (o) % HY o X (N} PHE {pads/hr} Tar N T N TNeT TYes
EB 0 5 N - 0.9 - N 3
we 0 5 N - 0.9 - N 3
NB 0 5 -~ 10.9 — N 3
8 O 5 N e 0.9 o N 3

GRADE: + up, — down
HV: veh. with more than 4 wheeis
M pky. meneuvers/hr

M. buses stoppirg/hr.
FHE: pear hour foctoe
CONE PEDS: Contlicting peds./he

MM, TIMING: min. green for
pedesinan croising

ARR, TYPE: Type -3

PHASING
L— ) L )\
A
¢ 17 R
e il
" | il |
ane G= |0 Ga ] Gam ] Gm 20 Gan G Gas G =
Yo Rom YR VR Yoo R VR Y YR Yoam
SRR TP
Crcie Longth 60
oy
T IRAETE




JOLUE &5

USTHENT WORKSHEET

(SRt D

MYMY. CEAK HR. FLOW LN, GRP. FLOWRATE  nC. . UTIL. &S,
DIR MVMT.  VOLUME  SaACTOR  RATE  WVMTS. LN, GROUP LANES  FACTOR FLOW
WWWWWWWWW LY m 25;_ BT;_277.7;;;WKW—;;, w 218 vuﬁ“; TW—w~n-;;;wwm N o
NCRTH TH, 780 0.9 8656.6666 TH./RT. 8ge 2 1.065  933.45
RT. 20 0.9 22.22222  N/A 0 g 0.35 0
o w esmams oo w4 ow
S0UTH  TH. 780 0.9 866.6666 TH./RT. 878 i 1,05  §21.8
RT. 19 .8 1t N/A ¢ 0 0.45 g
o w esmams w0 s oes a0
wEST  TH. 10 8.9 1111t AL §7 1 1 §7
RT. 30 0.9 33.33333  H/A 8 it 0.95 g
o o aatnm w0 e am o
EAST TH. 8 g.8 111111 LT /TH. 22 1 1 22
’7. 250 8.9 2171111 RT. 278 1 i 278
o st sty s s o wses mess
TIHE> ¢t =10 t=17 =11 o= {seconds)

OO0 XX KRR KOO R KR K KKK XXX KRR O XK XXX XXX KRR KON KRR KN KK E KKK KRR K
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Li. GROUP IDEAL HO. ARJ. ADJ. VEH.  ADJ. ADJ, ADJ. BUS  ADJ. ADJLRT. ADJL LT. ADJ. SAT.

DIR  MVMTS. SAT. FLOW LANES WINTH  HEAVY  GRADE  PARKING BLOCKAGE  AREA  TURN TURN FLOWRATE
*“-—;h_-;;j—_‘“ 18;; -w1 bi ;T;; T* _ 1 N 1 u 5.9 1 “-w;jgﬁ 1;;7.&5
ORTH  TH./RT. 1800 2 1 0.98 1 ! : 0.9 1 T3
RON/A 1800 0 1 0.496 1 1 ] 0.9 1 1 ¢
i w1 oam 1 1 1 w1 e
OUTH  TH./RT. 1800 2 1 0.96 1 1 1 0.9 1 P31
ROK/A 1800 0 1 .85 1 1 1 9.9 1 1 0
“""“;‘w-;;;u-d——-_;;é; ““““““ 0 i 1 - 0.96—__- 1 ; m“; wwwwww 0.3 _ 1 0.85 J
WEST  ALL 1800 1 [ G.96 1 1 1 0.9 0.88 T 1384128
R N/A 1809 0 1 0.96 1 1 1 0.9 ] ! 0

””””” Cw om0 1 oew 1 1 1w 1 am 1
EAST LT./TH. 1800 1 1 0.36 ] 1 1 0.8 1 o 1585.2
R RT. 1800 1 1 0.96 1 1 1 0.9 0.85 11321.92

SOOI XXX OO XXX XXX KOO0 XX KKK OO0 KX RO KON
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120 = PERMISSIVE REDUCTION

CAPACITY AMALYSIS WORKZHEET

LN. GROUP  ADJ. ADJ. SAT. FLOW GREEN LN. GROUP  v/e
DIR  MYMTS. FLOW FLOWRATE  RATIO  RATIG CAPACITY  RATIO
””””” v e o wemoswe
HORTH TH./RT.  833.45  3110.4 0.300106 ¢.52 1617.408 ¢.577127
& N/A 2 g ERR 0 ERR
Sl cwms o vemms o
SOUTH TH./RY 821.%  3110.4 0.296392 0.33 1026.432 0.8981%8
R ON/A 0 0 ERR 0 ERR
w0 0 om v o ow
WEST ALl 67 1384.128 0.04B405 D.17 235.3017 0.284740
R H/A 0 0 ERR 0 ERR
Clwm o s om0 owm
TAST LT./TH 22 1555.2 0.014146 §.17 284.384 0.083212
R RY. 78 1321.92 0.210300 0.47 §21.3024 C.447047
[ —
12 = LOSS TIME PER CYCLE 0.832192 = CRITICAL v/c RATIO

KXXOCCROGOGO KR XXX IGO0 OO X0 OO KRR KOO XXX KKK K
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LM, GROUP  v/c GREEN  CYCLE LN, GROUP PROGR. LK. GROUP APPROACH APPROACH
DIR  WVMTS.  RATIO  RATIO  LENGTH DELAY 1 CAPACITY DELAY 2 FACTOR  DELAY  L(.0.5.  DELAY  L.0.5.

L LT, 0.356472 0.3 60 12.50982 443.232 0.218112 P12.72793 8
iORTH TH./RT. 0.577127 0.52 60 7.505594 1617.408 0.385818 17891513 8 8.931800 8
R N/A ERR 0 50 ERR 0 ERR | ERR
«dww;u--LT. é- Bj12 6;_;;j;;;;2 177?2928 , 1 17.65632 C- -
SCUTH TH./RT. 0.888154 0.33 60 14.54635 1026.432 7.574473 1 22.12082 T 21.46326 C
RON/A ERR G 60 ERR 0 ERR L ERR
“““““ w1 ow om0 om 1 owm
WEST  ALL  0.284740 0.17 80 16.50590 235.3017 0.183080 1 15.59398 C 1%.59398 ¢
R N/A ERR g 60 ERR 0 ERR 1 ERR
L om0 ow om0 om o m
EAST LT./YH. 0.083212 017 80 15.83229 2B84.384 0.00328% 1 15,9355 C 10.68703 3
RORT. 0447447 0.47 60 §.110083 621.3024 0.357802 }OR4BTETY B
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LaTE:

VOILUME AND GEQMETRICS

NORTH
IDENTIFY IN DIAGRAM: _/* 30_0
1. Voiumes 4300 — 3100
2. Lanes, lane widths E8 TITAL —y 900

3. Movements by lane

4, Parking (PXG) jecarions

5. Bay stocoge lengths

4. islands (piwsical or painted)

E 3100 dmmeme
é 2800 o WE TOTAL

NTERSECTION. Lotersection 3, Exhibit 16 G774 785
ANALYSE RV TIME PENIOD ANALYIED: . AREA TYPE: T 80§ OTHER
PROJECT Ney: _ DUURS 05382 001 CITY/STATE: _ Georperown, Kv.
FSP 165 7284 004D
DS
Us 25

K/ STREET 3300 4

By-pass €W STREET

3100

slies

TRAFFIC AND ROADWAY CUNDITIONS

-

GRADE o ADJ. PG, LANE BUSES CONF. PEDS. PEDESTRIAN ALITTON ARR.
apprOACH | 705 % HY e N Ny PHE (peds/hr) Yor N ] MIN. TIMING | TYPE
ER 6 .9 3
we 6 .9 3
N 5 .9 3
g 6 .9 3

GRADE: + up, ~ down My buses stopping/hr, MIN. THAING: min. green for
HV: vefi, with more thon 4 wheeis PHF: peak haur factor pedesirian crossing
N_: pka. maneuvers/hr. CONE. PEDS: Confiicting peds./hs. ARR, TYPE: Type 1-5

PHASING

VII-33

G G o
Yol Yo R=m
! C o
Cyele Lengri 60
o ]




P

T SERE R FLOW CHRATE D, 804
JIR O OWMT. YOLUME SACTOR RATE GROUP  LANES FLOM

e oo m s
EAST  TH. 310 0.9 3444884 TH /RT 444 3 1 4884
RT. 90 9.9 00 N/A 0 6 0.5 0
“““““““““ C o wemesw o w0 1w
WEST  TH. 310 0.9 384.4444 TH./RT. 156 3 1.1 8318
RT. 280 9.9 3111111 N/A 0 I 0,95 0

e e e ow oo w0 ow

NORTH  TH. 316 0.9 304.4444 TH./RT 458 3 1.1 5018
RT 289 0.9 3111111 N/A 0 0 0.95 0
‘“““““"““T; --------- ;;; s.; 366. 6865 E;_ ”“;;? “"ﬁ h i 367
SOUTH  TH. 310 0.9 3844448 TH./RY 378 3 11 4158
;7. 20 0.9 33.33333  N/A 0 6 0.95 i

oo puse o ot me s pses s

TIME> £ =3 t=1

to=d

[

t=5

t = 11 {seconds)

XK OO00NOOO OGO COOEONGOOCOTHOOGAONCOGOCOOOOG KX OO X KX OO KX KKK R
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A1 £ D
~ F e [as *Aw W S
it ING BLOCKAGE

Lol 1860 ] 1 0.86 ! | 1 6.9 | 0.95 1477.44
EAST TH./RT. 1800 3 1 0.45 1 1 i 0.9 .85 i 3865.76
R N/A 1800 0 ] 8.36 1 1 ] 9.9 L ! 0

L L. 1800 ] 1 0.96 1 1 ] 0.4 1 §.85 1477.44
WEST TH./RT. 1800 3 1 0.95 i 1 1 0.9 0.85 T 3965.76
RON/A 1800 0 1 0.¢6 1 1 1 0.9 1 1 0
''''' Cu w4 s 0 1w w wna
HORTH  TH./RT. 1800 3 | 0.96 1 1 1 0.9 0.85 I 3965.78
RON/A 1860 0 1 0.98 1 1 1 0.9 ! ! 0
om0 om0 ee 0 e una
SGUTH  TH./RT. 1809 3 l 0.96 1 ! 1 0.9 9.85 1396578
RN/ 1800 0 i §.96 = 1 1 1 0.9 1 L 0

KOO0 ONOOUOCOCOOOONOO XN OO0 KOO OGN
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£k

‘00 = DERKISSIVE REDUCTICH

LML GROUR 4D, ADJ. SAT. FLOM GREEN LN, SROUP  v/u
GIR MVNTE. FLOW FLOWRATE  RATIO  RATIO CAPACITY  RATIO
Clw cume b s o o
EAST TH./RT. 488.4 3965.76 0.123154 0.18 713.8368 (.684189
R N/A ¢ 0 ERR g ERR
"""
WEST TH./RT 831.6 3965.76 0.2096%4 0.35 1388.016 0.539128
RN/A 0 0 ERR 0 ERR
Clw swmw o a0
NORTH TH,/RY 501.6 3965.75 (.126482 0.18 713.8358 0.702681
R N/& 0 g ERR 0 ERR
S Uu w wvwown camesemes
SOUTH  TH./RT 415.8 3985.76 0.104847 0.28 1110.412 0.374455
ROk 0 0 ERR 0 LRR
_N—;;u:m;;;;;-;;;;;;*“—— - 0.570539 = CRITICAL FLO;-RﬁTIGMSUMMﬁTION __________ - -
12 = L0538 TIME PER CYCLE 0.838174 = CRITICAL v/c RATIO

FEE O EEEVEEI SIS OO ERE LTI ENE PO IEEEIIPEEEEE TN SR T LR ECEEEIPEEILIEIAEEEISEERIEELEIEHENEISEOOETIIEI T TN
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HBROLE wie
DIR WHTS.  RATID
(LT b
EAST TH./RT. 5.684189
RON/A ERR
-
WEST TH./RT. 0.539128
RON/A ERR
LoLT. 9
NORTH  TH./RT. 0.702681
RN/A £RR
e a
0UTH TH./RT. 0.374455
RON/A ERR

SYCLE L GROUP PROGR. .M. 3R0US APRROALH 4PDROACK
LENGTH  DELAY Y CAPACITY DELAY 1 FACIOR  OELAY 5. DELAY L3S
Ca e e women w0 o o
18 50 17.48394 713.8368 1.895985 119.37992  C 1948218 ¢
9 50 ERR i ERR 1 ERR
v wessewssmssws mam o
.35 §0 12.18896 1388.016 0.529302 112.71826  §  14.75845 8
0 50 £RR 0 ERR w ERR
12 60 17.§5632 177.;;;8 0 """';‘27-6563;” . N
18 50 17.55056 712.8358 2.169823 119.72038 ¢ 1930973 ¢
8 80 ERR 0 ERR 1 ERR
.22 §0 16.65610 325.0358 5.;;;;;;u- 23.470?; ; ______________________
.28 50 13.20391 1110.412 0.104255 113.30817 2 15.50833 ¢
0 60 ERR 0 ERR i £RR
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ParimEs rw pene
ne 2] e Vg i e
Grade e S T T = —
% R - s e
N ==l
V7V9 . V.}Vg
Date of Counts: ‘ | & sror 1
Time Period: — =1 []Y¥IBLD
Approach Speed: 60 N = e cumar
PHF: (3.9 minor street: Grade
7% Trucks in DHY  -—U2.82 O
YOLUME ARJUSTMENTS
T T
Movement no. f 2 3 4 g 1 7 9
Volume {voh) | 330 70 80 330 70 80
VOl.{pCDh)p see Table 10.1 :— —F- 83 m 72 ! 83
STEP 1 : RT From Minor Street r ‘:9

Conflicting Flow, Vc

Critical Gap,Tc and Potential Capacity,c

172 v, +v2-3_5_~8_3,§1=3_f;5voh Veg)
T =0.8ecs (Tab.10 .2ucp9=’5,9_anpn (Fig.10.3)

P
Actual Capacity, S cm9=cﬁﬂ_ucph
STEP 2 : LT From HMajor Street N V4
Conflicting Flow, V_ V3+V2£ﬂ+&-4+‘9_@_vph (Veg)
Critical Gap,T, and Potential Capacity,c T eJ:Jsecs(Tab.10.21¢_,=/00pcoh(Fig.10.3)
% of g, utilized and Impedance Factor (v$/¢b4)xlﬁo=ll-8 ?4=0.93

(Fig.10.5%)
Actual Capacity, G

cm4=c‘:4a 700 pcph

STEP 3 : LT Prom Minor Street

“ Yy

Conilicting Flow, vc

Critical Gap,’r‘c and Potential Camcitv,co

1/2 v3+v2+v5+v4=3j»+mm+§,§)_=7m v
"rcu_&,_(kecs (Tab.lﬁ,Z)cD7Q15ucnh (Fig.10.3)

Actual Capacity, ¢ cm7gap7xp4a;;_5c._59_§_. 200 peph
SHARED-LANE CADPRCTTY SR = Vo « Vg if lane is shared
(V787 T Vg7 Grg) € re
Movement no. v (peph) ’ o, (BEBh) cgp (PEDR) Cq 'I LOS
7 | 72 | 200 200 128 . D
9 33 590 590 507
4 83 700 700 617

Figure 10-7. Worksheet for analysis of T-intersections.
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YoLlmrs rtu bopg
Mvgw -
_— mmz?umwma v
il e 98 (
f Ve ¥,
Date of Counts: 17!9 X sror j7 ?
Time Period: - = JYTELD
Approach Speed: 00 N=[7] ——
PHF: (0,9 minor street: Grade
7% Trucks in DHV By-pass . 0+
YOLUME ADJUSTMENTS
T

Movement no. ?7 2 3 4 5 ] 7 | 9
Volume (voh) L 220 180 170 | 220 180 | 170
Vol.(pcoh), see Table 10,1 = 176 E——= 186 ' 176
STEP 1 : RT From Minor Street sl Vg

Conflicting Flow, Ve
Critical Gap,Tc and Potential Capacitv,cp

Actual Capacity, Cp

1/2 v3+v2s9ﬂ_2&=2&9nh (Vag!
T.*3.ecs (Tab.10 .2)cp9=1m::coh {(*ig.10.3}

2¢_ .= /70
- 0 cpg bneph

STEP 2 : LT From HMajor Street

o]
&Yy

Conflicting Flow, Vc

Critical Gap,Tc and Potential Capacity.cb
% of % utilized and Impedance Factor

(Fig.i0.%)
Actual Capacity, Gy

20
Vy+v,220. 180 400pn V)
Tcﬁ_jLsecstTab.IG,21CD4=ZQQpcnhfPig.10.3¥

(v4/cm)x160u25.4 po= .82

4

cTﬂéﬂcDﬂi 700 pcph

STEP 3 LT From ¥Minor Street

VY,

Conflicting Fiow, Vc

Critical Gab,Tc and Potential Cawacitv,c

1/2 VatV,+V 4V, =50 £20 42204 1707 0Uen

V.
=7
TCB.O secs (Tab.10.2)<_,=230bcoh (Fig.10.3)

Actual Capacity, ¢ ’ cm1scpTxP4éfﬂlx;§2=éﬂﬁi_,pcoh
SHARED- LANE CAPACITE SH = €V7/cm:?+F§§3?%9) if lane is shared
Movement no. v {peph? E c, (BEBh) csﬂ(pcnh) S E 08

7 186 205 205 19 e

® 176 770 770 594 A

4 | 176 700 700 524 A

Figure [0.7. Worksheet for analysis of T-intersections.
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