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Executive Summary

The Taylorsville Northwest Connector Intermediate Planning Study has been prepared to assist
the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet in defining the project limits, developing corridors,
determining project impacts as well as benefits to the community, and determining if the project
should continue to the design phase. It was apparent from the outset of the study that improved
mobility provided by a KY 44/KY 55 connector is important to the local residents, as well as to
tourists with destinations to and from downtown Taylorsville and Taylorsville Lake State Park.
This corridor, therefore, could play an important role in terms of the economic development of
Taylorsville, and could afford access to emergency services, jobs, recreation, and other
opportunities in the region. Collectively, the above concerns formed the framework to establish
project goals.

Establishment of the goals for the project included an active public involvement process. This
involved inclusion of a variety of project stakeholders, such as local public officials, area
residents, Kentuckiana Planning and Development Agency (KIPDA) staff, personnel from the
Industrial Development Authority, and Kentucky Transportation Cabinet staff from both the
Central Office and District 5. Jointly, the stakeholders formulated the following goals for
the project:

Alleviate current and projected KY 44 and KY 55 traffic congestion
Accommodate increasing commercial and industrial traffic
Decrease crash rates on these routes

Accommodate future population growth

Improve access for recreation/tourism traffic to Taylorsville Lake

A review of the existing conditions confirmed relatively poor levels of service for KY 44 and KY 55
near downtown Taylorsville. The traffic capacity of a new route was a major concern in the
study process. Traffic forecasts and analyses were made to determine the type of facility that
would be needed to keep pace with growth and meet capacity requirements in the design year
2025.

Several alternative actions were considered based upon project goals. The corridors included
a No-Build Option as well as two broad bands of corridors. (See Figure ES-1.) The No-
Build alternate was not recommended, because it did not address the project goals. The inner
band of corridors was considered to potentially have more environmental impacts, as well as an
environmental justice impact involving the community’s only nursing home. Therefore, based on
stakeholder input and the potential for less environmental impact, the outer band of corridors
was determined to be preferred. It is estimated that routes within the outer band of corridors
could cost from $7.9 million to $28.8 million, largely dependent on the length of structure needed
to cross Brashear’s Creek and it's floodplain.

The 2003-2008 Six-Year Highway Plan (SYP) has identified funding for the design, right of way
and utilities phases of this project. No construction funds have been identified. Anticipated
funding and costs, by phase, for implementation of the corridors in the recommended band are
shown in Table ES-1.
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FIGURE ES-1
CORRIDOR BANDS

TABLE ES-1: IDENTIFIED FUNDING AND
IMPLEMENTATION COSTS

Identified Funding Range of Implementation Costs for
(Year of Funding) Preferred Corridor Band
Design $1,000,000 (2005) $480,000-$1,995,000
Right of Way $1,500,000 (2007) $180,000-$790,000
Utilities $1,000,000 (2007) $80,000-$85,000
Construction Not Funded $4,760,000-$19,920,000
TOTAL $3,500,000 $7,940,000-$28,810,000*

*Note: Total cost includes 30% contingency. Given the variation in the range of costs between the corridors in the
corridor band, the phased costs listed here do not add up to the listed total cost. Individual corridor costs are found in

Appendix
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Taylorsville Northwest Connector Intermediate Planning Study, conducted by the Kentucky
Transportation Cabinet (KYTC), was undertaken to provide a tool that would assist in addressing
both the current and future needs of the area. Taylorsville, located in Spencer County, serves as
a bedroom community to many people who work in Louisville and Mount Washington, and hosts
many tourists who visit downtown Taylorsville and Taylorsville Lake State Park. Figure 1 depicts
the study area.
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FIGURE 1
PROJECT STUDY AREA
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1.1 Project History

A northwest connector, providing a link between KY 44 and KY 55 around the city of Taylorsville,
was recommended in the June 1985 T7aylorsville Lake Transportation Study completed by the
Division of Planning. The report noted that annual visitation to the lake and the park’s
recreational resources was forecasted to reach 2,500,000 visitors per year by 2020, adding an
additional 1,666,000 vehicle trips per year in the area. The study recommended several
improvements to the area transportation system in an effort to address the need for additional
capacity based on the demand of recreational traffic. The “KY 44 Northwest Connector” was
recommended for development between 2000 and 2020, or as the number of visitors to the lake
might dictate. It was anticipated that a large number of these visitors would travel to the lake
via KY 44 from west of Taylorsville, and the connector would provide a better connection to KY
44 on the east side of the city and ease congestion in the downtown area.

Recreational traffic is only one factor driving the need for a better connection around Taylorsville.
In terms of population growth, Spencer County is the fastest growing county in the state.
According to the US Census Bureau, the county grew from a population of 6,801 in 1990 to
11,766 in 2000, equaling a growth rate of 73%. Additionally, Spencer County was the fastest
growing county in Kentucky and the seventh fastest growing county in the United States between
April 1, 2000, and July 1, 2001 in terms of population percentage growth. During that period,
Spencer County grew by an estimated 10.8%, to 13,039 in 2001 (http://www.census.gov). The
infrastructure in Spencer County has been unable to keep pace with this level of growth,
particularly the transportation network.

Recognizing the need to develop a new route around downtown Taylorsville, the KYTC identified
funds for an Intermediate Planning Study in the Six-Year Highway Plan. In August 2001, the
study was initiated with an assessment of existing conditions. This included a review of existing
reports and plans, an analysis of the existing and design year 2025 traffic conditions, and an
analysis of the crash history of the road. Additionally, an environmental review/footprint was
developed highlighting known environmentally sensitive areas and places.

1.2 Project Team Meeting

The first Project Team Meeting was held on October 2, 2001, in the KYTC District 5 Conference
Room, to determine problems and issues associated with the existing roadway network and to
develop a preliminary statement of project goals. Minutes of that meeting are included in
Appendix A and are summarized in the following sections.

A. Project Issues

Issues identified at the Project Team Meeting for the existing KY 44/KY 55 corridor include both
congestion and safety. Some of the most evident safety issues are narrow lanes and shoulders
and restricted sight distances. Other issues are as follows:

= Existing routes are experiencing poor levels of service

= High occurrence of sideswipe and rear end crashes, although overall rates are low
= Poor geometrics on KY 44 west between Taylorsville and Mount Washington

= Desire by the county to develop industry north of town

= No definitive location for a tie-in of the bypass on KY 44 West due to lack of level terrain,
poor horizontal and vertical curves
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= Spencer County is the State's fastest growing county (in percentage population growth)
= Need to accommodate future industrial growth of the area

= Loss of the downtown area as a viable commercial center

B. Project Benefits

Similarly, possible benefits of the proposed project discussed at the Project Team Meeting include
the following:

= Alleviating current KY 55 traffic congestion

= Alleviating projected KY 44 and KY 55 traffic congestion
= Accommodating industrial development

=  Accommodating future population growth

= Relieving geometric deficiencies

= Improving the downtown atmosphere

= Improving safety

= Improving opportunities for recreational/tourism traffic to Taylorsville Lake

C. Preliminary Project Goals

Based on the issues and benefits in Sections 1.2A and 1.2B, the following were formulated as the
preliminary project goals:

= Alleviate current and projected KY 44 and KY 55 traffic congestion
= Accommodate increasing commercial and industrial traffic

= Decrease crash rates on these routes

= Accommodate future population growth

= Improve access for recreational/tourism traffic to Taylorsville Lake

D. Logical Termini

At the first Project Team Meeting, the logical terminus for the connector on KY 55 was
determined to be in the area from north of Brashear’s Creek to just north of Industrial Drive. For
KY 44, the likely project termini was proposed to be west of the elementary school. The existing
topography was a major consideration in the determination of project termini.

E. Probable Design Criteria

The Project Team agreed that the functional class for the proposed corridors would be Rural
Major Collector with a design speed of 55 mph. Unless future traffic volumes dictate otherwise, a
typical section would be two lanes with 12-foot shoulders (on which bicycles could be used), with
turning lanes added where required. In order to accommodate increased traffic flow during peak
school hours, additional lanes may be necessary near Spencer County Elementary School. This
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could result in the need for a four-lane curb and gutter section. Whether the corridor will be
partially or fully access controlled was discussed but not resolved. A more in-depth study is
needed to determine which of these would be more beneficial.

1.3 Local Officials/Stakeholders Meeting

The information discussed at the initial Project Team Meeting was taken to the first Local
Officials/Stakeholders meeting. This meeting was held on October 19, 2001, in the Spencer
County Farm Bureau Building. The local officials/stakeholders were presented with the project
issues, benefits, and goals as established by the Project Team. The local officials/stakeholders
were in agreement with the information presented and discussed. The stakeholders also
encouraged the Project Team to utilize all means of notifying the public regarding public
meetings on the proposed project. These suggestions included utilizing area web sites, the local
newspaper, and flyers in local agencies and businesses.

14 Resource Agency Coordination

The KYTC Division of Planning sent letters to numerous agencies asking for input and comments
on the Taylorsville Northwest Connector Intermediate Planning Study, in order to address their
concerns early in the project development process. Twenty-five (25) agencies responded and
their responses are included in Appendix B. The agencies responding to this request, as well as
their general comments, are as follows:

Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Cabinet, Division of Waste
Management: Recommends that all appropriate measures and activities be used to observe,
detect, and handle any hazardous waste that may be discovered or generated from this project.

Kentucky Cabinet for Workforce Development: No comments.

Kentucky Department of Agriculture: Expressed concern regarding impact to farmland,
particularly the permanent loss of prime farmland that each alternate would cause, and also the
economic and other impacts to area farms from each alternate route.

Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources: Recommends that development in
or near streams occur during low flow periods to minimize disturbances. Recommends use of
proper erosion control structures to minimize entry of silt to stream, and replanting of disturbed
areas after construction, including stream banks and right-of-ways, with native vegetation.

Kentucky Department for Natural Resources, Division of Conservation: There are no
agricultural districts established within or adjacent to the project area. However, the Department
would like to see loss of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance addressed in the
planning study. The Department also recommended that erosion and sedimentation be
controlled during and after earth disturbing activities, and recommended the use of Best
Management Practices (BMP) to prevent nonpoint source water pollution.

Kentucky Department for Natural Resources, Division of Water: The Division will
comment on the proposed project when a specific location(s) is submitted to the State
Environmental Review Officer.

Kentucky Heritage Council: An archaeological survey should be conducted for the connector
right-of-way by a professional archaeologist, and a survey made of historic structures to
determine if there are any sites eligible or potentially eligible for listing in the National Register
for Historic Places which might be affected. This area has a high potential for unrecorded
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prehistoric or historic archaeological sites. All archeological and historic structures reports must
be submitted for review, comment and approval by the Kentucky Heritage Council Director.

Kentucky State Nature Preserves Commission: It is recommended that construction
associated with any project, especially crossing Brashears Creek, should be planned to minimize
impact to water quality in Brashears Creek and the Salt River, which are documented to have
harbored populations of rare aquatic organisms.

Kentucky State Police, Post 12, Frankfort: The Kentucky State Police are in favor of this
project due to its positive impact on the highway safety and traffic flow needs of Spencer County.

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet

= District 5, Right-of-Way: Right-of-way acquisition would be typical for the project
involving farmland, businesses, a nursing home, a church, and a cemetery. A direct
tie-in to improved KY 44 east of KY 55 could affect an apartment building and the
nursing home.

= Division of Environmental Analysis: Stream and pond impacts should be
avoided. Any federally listed endangered species would have to be addressed
through either avoidance or mitigation. Site visits to obtain details concerning
hazardous and/or non-hazardous waste facilities and underground storage tanks
should be conducted. The Air Quality status of the project would not be a problem;
the project appears to be outside of the area requiring conformity. Noise data would
have to be collected and analyzed to determine the impact to residents of the area.
More Socio-economic related information is needed regarding relocations and
potential impacts to low-income and/or minority neighborhoods.

= Division of Multimodal Programs: The Louisville Bicycle Club tours extensively
from Louisville to Taylorsville Lake. It is important, for economic and safety concerns,
to provide an unobstructed paved shoulder width of at least 4 feet along this
segment.

= Division of Traffic — Permits Branch: The Permits Branch urges the Cabinet to
implement partially controlled access on any new facility constructed. They
encourage all possible access points to be designated on the plans in accordance
with 603 KAR 5:120. They would like to make every effort possible to have the
design speed to be the same as anticipated posted speed. They would like to see
access control fence installed with the project. If the proposed roadway is to be on
the National Highway System, early notification of the final line and grade is needed.

Spencer County/Taylorsville

= County Board of Education: Spencer County Schools are the largest employers in
the county. A connector in the vicinity of the new elementary school, as far west of
the school as possible, would be better for school safety and student transportation.

= County Judge Executive: Spencer County is in need of various improvements as it
relates to the project study area. KY 44 & KY 55 need to be straightened and
widened first, then proceed with the connector being constructed for improved traffic
flow and safer roads.
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= County Magistrate, District 2: The possible bypass of KY 44 west of Taylorsville
to the new elementary school and proceeding west to Mt. Washington and
Shepherdsville, would be good for the county, and also for growth and industrial
development.

= Taylorsville Police Department: A connector would divert traffic north on KY 55,
away from the growth area of the city, and not back into the heavier traffic. It would
allow for the possible industrial growth on the north side of the connector. Delaying
the planning process may cause the property in question to be bought or developed,
causing another 5 to 10 year delay.

= Taylorsville/Spencer County Industrial Development Authority: The
following changes have occurred since potential locations were discussed at the
October 19, 2001 Local Officials/Stakeholders Meeting. The 447-acre site on KY 155
at the Taylorsville city limits is not currently an option. A 7-10 acre site is now being
privately developed on KY 44 about 2 miles east of Taylorsville. The authority is
considering a 154-acre site on KY 44, two miles east of Taylorsville; adjacent to the
privately owned site named above. The authority is currently considering a 104-acre
site on KY 44, one mile west of Taylorsville, across from the Spencer County
Elementary School. The KY 44 corridor, both east and west is a prime target for
industrial development in Spencer County. It is also unlikely that an industrial site
will be located on KY 55/155 in the foreseeable future.

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers District — Louisville: The study area encompasses numerous
streams subject to the regulatory authority under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) (33
USC 1344). Among these are the Salt River, Pond Run Creek, Brashears Creek, Elk Creek,
Chadbourn Branch, and numerous unnamed tributaries. The Corps of Engineers regulates the
discharge of dredged and/or fill material into “waters of the United States” including wetlands.
The data furnished indicates an authorization under this section of law may be required before
beginning work. It is in the applicant’s best interest to submit data in a formal permit
application. If a permit is required, processing can begin immediately.

U. S. Coast Guard: This project does not cross waterways over which the Coast Guard exercises
jurisdiction for bridge administration purposes. A Coast Guard bridge permit is not required.

U. S. Department of Agriculture - Natural Resources Conservation Service: Although
there are a few registered historic places within the location map, and rock fences that could be
considered historic, no known segment of the population would bear a disproportionate share of
the consequences of environmental impacts attributed to this proposed project. According to the
soil survey, the proposed area has approximately 50 acres of hydric soils, 300 acres of hydric
inclusion soils, 600 acres of Prime Farmland soils, and numerous sinkholes. Also, there are
numerous churches and cemeteries, and a couple of schools and parks within the proposed area.

U. S. Department of Health & Human Services: While they have no project specific
comments to offer at this time, they do recommend that the topics listed below be considered
during the NEPA process along with other necessary topics, and addressed if appropriate.
Mitigation plans which are protective of the environment and public health should be described in
the DEIS wherever warranted. Areas of potential public health concern are: air quality, water
quality/quantity, wetlands and floodplains, hazardous materials/wastes, non-hazardous solid
waste/other materials, noise, occupational health and safety, land use and housing, and
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Environmental Justice. While this is not intended to be an exhaustive list of possible impact
topics, it provides a guide for typical areas of potential public health concern which may be
applicable to this project. Any health related topic which may be associated with the proposed
project should receive consideration when developing the draft and final EISs.

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency: The EPA’s review of the NEPA document will consist
of looking at environmental affects of the project on the water, air, land, wildlife habitat in the
area. Attached with their letter were preliminary scoping comments pertaining to the contents of
a National Environmental Policy Act document. In addition, they also enclosed specific
information regarding significant and priority ecological areas, environmental justice areas of
concern, and general land cover types for the project area, titled “Elements of a National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Document for Transportation Projects.” The EPA
recommendation letter can be reviewed in its entirety in Appendix B.

U. S. Federal Aviation Administration: There are no public use airports in the vicinity of this
proposed project. As long as construction activities do not exceed 200 feet in height above
ground level, there will be no impacts on FAA programs, and no Notice of Proposed Construction
will be required.

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service: The major concern is with erosion and sediment control
measures. The following recommendations were made: preventive planning, diversion channels,
silt barriers, temporary seeding and mulching, and limited stream activities. Concrete box
culverts should be placed in a manner that prevents any impediment to low flows, or movement
of indigenous aquatic species. Overflow channel excavations should be confined to one side of
the channel, leaving the opposite bank and its riparian vegetation intact. All fill should be
stabilized immediately upon placement. Stream banks should be stabilized with riprap or other
accepted bioengineering techniques. Existing transportation corridors should be used in lieu of
temporary crossings where possible. Good water quality should be maintained during
construction. The federally listed Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) may be within the impact area of
the project.

1.5 Public Involvement

One Public Information Meeting was conducted as part of the public involvement process. This
meeting was held on November 8, 2001, at the Spencer County High School. The meeting was
well attended by local officials and residents, with approximately 63 people in attendance. The
intent of this meeting was to achieve the following:

To let the community know about the project

To identify and address community concerns and issues

To identify sensitive areas that should be avoided

To explore corridors and discuss impacts

To create a project that benefits the community and gains its support

Following a formal presentation, attendees were directed to an open exhibit area where maps of
the project area, crash data, traffic volumes, and levels of service were on display. The attendees
expressed no preference for logical termini on KY 55, but preferred that the KY 44 terminus
should lie west of the Elementary School. The public felt that Valley Cemetery, Hill View
Apartments, and Anderson Hill should be avoided. Some attendees even suggested that
Brashear’s Creek not be crossed (see Figure 2).
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Attendees were encouraged to complete the questionnaires provided in the handouts. They
were also asked to draw their preferred alignment and to note issues of environmental concerns
on a map of the study area included in the packet. In general, the public felt that the connector
was needed. Their reasons included: better service to new industrial parks, safer access to the
schools, reduced congestion, and improved traffic flow. Others felt that improvements to KY
55/KY 155 between Jefferson County and Taylorsville should be completed first.
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2.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

2.1 Roadway Characteristics

The following characteristics were extracted from the KYTC Highway Information System (HIS)
database. KY 44 and KY 55 are both State Secondary Roads in the State Maintained Highway
System. The initial project limits for KY 44 were from KY 623 (Lily Pike Road, milepost 4.335),
just west of Taylorsville, to KY 3200 (Town Hill Road, milepost 11.045), just east of Taylorsville,
approximately 6.7 miles in length. The initial project limits for KY 55 were from milepoint 5.518,
just south of Taylorsville, to milepoint 7.518, just north of Taylorsville, approximately 2.0 miles in
length. KY 44, designated as a Rural Major Collector from the Bullitt County line to KY 55 in
Taylorsville, is situated through terrain that is primarily rolling. Several sharp curves in the road
combined with that rolling terrain restrict sight distance. Table 1 presents a summary of the HIS
existing roadway characteristics for KY 44, and Table 2 illustrates existing roadway
characteristics for KY 55.

Bridge data for KY 44 are listed in Table 1 and for KY 55 in Table 2. A bridge with a sufficiency
rating less than fifty (50.0) is considered eligible for replacement with federal funds under the
Federal-Aid Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program. Bridges can also be rated
either structurally deficient or functionally obsolete. There are two bridges in the study area (one
on KY 44 and one on KY 55) that are functionally obsolete. The functionally obsolete bridge on
KY 55 also has a sufficiency rating less than 50.0.

The traffic volumes on each road vary dramatically depending on the distance from the
downtown area, as shown in Figure 2. The segment of KY 44 from KY 55 (Taylorsville-
Shelbyville Road) to KY 3200 (Main Street) currently carries approximately 10,950 vehicles per
day (vpd), while the segment from KY 1633 to KY 1251 (Murray Road/Hardesty Ridge Road)
carries only 3,530 vpd, according to 2000 counts. Truck percentages, including both single unit
and combination trucks, are less than 5.0% for both routes. Traffic count data was provided by
the KYTC.

2.2 Crash Analysis

One of the primary goals of any highway improvement project is to provide a safe and efficient
roadway. A look at the recent crash history (January 1, 1996 — June 30, 2001) obtained from the
KYTC's HIS database for KY 44 and KY 55 indicates that the overall crash rate is lower than the
statewide crash rates for similar facilities. There were a total of 43 crashes reported in the
survey period for KY 44 and a total of 9 crashes reported in the survey period for KY 55. A closer
study of the crashes revealed a low percentage of injury crashes (23% for both KY 44 and KY 55)
compared to total crashes. To gain a better understanding of these crashes, an analysis of
Critical Crash Rate Factors (CRF) was conducted to determine the types and possible causes of
these incidents. The total number of crashes, disaggregated by type and location, are found in
Table 3.

Roadway segments, as defined by the HIS route log, were analyzed to determine if the CRF
exceeded 1.0. The CRF is calculated by dividing the total crash rate along a particular roadway
segment by the critical crash rate. A CRF of 1.0 and above indicates a crash rate for which it can
be said that crashes are not occurring randomly.
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KY 44 ROADWAY CHARACTERISTICS

HIS Roadway Characteristics

Functional Classification

Rural Major Collector (MP 4.335-8.992 & MP 9.7
11.045), Rural Minor Arterial (MP 8.992-9.7)

State System Class

State Secondary

Undivided Highway (MP 4.335-9.083 & MP

Type Road 9.1-9.6), Divided Highway (MP 9.083-9.1 &
MP 9.6—11.045)
Type of Roadway |Scenic Byway System No
National Highway System No
National Truck Network No
Defense Highway No
Truck Weight Class AAA (80,000 Ib)
Extended Weight System No
Average Right-of-Way Wicth (Feet) | °1)'(1p'5.47-6.7), 300 (WP 8.7-11.045).
. 10 (MP 4.335-8.545), 11 (MP 8.545-9.083),
Lane Width (Feet) 2(0 (MP 9.083-9.1)), 12 ((MP 9.1-11.045) :
e Driving Lanes 2 (MP 4.335-9.7), 4 (MP 9.7-11.045)
3 (MP 4.335-8.545), 2 (MP 8.545-9.083 &
Shoulder Width (Feet) MP 9.1-9.403), 0 (MP 9.083-9.1), 10 (MP
9.403-11.045)
Percent Passing Sight Distance 0
Type of Terrain Rolling
age | | tengen | wiaen |Fonctonai] Suficency
B7 5.732 156’ 22.3' Yes 77.5
Bridges B10 8.473 407’ 35.5 No 88.3
B29 9.413 285’ 51.7 No 92.3
B45 10.212 515’ 43.3’ No 98.3
B45P 10.213 515’ 43.3’ No 98.3
Vil s Current Volume (Vehicles per Day) 2,430-10,950
Percent trucks 4.4%
Speeds Speed Limit (Miles per Hour) 35-55
Pavement Surface Type High Flexible
Last Year Surfaced 1986-1992
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TABLE 2
KY 55 ROADWAY CHARACTERISTICS
HIS Roadway Characteristics
. . Rural Major Collector (MP 5.518-6.518),
Functional Classification Rural Minor Arterial (MP 6.518-7.518)
State System Class State Secondary
Undivided Highway (MP 5.518-6.518 & MP
Type Road 6.7-7.518), Divided Highway (MP 6.518-
6.7)
Type of Roadway gcenic Byway System No
National Highway System No
National Truck Network No
Defense Highway No
Truck Weight Class AAA (80,000 Ib)
Extended Weight System No
Average Right-of-Way Width (Feet) [50 (MP 5.518-6.518), 225 (MP 6.518-7.518
. 10 (MP 5.518-6.34), 11 (MP 6.34-6.518),
Lane Width (Feet) 12 (MP 6.518-7.518)
Driving Lanes 2
Geometrics . 3 (MP 5.518-6.34), 2 (MP 6.34-6.518), 10
Shoulder Width (Feet) (MP 6.518-7.518)
Percent Passing Sight Distance 0 (MP 5.518-6.232), 20 (MP 6.518-7.518)
Number of Bridges 1
Type of Terrain Rolling
Bridge . Functionally| Sufficiency
Bridges No. MP Length Width Obsolete? Rating |
B4 6.234 378’ 25.1 Yes 45.0
Vil s Current Volume (Vehicles per Day) 7,150-9,110
Percent trucks 4.6%
Speeds Speed Limit (Miles per Hour) 35-55
Surface Type High Flexible
Pavement
Last Year Surfaced 1988-2000
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2025 = Traffic with the connector in place

Assumes 6.1% Trucks East of Taylorsville on KY 44, 4.1% Trucks West of Taylorsville on KY 44 and 4.1% Trucks on KY 55

FIGURE 2
EXISTING AND DESIGN YEAR (2025) TRAFFIC
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TABLE 3
CRASH STATISTICS
. Property .
Begin End Total Injury Fatal
e MP MP Crashes Dg:lafe Crashes Crashes (Gl
KY 44 4.335 5.727 6 4 2 0 0.21
KY 44 5.727 8.451 20 12 8 0 0.30
KY 44 8.451 8.997 12 12 0 0 0.51
KY 44 8.997 9.700 5 2 3 0 0.09
KY 44 9.700 11.045 0 0 0 0 0.00
KY 55 6.518 7.925 9 7 2 0 0.10

A segment of roadway is considered to have a high crash rate when the total crash rate is higher
than the critical crash rate for similar roads in the state. When a segment has a CRF greater
than one (1.0), this indicates that crashes at this location may not be occurring randomly. The
critical rate factors are calculated based on the methodology presented in the Kentucky
Transportation Center’s Analysis of Traffic Accident Data in Kentucky (1993-1997).

For KY 44, the segment from KY 1633 to KY 55 had a CRF of 0.51, which was the highest for all
of the segments and indicates that the roadway conditions were not likely a contributing factor to
the crashes in the area. Further analysis indicated that the majority of the crashes on KY 44 and
KY 55 involve sideswipe and rear end crashes. The CRFs for KY 44 are shown on Figure 3.

There is one notable intersection with a high occurrence of reported crashes. The southern
intersection of KY 55 with KY 44 had 39 crashes on the KY 55 approach from January 1, 1996 to
June 30, 2001. However, discussion with the Taylorsville Chief of Police found that that the
intersection does not have a high occurrence of crashes. It was surmised during that discussion
that some of those crashes may have been assigned to an incorrect location when crash reports
were filed.

2.3 Traffic and Level of Service

KY 44 and KY 55 were divided into several segments for the purpose of evaluating existing and
design year (2025) traffic volumes and for performing Level of Service (LOS) analyses. Several
data sources were used, including land use plans obtained from Spencer County’s Planning and
Zoning and traffic counts that were taken at these segments to verify existing traffic conditions
along KY 44 and KY 55.

A. Traffic Forecasts

The land use plans included significant amounts of industrial development both east and west of
the City of Taylorsville. Information on Spencer County’s overall historic traffic growth rate was
provided by the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet.

The forecasting methodology utilized a combination of travel demand model outputs, trip
generation, and compounded annual growth rates to forecast traffic volumes on major roadways
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FIGURE 3
CRITICAL CRASH RATE FACTOR ANALYSIS
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in the study area both with and without the proposed connector. The forecasting methodology
steps included the following:

1. Use the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation manual to
estimate new trip generation values which would be attributed to the changes in
local land use plans (three new industrial parks on KY 44).

2. Estimate “background” traffic growth. This would be the growth expected on
study area highways due to increasing traffic volumes from non-Taylorsville trip
generators. This growth rate is based on historic trends in traffic growth for
Spencer County.

3. Estimate the amount of travel on the proposed connector using a manual gravity
technique, checked against the travel demand model results, which provided data
on the percent of traffic diverted to the connector from the existing KY 44 route
through Taylorsville.

4. Assign the new locally-generated trips (from the industrial parks in step 1) to the
study area highways. The traffic distribution patterns were determined based on
data derived from the future year travel demand model trip assignments. A
“select link” analysis was utilized. The select link technique isolates traffic
movements on individual links or from individual zones.

5. Estimate the percent trucks anticipated in the daily traffic volumes projected for
the new connector.

6. Estimate the impact on travel, if any, for two alternate alignments (one to the
north of the KY44/55 “T” intersection and one to the south of that intersection).
The base case would be the alignment directly across from the intersection.

The Taylorsville-Spencer County Industrial Development Authority was contacted regarding
future development plans for the Taylorsville area. The Authority responded in a February 12,
2002, letter (located in Appendix B), indicating the following areas under consideration for
development:

e A 7-10 acre site being privately developed on KY 44 approximately 2 miles east of
Taylorsville.

e A 154-acre site approximately 2 miles east of Taylorsville adjacent to the privately owned
7-10 acre site

e A 104-acre site on KY 44 approximately one mile west of Taylorsville, across from the
Spencer County Elementary School.

Inquiries were made about other land use changes planned for the area, but no further
anticipated land use changes were provided by local officials. It was decided it would be
acceptable to proceed since additional future changes in land use and trip generation would be
accounted for in using a higher than (statewide) average growth rate for the background traffic
estimated for Taylorsville roadways, consistent with the historic trends in overall Spencer County
traffic volume growth rates.

The results of the traffic forecasts are shown in Table 4.
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TABLE 4
FORECAST SUMMARY AND GROWTH RATES
% %
- 2000 2025 2025
oun
Without Rate With Rate
Connector 00-25 Connector 00-25
KY 3200 to KY 2239 5,420 12,500 3.4 12,500 3.4
KY 55 to KY 3200 4,980 13,200 4.0 15,300 4.6
KY 3200 to KY 55 10,950 22,600 2.9 20,300 2.5
Point Street to KY 3200 4,870 14,600 4.5 7,500 1.7
KY 1633 to Point Street 4,470 13,900 4.6 7,000 1.8

KY 1251 to KY 1633 3,530 11,500 4.8 11,500 4.8

ProEosed Connector NA -- -- 7,300 -

KY 55 to KY 44 1,960 7,400 5.5 5,300 4.1
Source: KYTC, HNTB

B. Level of Service

Level of Service (LOS) is an alphabetic representation of the traffic flow for a roadway segment.
Calculated values can range from LOS A, completely free flowing traffic, to LOS F, completely
gridlock traffic. Level of service analysis was performed using the Highway Capacity Software
3.1g on existing traffic conditions and the design year 2025 traffic forecasts discussed above.
Existing LOS values are in the range of D and E, indicating KY 44 and KY 55 experience moderate
to heavy levels of congestion. The future year traffic conditions are expected to worsen,
resulting in LOS values of E to F. LOS E designation typically describes roadways that are
approaching capacity accompanied with occasional delays and LOS F designation typically
describes roadways that have reached or exceeded capacity and experience severe levels of
congestion. A new connector would help maintain existing levels of service through 2025.
Figure 4 shows LOS values at various segments of KY 44 and KY 55 for both existing and future
year 2025.
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FIGURE 4
EXISTING AND DESIGN YEAR (2025) LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS)
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL OVERVIEW

This section presents a general overview of the social, economic, and environmental (SEE)
framework of the proposed project area. It verifies key SEE issues, which represent constraints
upon project location within the study corridor. Also, preliminary evaluations of community
impact, environmental justice, and other socioeconomic factors have been conducted to
determine the need for avoidance considerations. The information presented is based on readily
available public records and archival research supplemented with field reconnaissance and
“windshield surveys”. The resources identified as part of the environmental overview are shown
in Figure 5 on the following page. Full documentation of these resources is found in a separate
environmental overview report, prepared as a part of this study.

3.1 Socioeconomic Considerations

Spencer County is currently experiencing one of the fastest growth rates in Kentucky with a
growth rate of 73% between 1990 and 2000. Taylorsville experienced a growth rate of 30.4%
between 1990 and 2000 with a current population of 1,009. This growth is in part due to
Taylorsville Lake and Taylorsville Lake State Park, which have more than 780,000 visitors
annually. The population of Spencer County from the 2000 Census Data is 11,766, while the
gross annual income exceeds $200 million. The population growth and potential tourism income
make this area ideal for future industrial and business growth.

The project study area is rural except within the Taylorsville City limits. There are a group of
houses on KY 1633 that display neighborhood characteristics of similar design, style, and age.
There do not appear to be any other neighborhoods or community units within the study corridor
which have a cohesive structure or display the type of characteristics represented by similarities
in design, style, age, ethnicity, race, culture, family composition, education, religion, or usage.
This conclusion was preliminarily established through “windshield” surveys, but should be re-
examined during subsequent project phases. Relocation activities associated with the acquisition
of homes should not be complicated by the need to maintain associated cultural or social groups
or extended family units.

Community cohesion for the anticipated small number of displacements will not adversely affect
the residential units or small clusters along the project area required. It is expected that these
crossroad clusters will continue to thrive. It is also expected that some displaced residents will
be able to relocate their homes and structures on the same property, thereby maintaining
established connections and social groups.

The available housing market in Spencer County is adequate for any replacement housing
needed. However, every reasonable effort should be made during the project design and
construction phases to avoid and minimize displacements on the project. At this time,
displacement and relocation issues are not expected to significantly affect alignment selection
and project advancement decisions. If it should be determined to be necessary, Last Resort
Housing (housing that is made available to a removed person that cannot find a house priced in
their financial range in a reasonable amount of time) can be implemented on a case by case
basis. During subsequent project phases, relocation issues should be reexamined to determine if
conditions and impacts have changed, and if relocation issues warrant higher status in the
decision-making process for the selection of the preferred alternate.
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There are currently no community resources such as airports or hospitals that are adversely
affected in the proposed project corridor. The Spencer County Elementary School is located on
the south side of KY 44 and should not be adversely affected by the project. Also, the Spencer
County High School is located on the east side of KY 55 within the Taylorsville city limits and
should not experience any adverse affects. A new community park (Taylorsville Park) is planned
in Taylorsville on KY 44. Taylorsville Park will have football, softball, baseball, and soccer fields.
Valley Cemetery (approximately 350+ graves) is the only cemetery within the project corridor
and is located outside Taylorsville on the north side of KY 44. Another resource within the
project corridor is the Taylorsville Masonic Lodge No. 210 located on KY 1633, which is an
established fraternity of men who join together to work toward common goals. The present
locations of these resources should be noted for future design alignment considerations to
minimize or avoid impacts on the facility.

Farmland is an abundant resource in the project area. In 1997, total cash receipts from Spencer
County reached approximately $20M, with receipts from crops being greater than livestock. The
agriculture use is a mixture of pasture, row crops, and hayfields with the predominant cash crop
being tobacco. Efforts should be made in subsequent project phases to further determine the
effects on individual farms and reduce land conversion impacts by design modifications wherever
practical. Coordination with the Natural Resources Conservation Service and development of
Farm Practices Protection Act (FPPA) farmland impact assessment evaluations will also be
required. Based on the current level of information available, no significant adverse social and
economic impacts are anticipated from any of the alternates currently under consideration.
However, these preliminary findings will require validation through appropriate detailed
environmental base studies required in subsequent phases.

3.2 Environmental Justice Considerations

The Kentuckiana Regional Planning and Development Agency (KIPDA) investigated potential
environmental justice considerations for the study. An environmental justice issue is said to exist
where a proposed project affects a disproportionate percentage of low-income and/or minority
populations, as compared to either county or statewide averages for those population groups.
Through an examination of 2000 census block data (the study area comprises three block
groups, supplemented with information gathered from local officials and community leaders)
KIPDA found that poverty levels are higher than the state average in one block in the 18-64 age
range, and poverty levels in the 65 and older range are higher in all three block groups.
Additionally, there is a higher percentage of 62 and older in one block group than the state
average. Minority populations are lower than the statewide average in all three groups. The
complete KIPDA Environmental Justice Report is found in Appendix D.

3.3 Air Quality Considerations

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has established criteria for ambient levels of
common transportation related air pollutants including ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), oxides
of nitrogen (Nox) and total suspended particulates (TSP). The Kentucky Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection Cabinet (KNREPC) has adopted these same air quality standards.
These National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) have been promulgated to represent the
maximum allowable air pollutant levels and characterize conditions that pose no significant threat
to human health and welfare.
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Pursuant to the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, the project area has been designated an
attainment area for all transportation-related pollutants (CO, HC, Nox, and TSP). This project is
in an area that does not require transportation control measures. Therefore, the Amended Final
Conformity Guidelines issued by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the U.S.
Department of Transportation will not apply for this project. With respect to the latest
conforming State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), the proposed project is located
on page 345 of the STIP, Fiscal Years 2001-2006, approved in October of 2000. Mobile source
air pollution is not a problem in the project area and the existing ambient air environment is well
within National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

Based on project corridor windshield surveys and inspections, no air quality sensitive land uses or
susceptible sites were observed. With the location of the corridor being in an attainment area
and traffic volumes predicted for the design year expected to be low, it is anticipated that
concentrations of carbon monoxide will remain below both the one-hour standard (35ppm) and
the eight-hour standard (9ppm) regardless of the alternate alignment used. In accordance with
KYTC/DEA Position Paper 006-2000, a microscale analysis following the guidance specified in Air
Quality Guidance for Project Level Analysis, revised October 2000, will be required for this
project. Within the study corridor there are approximately 10 potential air receptors. Project
level emission inventories shall not be developed because the project originates from a
conforming STIP.

Finally, construction period air quality impacts will need to be evaluated to determine the
potential short-term effects of site preparation, demolition, materials storage, and construction
actions to determine if any appropriate mitigation commitments are to be incorporated into the
project plans.

3.4 Highway Noise Considerations

Highway noise levels, at this time, are not expected to be a major concern on this project
because most of the adjacent land use is undeveloped farmland. Most receptors are isolated
single structures, and several of the potential receptors (residences) may be acquired for project
construction. Within the study corridor, there are approximately twenty-five (25) potential noise
receptors. With low concentrations of impacted noise receptors throughout the project area,
noise mitigation by sound barriers would not be practical due to cost-benefit considerations as
outlined within the context of KYTC’s Noise Abatement Policy. Given the rural nature of the
project area, the vehicle mix, traffic volumes, and the general absence of sensitive receptors,
highway noise impacts are not expected to influence project feasibility or location decisions.
However, a project specific noise impact analysis will be required in upcoming phases to verify
noise impact conditions using the procedure for conducting field monitoring based on FHWA
requirements and the KYTC Noise Abatement Policy.

3.5 Water Quality

Brashears Creek, which is a tributary of the Salt River, and Pond Run Creek, are the only
perennial streams within the project area. From National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) mapping,
large 100-year floodplains were shown along both perennial streams. These streams may be
impacted by siltation and stormwater runoff. @~ NWI maps (Taylorsville and Waterford
Quadrangles) were also reviewed to determine the presence of wetlands in the corridor and are
indicated in Figure 5. Fifty-one (51) wetlands were identified with forty-three (43) of those
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being listed as impounded or diked ponds that are part of farming operations. A field inspection
will be necessary to determine the jurisdictional status of each wetland area.

3.6 Wild and Scenic Rivers

No wild and scenic rivers or Outstanding Water Resources, as reported by the KNREPC, are found
in the project study area. There are no exemplary natural communities, natural areas,
recreational areas or wildlife and waterfowl refuges within the project area.

3.7 Flora and Fauna

The flora of the project area belongs to the Western Mesophytic Forest region of the Deciduous
Forest of Eastern North America (Braun 1950). The Western Mesophytic Forest region is a
mosaic of unlike climaxes and subclimaxes, and thus may be thought of as a transitional area
between the Mixed Mesophytic Forest region to the east and the Oak-Hickory Forest region to
the west. Representative examples of the Mixed Mesophytic Forest association occur frequently
in its eastern part and more locally westward. Oak-hickory and prairie communities resembling
the climaxes to the west and several intermediate types, such as oak-tulip tree and beech-
chestnut, take place in the mosaic.

The original forests that covered the project area and in turn the Outer Bluegrass Section (OBS)
appear to have been very similar to the Inner Bluegrass. Underdrainage is less pronounced, and
sinks are rare. Perhaps related to the groundwater condition, beech trees are present along with
the species commonly found in the Inner Bluegrass. Semi-natural areas are almost lacking,
except on valley slopes and at the margins of the Outer Bluegrass.

Vegetation within the project area has low species diversity. Forests within the project area are
basically oak/hickory with large amounts of Eastern red cedar in old fields. The number of
exotic, introduced, and non-native species is considered to be high. Approximately 86% of the
land within the project area has a land use of Crop/Pasture. Such land use produces disturbed
habitats that are rapidly occupied by non-native species. A review of Kentuckys Big Trees by the
Kentucky Division of Forestry (1995) indicated that no trees currently listed as state or national
champion occur within Spencer County, Kentucky.

Common mammal species compatible with the habitats found in the project area were derived
from range maps provided in Barbour and Davis (1974) and Hamilton and Whitaker (1979).
Whitetail deer, raccoon, opossum, striped skunk, foxes, and coyote are mammals that have a
broad home range and are likely to use any or all of habitats in the project area. Woodchuck and
eastern cottontail are likely to occur along fence rows and forest edges and squirrels and eastern
chipmunks are likely to occur in the more wooded areas. Wetlands in the project area will likely
support muskrat.

Amphibian and reptile species that are likely to occur in the project were derived from range
maps provided in Amphibians and Reptiles of Kentucky by Barbour (1971). Wetlands in the
project area will likely support several species of frogs and toads, red spotted newt, northern
water snake, and common snapping turtle.

The wooded slopes of the area provide suitable habitat for eastern garter snake, northern black
racer, black rat snakes, northern copperhead, and eastern box turtle. The deeper side ravines
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that contain greater soil moisture provide habitat for salamander species. Fence rows with cover
vegetation likely will support northern fence lizard and five-lined skink.

Habitat types found in the project area provide suitable habitat for bird species that are
associated with forest edges and open fields. Bird species that require extensive wooded areas
are not likely to be found.

3.8 Threatened, Endangered, or Special Concern Species

According to information from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Indiana Bat Revised
Recovery Plan (1999), the Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) is a migratory species that is found
throughout much of the eastern half of the United States. Potential roosting habitats may be
found within the project area. Habitats for the federally endangered running buffalo clover
(Trifolium stoloniferum) may also be found in the project area. Information from the Kentucky
State Nature Preserves Commission (KSNPC) states there are four species of federally
endangered mussels and seven state listed species of mussels. Fieldwork will be necessary in
subsequent project phases to determine if these species exist within right-of-way of the
alternates and minimize possible impacts to these species.

3.9 Cultural Historic Resources Evaluation

During 1992, a comprehensive survey of Spencer County was performed to document additional
significant structures with related characteristics. The sites identified in this survey were not
given Kentucky Heritage Council (KHC) survey numbers. Twenty-five cultural historic sites are
located in the project area that were previously documented with this survey.

In addition to the sites discussed above, there are 135 individual sites and an historic district in
Taylorsville that have been previously documented. Most of these sites appear to be located in
the project corridor. There is no map available at the KHC that identifies their locations in the
project corridor and they cannot be confirmed without field verification. The only exceptions are
five individually recorded sites and the Taylorsville Historic District.

Field research will be needed to determine how many of these recorded properties have been
demolished, or altered to the point that they would not be considered eligible for nomination to
the National Register of Historic Places. A final determination of eligibility of potential sites and
National Register boundaries cannot be determined until each site has been examined more
closely and site-specific archival research has been completed in subsequent project phases.

3.10 Archaeological Resources Evaluation

A search of Office of State Archaeology (OSA) records at the University of Kentucky was
completed for the overview with no fieldwork or detailed archival research being performed.
Based on this search, eight previously recorded archaeological sites are within the study area:
One site is listed as an earthen mound, another is recorded as a collection of isolated burials,
three sites are undetermined prehistoric habitation sites, and the final three are reported as open
prehistoric habitation sites without mounds. The present condition of these sites has not been
verified and is therefore unknown. Two of the sites are not considered eligible to the National
Register and two sites are listed as National Register properties. The eligibility of the four
remaining sites is listed as unknown or not assessed. Additional fieldwork will be necessary to
determine their eligibility.
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A review of several historic maps of the study area was initiated to identify any structures or
other information within the study corridor that would indicated the location of potential historic
period archaeological sites. The potential historic archaeological sites within the study corridor
are farm/residence sites in the rural areas. A cemetery was depicted on the early 1882 atlas that
was not observed on any of the other maps. Valley Cemetery seems to date at least as early as
1928. A Sour Mash Distillery and a Tollhouse were also noted on the 1882 atlas. Although the
distillery no longer appears to be standing, the Tollhouse may still be standing. Finally, a mill
complex is depicted on the early atlas. Although the buildings no longer appear to be standing,
the millrace is still depicted on the current topographic quadrangle. The presence of these
potential sites has not been verified. They are noted here because they are considered to be
areas of archaeological interest that could contain significant remains, which if present, would be
considered eligible for the National Register.

3.11 Underground Storage Tanks (UST)/Hazmat Considerations

A government records search, in addition to preliminary screening/windshield survey of the
project area, was performed to locate any current or formerly listed UST sites as well as all
mapable Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA),
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), and Emergency Response Notification System
(ERNS) sites. No National Priorities List (NPL) sites are listed as occurring in the project area. A
records research revealed one site of potential environmental concern within the project corridor.
The site is the Spencer County Recycling Center. Onsite personnel stated that only non-
hazardous waste was recycled at this site. No staining or distressed vegetation was observed at
this site during the pedestrian survey. Since hazardous waste is not collected at this site, it does
not appear to be an environmental concern to the project corridor.

No above ground gasoline/diesel storage tanks (AST) were observed. Any AST'’s encountered
during the right-of-way acquisition phase that are not identified should be accounted for during
normal right-of-way acquisition procedures and decommissioned in accordance with ASTM
International’s (formerly known as the American Society for Testing and Materials) standard
practices.

Residential heating requirements throughout the area are met through the use of electricity. No
heating oil tanks were detected. The removal of propane tanks should be accommodated
routinely during the right-of-way acquisition phase.

3.12 Geotechnical Overview

The KYTC Division of Materials, Geotechnical Branch, performed a preliminary review of the study
area to determine potential impacts that soil and subsurface conditions may have on the
proposed corridor. It was noted that alluvium and lacustrine deposits, as shown in yellow in
Figure 6, can be found north of KY 44, east of Elk Creek, and north of the Salt River. The issue
with these water-related soil conditions is that slope protection may be necessary due to their
highly erodible nature, and foundation settlement and unstable subgrades are possible unless
adequate measures are taken to ensure stability. These measures include the use of filter fabric
in conjunction with 2-3 feet of aggregate for stabilization. The Geotechnical Branch prefers to
avoid them if possible. The complete geotechnical overview can be found in Appendix E.
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4.0 STUDY CORRIDORS

The following corridors were selected for study, and were evaluated with respect to the goals and
objectives established through the study process. See Figure 7 for the layout of the corridors.
Table 5 shows a comparison of the elements of each corridor.

4.1 Do Nothing/No Build

This corridor involves no action to improve the facility other than routine maintenance, such as
resurfacing and restriping the roadway. It was presented to and discussed among the project
stakeholders, and was not supported because it did not address the project goals.

4.2 Corridor One - Construction of a Connector from KY 44 a mile east of KY 1251
to KY 44 near Brashears Creek Bridge

This corridor involves the construction of a northwest connector around downtown Taylorsville
and just north of Anderson Hill. This corridor would have an option for a future through route
where it ties into KY 44 to the west, depending on the traffic volume projected. It would go
north approximately 1.2 miles and then turn east. A bridge would be required over the floodplain
of Pond Run Creek and KY 1633. After the bridge, the corridor would continue east and go just
north of Anderson Hill and intersect with KY 55. The corridor would continue through KY 55 and
connect with KY 44 just before the Brashears Creek Bridge east of downtown Taylorsville.

4.3 Corridor Two - Construction of a Connector from KY 44 a mile east of KY 1251
to KY 55

This corridor involves improving the geometry of KY 44 for about a half-mile on each side of the
intersection with the connector a mile east of KY 1251. The new intersection would be a T-
intersection and would follow approximately the same route as Corridor One, except this corridor
would go north of the farmland located north of Anderson Hill and end at an intersection with KY
55. The intersection with KY 55 involves a potential connector to KY 44 east if a warranted
because of through traffic volumes. This corridor would involve the construction of a bridge over
KY 1633 and the adjacent floodplain of Pond Run Creek.

4.4 Corridor Three - Construction of a Connector from KY 44 (west of Spencer
County Elementary School) to the Intersection of KY 44 and KY 55 (Taylorsville-
Shelbyville Road)

This corridor involves intersecting the connector with KY 44 just west of Spencer County
Elementary School and going northeast and connecting back into KY 44 at KY 55 (Taylorsville-
Shelbyville Road) just north of downtown Taylorsville. This corridor would involve the
construction of a bridge over KY 1633 and the adjacent floodplain of Pond Run Creek.

4.5 Corridor Four - Construction of a Connector from KY 44 (east of the Valley
Cemetery) to the intersection of KY 44 and KY 55 (Taylorsville-Shelbyville Road)

This corridor involves intersecting the connector with KY 44 east of Valley Cemetery about one
mile west of downtown. The new intersection would be a T-intersection and would include
improving the geometry of KY 44 for about a half mile on each side of the intersection. The
connector would travel north and then turn east, and a bridge would be constructed to go over
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KY 1633 and the adjacent floodplain of Pond Run Creek. This corridor would involve a greater
amount of earthwork than Corridor Three, but the route would be more direct, as it would cut
through Anderson Hill and connect back with KY 44 and KY 55 at the Taylorsville-Shelbyville Road
intersection just north of downtown Taylorsville.

4.6 Corridor Five - Construction of a Connector from KY 44 (east of Valley
Cemetery) to the intersection of KY 44 and KY 55 (Taylorsville-Shelbyville Road)

This corridor is very similar to Corridor Four except it requires less earthwork. This connector
would start at an intersection with KY 44 east of the cemetery and include improved geometry to
KY 44 for about a half mile on each side of the intersection. This corridor, however, would go
south of Anderson Hill starting at the constructed bridge going over KY 1633 and the adjacent
floodplain of Pond Run Creek. Corridor Five would go just north of downtown Taylorsville and
connect back with KY 44 and KY 55 at the Taylorsville-Shelbyville Road intersection. The main
difference between Corridor Five and Corridor Four is that this corridor reduces the cut needed,
while remaining out of the floodplain.

4.7 Corridor Six - Construction of a Connector from KY 44 a mile east of KY 1251
to KY 55

This corridor was developed based on comments from the final Local Officials Meeting. The
rationale behind the development of the corridor was to use the desired tie in on KY 55 from
Corridor 1 (thereby spurring development by not adversely impacting available land north of
Taylorsville) while using the route around the potential 100-year floodplain of Pond Run Creek
from Corridor 2. By avoiding the floodplain, no bridge structure (beyond drainage structures) will
be required for this corridor. The possibility of extending the connector east to KY 44 near
Brashears Creek Bridge was discussed by the Study Team, but no decision was made to include
or exclude the addition to the connector.
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TABLE 5
COMPARISON OF CORRIDORS
Corridors
0 1* 2 3 4 5 6
Length (miles) 2.82 2.78 2.50 1.69 1.64 2.93
Upto5
businesses Upto2 Up to 2
Relocation (including businesses, 2 p Up to 2 homes
None Up to 1 barn | Up to 2 barns - businesses
Impacts nursing homes and 1 and 2 homes and 3 barns
home) and 2 barn
homes
Ma]or CUt. ?”d Major cut and | Major cut and Major cut and
fill quantities L ) L ) "
S fill quantities | fill quantities . fill quantities
anticipated to e S Highest cut . .
. anticipated to | anticipated to . Major cut and | anticipated to
meet 2:1 cut and fill ) "
meet 2:1 cut | meet 2:1 cut . fill quantities | meet 2:1 cut
. slopes and quantities L .
Geotechnical . .| slopes and slopes and L anticipated to | slopes and 3:1
None 3:1fill slopes; | . & e . | anticipated to . ) -
Impacts Longest 3:1 fill slopes; | 3:1 fill slopes; meet 2:1 cut meet 2:1 cut fill slopes;
ortign in Portion in Portion in slo es.an d slopes and Portion in
portic undesirable undesirable . P 3:1fill slopes | undesirable
undesirable . - 3:1 fill slopes .
. alluvial alluvial alluvial
alluvial deposits deposits deposits
deposits P P d
Impacts Impacts
potential potential
Moderate archeological | archeological | Minimal impact
. Highest Minimal wetland sites; sites; to wetlands;
Envllzn:::::tal None impact to impact to impact; Moderate Moderate avoids
P wetlands wetlands Impacts wetland wetland floodplain
nursing home impact; impact; areas
Impacts Impacts
nursing home | nursing home
Conceptual
Cost Estimate $0 $28,809,000 | $11,619,000 | $28,260,000 | $34,060,000 | $21,625,000 $7,937,000
Meets most Meets most Meets most Meets most Meets most Meets most
. Project Goals; | Project Goals; | Project Goals; | Project Goals; | Project Goals; | Project Goals;
Relation to Meets May i Mav i May i May i May i Mav i
Project Goals None. ay improve ay improve ay improve ay improve ay improve ay improve
tourism traffic | tourism traffic | tourism traffic | tourism traffic | tourism traffic | tourism traffic
opportunities | opportunities | opportunities | opportunities | opportunities | opportunities

*Does not include impacts, length or cost of northeast connector.
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CORRIDOR 2

FIGURE 7
STUDY CORRIDORS
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5.0 RECOMMENDATION

5.1 Preferred Corridor(s)

The Project Study Team met again with local officials and stakeholders on July 23, 2002, in the
Spencer County Courthouse, to review the initial six corridors, the five study corridor and the do
nothing/no build option. The stakeholders expressed concern regarding the positioning of new
developments within the connector. They were notified that the projected traffic volumes on the
new connector would be low and that issues such as costs, constructability, and aesthetics would
most likely be used to determine a location, particularly in regards to excavating through
Anderson Hill and crossing Pond Run Creek.

After reviewing the corridors, the Project Team members discussed the issues for each corridor.
The following is a summary of comments from the discussion:

= Corridors Four and Five (Blue and Gold) are too close to town and would not offer access to
much developable land.

= Carrying Corridor One (Red) past KY 55 would not be needed, since it would require an
expensive cut through the hill northeast of the KY 44/KY 55 intersection and would not likely
improve traffic flow. Instead, the alignment could begin at KY 55.

= No corridors should tie into the existing KY 44/KY 55 intersection. The area’s only nursing
home is located there.

= Corridor Three (Green) should tie into KY 55 parallel to Corridor One.

= None of the corridors should tie into KY 44 close to the Valley Cemetery, since that will
preclude some types of development from occurring.

= The School District has stated that they would prefer to see the road tie into KY 44 west of
the elementary school.

= Corridor Two (Yellow) is located in a floodplain and would not provide access to as much
developable land as Corridors One and Three.

= In the north an alternate following Corridor Six (Magenta) would be ideal, since it would
provide prime land for development on both sides of the road.

= The potentially historic properties between Corridors 1 and 3 are abandoned homes. This
area also contains archeological sites.

= Adjusting Corridor Three on the west so that it is located further north would allow the
County to make better use of the Sagesser property that they are in a position to purchase.
It would also avoid any views of the cemetery property limits.

At the final Project Study Team meeting, held on August 2, 2002, recommendations on the
Taylorsville Northwest Connector Intermediate Planning Study were discussed. Based on the
Local Officials desires for the route to spur development, the consensus by meeting members
was to reorder the listing of the Preliminary Projects goals with “Accommodate increasing
commercial and industrial traffic” as the second goal, while shifting the others down one spot.
Therefore the final project goals are as follows:

= Alleviate current and projected KY 44 and KY 55 traffic congestion

= Accommodate increasing commercial and industrial traffic
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= Decrease crash rates on these routes
= Accommodate future population growth
= Improve access for recreational/tourism traffic to Taylorsville Lake

Based on comments at the final Local Officials/Stakeholders meeting, a new alternate (Corridor
Six) was developed. The primary impetus for this alternate was to use the desired tie-in on KY
55 from Corridor One (thereby spurring development), while using the route around the potential
100-year floodplain from Corridor Two.

The Project Study Team determined that the 6 build alternates should be narrowed to 2 bands,
an inner (composed of Corridors 3-5) and an outer (Corridors 1,2, & 6) band. The purpose
behind the bands is that an alignment would not be recommended in this study, but a preferred
corridor band with some room to develop an alignment would be recommended. These corridor
bands are shown below in Figure 8.

FIGURE 8
CORRIDOR BANDS

A band between the inner and outer band was considered inadvisable due to the presence of
archeological sites and lengthy floodplains. In determining the recommended band of corridors,
discussions included whether the inner band could be dismissed from further consideration due
primarily to public comments. Neither of the bands could be dismissed from further
consideration based strictly on project needs and goals, as both bands would meet the project
goals, albeit at different degrees. It was determined that environmental justice issues may
render the inner corridor less feasible due to the proximity of the nursing home. Therefore,
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given stakeholder input and the potential for environmental justice issues, the outer corridor
band was recommended.

The approximate range of costs for the Preferred Corridor Band are listed in Table 6 below.

TABLE 6
PREFERRED BAND RANGE OF IMPLEMENTATION COSTS

Range of Implementation Costs for
Preferred Corridor Band (Includes
Corridor 1,2 & 6)

Corridor 6 Corridor 1
(Lowest Cost) (Highest Cost)

Design $476,000 $1,992,000
Right of Way $788,000 $176,000
Utilities $82,000 $76,000

Construction* $6,591,000 $26,565,000

TOTAL $7,937,000 $28,809,000
*Includes 30% contingency.

5.2 Contact Information

For further information regarding this project the following people may be contacted:

Ms. Annette Coffey, PE Mr. Ted Noe, PE

Director Project Manager

KY Transportation Cabinet KY Transportation Cabinet
Division of Planning Division of Planning

125 Holmes Street 125 Holmes Street
Frankfort, KY 40622 Frankfort, KY 40622

5.3 Acknowledgements

The Study Team wishes to acknowledge the following organizations for their contributions to this
study:

Spencer County

City of Taylorsville

KIPDA

Spencer County School Board

Spencer County Industrial Development Authority

Spencer County Planning and Zoning

43333010

5.4 Commitments

During the course of this study, no commitments were made by the Project Team.
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SUMMARY OF MEETINGS

TEAM MEETING #1 October 2, 2001
LOCAL OFFICIALS MEETING October 19, 2001
LOCAL AGENCY MEETING October 19, 2001
PUBLIC MEETING November 8, 2001
SECOND LOCAL OFFICIALS MEETING July 23, 2002

TEAM MEETING #2 August 2, 2002



STATEWIDE CORRIDOR PLANNING SERVICES
TAYLORSVILLE NW CONNECTOR - TEAM MEETING #1

TO: Annette Coffey, P.E.
Director
KYTC Division of Planning

FROM: Larry D. Chaney, P.E., L.S.
Transportation Department Manager
HNTB-Louisville

DATE: October 2, 2001

SUBJECT: Statewide Corridor Planning
Spencer County
Taylorsville NW Connector
Item No. 5-347.00

A meeting was held October 2, 2001 in the District 5 Conference Room to discuss the scope and schedule
for the Taylorsville NW Connector project. Those in attendance were:

Bill Monhollon District 5 - Chief District Engineer
John Callihan District 5 Planning - TEBM

Greg Groves District 5 Preconstruction-TEBM
Barry Sanders District 5 Construction - TEBM
Matt Looney District 5 Construction

Tony McGaha District 5 Construction

Kevin Villier District 5 Design

Mark Anderson District 5 Planning

Andrea Clifford District 5 Public Relations

Greg Geiser District 5 Utilities

Bob Flener District 5 Traffic

David Jones Division of Design

Tony Vinegar Division of Environmental Analysis
Ted Noe Division of Planning

Jim Wilson Division of Planning

David Martin Division of Planning

Randall Embry KIPDA

Karen Mohammadi

Larry Chaney

HNTB Corporation
HNTB Corporation

Introductions and Purpose

Ted Noe opened the meeting by stating that the purpose was to discuss a potential connector from KY 44
to KY 55 northwest of Taylorsville, and notified the group that the next phases of the project are in the
Six-Year Highway Plan for 2003-2006. Introductions were given, and it was stated that this is the first
Intermediate Planning Study done in District 5. The intent of the project is to come up with the project
goals and begin the public involvement process. Jim Wilson added that this is the type of work normally
done prior to the design work, and it will not necessarily tie down an alignment. Larry Chaney added that
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the team also needs input on anything the team knows about the area that might be important for the
study.

Bill Monhollon informed the group that he had met with the Industrial Foundation, and was told that the
Riverport Authority may be extending into that area. That may lead to considerable additional growth in
the project area. If so, the area near Industrial Road may be an obvious place to begin the bypass, because
turning movements would be greater than through movements.

Karen Mohammadi then went through the handouts. (See attached.) Some questions were raised
regarding the milepoints on KY 44 and KY 55, and Larry Chaney requested a copy of the Official Order
for the routes in Spencer County. Additional traffic counts were also requested, since the latest ones
available were done in 1995 and 1998. Greg Groves said that the District had trouble recently with traffic
counts and projections.

Kevin Villier asked of the group if a high level flight for aerial photographs would be performed. He was
informed that no additional mapping will be obtained for this project, and that HNTB will utilize either
existing aerial maps, USGS maps, or mapping from other readily available sources.

Project Goals and Objectives

Some problems and issues associated with the existing roadway or network include:

= Poor Level of Service on 2 segments

» High occurrence of sideswipe and rear end accidents, although overall rates are low

= Loss of the downtown area as a viable commercial center

= Poor roadway geometry on KY 44 west between Mount Washington and Taylorsville

» Difficulty in finding a good place to tie the connector into KY 44 west (lack of level terrain, poor
horizontal and vertical curves)

= Need to develop industry north of town

= Spencer County has been the fastest growing county in the Commonwealth

* Need to accommodate future growth

Some benefits of the proposed project include:

*  Alleviating current KY 55 traffic congestion

= Alleviating projected KY 44 and KY 55 traffic congestion

= Development of industry

= Accommodation of future population growth

= Relieving geometric deficiencies

= Improving the downtown atmosphere

» Improving safety

* Improving opportunities for recreational/tourism traffic to Taylorsville Lake

The logical terminus for the connector on KY 55 would be in the area from north of Brashear’s Creek to
just north of Industrial Drive. For KY 44, the project termini would likely be west of the elementary
school. Interest was expressed in extending the project termini as far as KY 623. Bob Farley questioned
whether that location is logical termini, or is it too far along KY 44. John Callihan stated that the worst
part of KY 44 is between KY 1241 and town, and that the area should likely be avoided. It was decided
that logical termini would be addressed at the public officials meeting.

Possible Alternatives and Corridors
Some possible alternatives are a connector near the school and a connector to KY 623. This may become
a priority section of a possible reconstruction of KY 44 to Dixie Highway. The circle on the project
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study area map indicating the study limits will not be used with the local officials meeting, in order that
they may indicate where they think the logical termini should be.

Define Environmental Footprint Area

It was determined that the environmental footprint area should be agreed upon after the local officials
meeting. Some environmental issues included the cemetery and school on KY 44, Brashear’s Creek, and
the community park in Waterford, which is actually a regional attraction.

Probable Design Criteria

The functional class would be rural major collector with a design speed of 55 mph. A typical section would likely
be two lanes with 12-foot shoulders and turning lanes where required. The road may widen at the school with a four-
lane curb and gutter section. Paved shoulders could be used by bikes on the rural section. Access will be an
issue, with 600-1200 feet of spacing on a partially controlled facility.

Agency Coordination Needs

The proposed project will be discussed with a list of 60-70 local, State, and Federal agencies that the
Division of Planning already has developed. It was suggested that local judges, mayors, police officers,
school boards, Taylorsville Lake State Park, the Chamber of Commerce, the Industrial Foundation, and
the Renaissance Coordinator be added to the list. .

Public Involvement Needs

KIPDA will set up the meetings with local officials and stakeholders. The District Office will organize
the public meetings. Information similar to that taken to the local officials meeting, without any proposed
corridors, will be taken to the public meeting. The proposed length of the corridor should not be referred
to in the handouts. A possible location for the public meeting is the Spencer County High School
cafeteria.

Greg Groves suggested that the local officials and stakeholders meetings (and perhaps the public meeting,
as well) be held before a decision is made as to whether the project should be redefined as a Scoping
Study. He may request that design be pushed back a year in the Six-Year Highway Plan to accommodate
this additional effort. He noted that identification of historic properties will be a big issue, and that early
identification is needed.

Discuss Documentation/Reports
All meetings will be documented. If the Project Team feels that additional meetings beyond those already
described are necessary, the Division of Planning should be informed immediately for their approval..
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STATEWIDE CORRIDOR PLANNING SERVICES
TAYLORSVILLE NW CONNECTOR - LOCAL AGENCY MEETING

TO: Annette Coffey, P.E.
Director
KYTC Division of Planning

FROM: Larry D. Chaney, P.E., L.S.
Transportation Department Manager
HNTB-Louisville

DATE: November 2, 2001

SUBJECT: Statewide Corridor Planning
Spencer County
Taylorsville NW Connector
Item No. 5-347.00

A meeting was held October 19, 2001 in the Spencer County Farm Bureau Building on the Taylorsville
NW Connector project with local agencies (stakeholders). Those in attendance were:

Hilda G. Snider Historical and Genealogical Society
John C. Nation Planning and Zoning

Claude L. Brock Industrial Development Authority
Randall Embry KIPDA

John Callihan District 5 Planning

Andrea Clifford District 5 Public Relations

Rick Cusick District 5 ADA Compliance Officer
Greg Geiser District 5 Utilities

Daryl Greer Division of Planning

David Martin Division of Planning

Karen Mohammadi HNTB Corporation

Larry Chaney HNTB Corporation

Daryl Greer opened the meeting by stating that the purpose was to discuss a potential connector from KY
44 to KY 55 northwest of Taylorsville. He explained that the old highway approach was decide-act-
defend (D.A.D.) but the new method is based on “publicly owned projects” (P.O.P.) where the
community assists the Cabinet in determining the best transportation solutions for their communities.
This method addresses public concerns up front and reduces public resistance.

Larry Chaney then told the group that the purpose of this study was to better define the project, determine
project limits, determine project impacts and benefits to the community, develop corridors, address
development needs and determine if the project should continue to the design phase.

Karen Mohammadi then went through the handouts. (See attached.) Hilda Snider stated her concerns

about driving on KY 44. She feels it is a very dangerous road and the condition is often worsened in the
mornings under heavy fog conditions. She stated that she felt the potential for a serious accident existed.
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She referred to the Taylorsville Lake Transportation Study done in June 1985 and said that the connector
depicted in the study was a good solution since it would connect the schools and involve few properties.

John Nation added that the land should have been reserved for the connector as shown in the 1985 study.
He also wanted to know if this connector would stay out of the floodplain. Larry Chaney responded that
the study would look at everything initially.

Mr. Nation continued stating that Planning and Zoning have not looked at the possible connector
locations. Land use is not a popular subject in the County and traffic is needed downtown to support the
businesses. He felt that residents on KY 55 do most of their shopping in Jefferson and Shelby County
and that this project would therefore benefit those who don’t help businesses in Spencer County. He
expressed a desire to see improvements made to KY 44 South first. John Callihan replied that the status
of the KY 55 South project depends on the next Six-Year Plan. However, the plan to rehabilitate the
bridge will likely be funded.

Mr. Nation then asked if a connection from the cemetery on KY 44 to Industrial Drive off KY 55 was
being considered. He was told that all feasible connections would be considered.

Claude Brock suggested that Mr. Nation mention the upcoming public meeting at the Chamber of
Commerce Meeting. The Public Meeting will be held from 6:00 PM to 8:00 P.M on November 8, 2001,
at the Spencer County High School. Mr. Brock also expressed interest in having a link to the Division of
Planning’s website placed on the Industrial Board’s website. He suggested that project information be
placed in the Judge-Executive’s office, the library, and the Industrial Board’s office. He also suggested
that articles be placed in the local paper and flyers placed in business, especially the Briar Ridge General
Store. He ended by stating that he feels the community is ready for a change.
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STATEWIDE CORRIDOR PLANNING SERVICES
TAYLORSVILLE NW CONNECTOR - LOCAL OFFICIALS MEETING

TO: Annette Coffey, P.E.
Director
KYTC Division of Planning

FROM: Larry D. Chaney, P.E., L.S.
Transportation Department Manager
HNTB-Louisville

DATE: November 2, 2001

SUBJECT: Statewide Corridor Planning
Spencer County
Taylorsville NW Connector
Item No. 5-347.00

A meeting was held October 19, 2001 in the Spencer County Farm Bureau Building on the Taylorsville
NW Connector project with local officials. Those in attendance were:

David Jenkins Spencer County Judge Executive
David E. Goodlett Spencer County Magistrate

Ray Jewell Spencer County Magistrate

Bill Drury Spencer County Magistrate
Claude L. Brock Industrial Development Authority
John Callihan District 5 Planning - TEBM
Andrea Clifford District 5 Public Relations

Rick Cusick District 5 ADA Compliance Officer
Greg Geiser District 5 Utilities

Daryl Greer Division of Planning

David Martin Division of Planning

Randall Embry KIPDA

Karen Mohammadi HNTB Corporation

Larry Chaney HNTB Corporation

Introductions and Purpose

Daryl Greer opened the meeting by stating that the purpose was to discuss a potential connector from KY
44 to KY 55 northwest of Taylorsville. He explained that the old highway approach was decide-act-
defend (D.A.D.) but the new method is based on “publicly owned projects” (P.O.P.) where the
community assists the Cabinet in determining the best transportation solutions for their communities.
This method addresses public concerns up front and reduces public resistance.

Larry Chaney then told the group that the purpose of this study was to better define the project, determine
project limits, determine project impacts and benefits to the community, develop corridors, address
development needs and determine if the project should continue to the design phase.
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Karen Mohammadi then went through the handouts. (See attached.) One of the key concerns of the
local officials was school traffic near the new elementary school on KY 44. The traffic already backs up
in the morning and there are discussions about moving the middle school to a site adjacent to the
elementary school. The local officials would like to see the posted speed limits reduced in the area.

Claude Brock stated that the development of KY 44 and KY 55 are equally important to the Industrial
Board. The location for the new industrial park has not been determined. He felt that the goal addressing
industrial traffic should be expanded to include commercial traffic. Also, Taylorsville Lake is very
important to the economy of the community and should be included in the goals.

The attendees asked where the connector would tie in on KY 55. Mr. Chaney explained that the study
would look at cross traffic and attempt to determine the origin of the traffic. = The attendees also
questioned the type of input they could provide to help the study. Mr. Chaney explained that knowledge
of future residential, commercial and industrial development is important, as are any plans to build more
schools.  Mr. Greer added that Planning and Zoning could be a tremendous help by making sure that
their comprehensive plan addresses traffic along the new development. Otherwise it is easy for
communities to “build themselves in” thereby not allowing for the construction of new corridors. Judge-
Executive Jenkins stated that a copy of the comprehensive plan would be provided to HNTB.

The Judge-Executive noted that for the past couple of years the County has been trying to address road
development. The County has looked at what roads can be supported and has required developers to
improve roads to new developments. He felt that the projected traffic volume on KY 44 from the Oak
Creek area to the Waterford community would grow significantly. He would like to see new
development occurring only in places that can support the traffic.

The next discussion item was funding for the project. Mr. Greer explained that projects scheduled for
2003 would be funded in the next Legislative Session. There are more projects in the Six-Year Plan that
can be funded so some projects will be delayed. He encouraged the attendees to speak to their Senators to
voice their opinion about funding of this project.

Mr. Greer then went on to explain the environmental issues surrounding the project. The study will
identify major environmental issues such as wildlife, parks, schools, cemeteries, etc. The Judge-
Executive stated that the area around the Salt River has a lot of Native American artifacts.

Mr. Greer then asked the local officials about the public perceptions and level of knowledge about the
project. The Judge-Executive stated that parents at the school are concerned about traffic and downtown
merchants will be concerned about a potential loss of customers. He added that preservation and
extension of business is important, as is preservation of downtown. Mr. Greer added that the new
connector could be developed as a partially controlled facility, which would restrict commercial
development and could make the downtown area more viable since it would be less congested.

Mr. Greer stated that the project would be completed near the end of the year. Mr. Chaney added that the
project would then go to design of a specific alignment with a full environmental study. The purpose of
this study is to determine a corridor as narrow as 1000 feet. Another recommendation could be that only
improvements to the existing roads are needed and no other connector is needed. The Judge-Executive
stated that he would favor a recommendation that discussed immediate needs (a connector) plus other
desired improvements (to downtown). He also stated that the community would prefer to wait for a
better project. They do not want to see a “Band-Aid” fix to their transportation problems.

Mr. Greer ended the meeting by explaining that coordination letters would be sent out and that the
attendees would each receive one. The responses to these letters will be made part of the final report. He
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HNTB

The HNTB Companies

STATEWIDE CORRIDOR PLANNING SERVICES
TAYLORSVILLE NW CONNECTOR

PUBLIC MEETING

TO: Annette Coffey, P.E.
Director
KYTC Division of Planning

FROM: Larry D. Chaney, P.E.
Director of Transportation
HNTB-Louisville

DATE: November 29, 2001

SUBJECT: Statewide Corridor Planning
Iltem No. 5-347.00
Spencer County — Taylorsville NW Connector

A public meeting was held Thursday, November 8, 2001, at the Spencer County High School
concerning the study of a possible connector from KY 55 to KY 44 northwest of the City of
Taylorsville. Approximately 63 people attended the meeting, and a list of those in attendance is
attached.

The purpose of the meeting was to let the community know about the project, to identify and
address community concerns and issues, to identify sensitive areas that should be considered,
and to assist the Cabinet in creating a project that would both benefit the community and gain its
support.

The meeting began at 6:00 p.m., and included a presentation at 6:15 p.m. by Ted Noe and
Karen Mohammadi. The presentation began with a discussion of the road building process.
Ms. Mohammadi explained the Cabinet's Unscheduled Needs List, along with other
transportation planning and funding mechanisms. Funding for the project in the State's current
Six-Year Highway Plan includes Design in 2003 and both Right of Way and Utilities in 2005.

Preliminary goals for the NW Connector Study were presented to the group, and were the
following:

To alleviate current and projected KY 44 and KY 55 traffic congestion

To decrease accident rates on these routes

To accommodate future population growth

To improve opportunities for recreation/tourism traffic to Taylorsville Lake

YV VVY

Attendees were encouraged to complete the questionnaires provided in the handouts. They
were also asked to draw their preferred alignment and to note issues of environmental concerns
on a map of the study area included in the packet.

Following the presentation, attendees were directed to an open exhibit area where maps of the
project area, accident data, traffic volumes, and levels of service were on display. Thirteen
representatives from the Cabinet, KIPDA, and HNTB were on hand to answer questions and to
receive input. Flipcharts were available for recording comments made during this time as well.
The meeting concluded at approximately 8:00 p.m., and attendees were allowed to take
additional handout packets to other interested citizens not able to attend the meeting.



also urged the local officials to help spread the news about the Public Meeting scheduled from 6:00 PM to
8:00 PM on November 8, 2001, at the High School. The local officials encouraged the Cabinet to contact
the Spencer Magnet, the Courier Journal and “Dial the News” for publicity.

* Bill Drury requested a copy of the meeting minutes.
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STATEWIDE CORRIDOR PLANNING SERVICES
TAYLORSVILLE NW CONNECTOR - SECOND LOCAL OFFICIALS MEETING

TO: Annette Coffey, P.E.
Director
KYTC Division of Planning

FROM: Larry D. Chaney, P.E., L.S.
Transportation Department Manager
HNTB-Louisville

DATE: July 25, 2002

SUBJECT: Statewide Corridor Planning
Spencer County
Taylorsville NW Connector
Item No. 5-347.00

A meeting was held July 23, 2002, in the Spencer County Courthouse on the Taylorsville NW Connector.
Those in attendance were:

David Jenkins Spencer County Judge Executive

Steve Tichener Spencer County Economic Development Authority
Claude Brock Industrial Development Authority

Bill Monhollan District 5 — Chief District Engineer

Greg Groves District 5 Preconstruction-TEBM

Jim Wilson Division of Planning

Ted Noe Division of Planning

Randall Embry KIPDA

Karen Mohammadi HNTB Corporation

Larry Chaney HNTB Corporation

Judge David Jenkins opened the meeting by stating that the purpose was to discuss potential alternatives
for the connector from KY 44 to KY 55 northwest of Taylorsville. He explained that the County’s
concerns/interests were for economic development and the positioning of new developments including the
type of access that would be provided on the connector.

Larry Chaney noted that the project team wanted to get an idea of a preferred alignment from the public at
the first public meeting. However, very few people actually drew an alignment on the sheet provided.
Since the meeting, HNTB has completed the traffic forecasts to determine if traffic volumes would be a
factor in alignment selection. Traffic volumes are not high enough to be a factor in determining a
location. Finally, Mr. Chaney concluded that constructability and aesthetics were considered two primary
issues in determining a location, particularly in regards to excavating through the hill and crossing the
creek.

Bill Monhollon stated that the location of the road could guide the location of other developments in the

County or vice versa. The important issue is that a decision is made, and that the group avoid
indecisiveness.
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The Spencer County representatives and project team members then discussed the pros and cons of each
alignment. The following is a summary of comments from the discussion:

e Alternative 4 and 5 (Blue and Gold) are too close to town and would not offer very much developable
land.

e Carrying Alternative 1 (Red) past KY 55 would not be needed since it would require an expensive cut
through the hill and would not likely improve traffic flow. Instead the alignment could begin at KY
55.

e No alternatives should tie into the KY 44/KY 55 intersection. The area’s only nursing home is
located there.

e Alternative 3 (Green) should tie into KY 55 parallel to Alternative 1.

e None of the alternatives should tie into KY 44 close to the cemetery since that will preclude some
types of development from occurring.

e The school district has stated that they would prefer to see the road tie into KY 44 west of the
elementary school.

e Alternative 2 (Yellow) is located in a floodplain and would not provide as much developable land as
Alternatives 1 and 3.

e An alternative located between Alternatives 1 and 3 would be ideal since it would provide prime lane
for development on both sides of the road.

e The potentially historic properties between Alternatives 1 and 3 are abandoned homes.

e Adjusting Alternative 3 on the west so that it is located further north would allow the County to make
better use of the 104-acre Sagester property that they are in a position to purchase. It would also
avoid any views of the cemetery property limits.

e Alternative 1 (Red) has bad drainage and is near a park.

Alternative 2 (Yellow) impacts a pre-Civil War home.
e Alternative 3 (Green) goes through 3-4 farms that could be utilized for economic development.

Other comments made by the Spencer County representatives were that improving KY 44 from the school
to Mount Washington is also important to the community. With such an improvement, along with the
plans for KY 55 north and south, the ‘spokes’ around the community will be in place. Bill Monhollon
concluded the conversation by noting that prioritizing the community’s needs will involve obtaining
consensus and making tradeoffts.
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STATEWIDE CORRIDOR PLANNING SERVICES
TAYLORSVILLE NW CONNECTOR - TEAM MEETING #2

TO: Annette Coffey, P.E.
Director
KYTC Division of Planning

FROM: Larry D. Chaney, P.E., L.S.
Transportation Department Manager F IN A
HNTB-Louisville I /

DATE: August 23, 2002

SUBJECT: Statewide Corridor Planning
Spencer County
Taylorsville NW Connector
Item No. 5-347.00

A meeting was held August 2, 2002 in the District 5 Conference Room to discuss recommendations on
the Taylorsville NW Connector project. Those in attendance were:

Bill Monhollon District 5 - Chief District Engineer
Greg Groves District 5 Preconstruction - TEBM
Kevin Villier District 5 Design

Brian Meade District 5 Traffic

Kevin Dant District 5 Environmental

Ted Noe Division of Planning

Jim Wilson Division of Planning

Randall Embry KIPDA

Karen Mohammadi HNTB Corporation

Derek Barnes HNTB Corporation

After a brief statement for the meeting purpose and introductions by Mr. Noe, Ms. Mohammadi began a
discussion of topics in the meeting handout. Within the handout were the preliminary project goals,
accident locations, and traffic volumes with levels of service for current and 2025 traffic. Ms.
Mohammadi noted that while a good number of the accidents that occur are sideswipes, the accident rate
for the roads within the study area do not exceed the rates for similar roads within Kentucky.
Additionally it was noted that while current traffic on the existing corridor through Taylorsville has
tolerable to moderate congestion, by 2025 the same segments would be facing levels of severe
congestion.

At this point Ms. Mohammadi turned the discussion to comments received from the public during the
Public Meeting held on November 8 and from the last Local Officials Meeting held on July 23, 2002.
Ms. Mohammadi noted that while the Public Meeting was heavily attended, actual response to the
questionnaire was low. She also indicated that some of the response was not related to this project but
was for improvements to KY 55. Other topics covered by the questionnaire were project end points on
KY 44 and KY 55, perceived benefits, and sites in the study area to be avoided. Ms. Mohammadi
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indicated the 5 alternatives that have been developed address most issues brought forward by the public
comments.

Based on the comments from the Local Officials meeting, Mr. Groves indicated the locals were against
alternatives 4 and 5 as they may impact already existing commercial areas. Additionally they stated that
neither alternative would help develop the land north of the existing industrial area. The local officials
also expressed similar concerns with alternative 3. Mr. Groves also indicated locals were against
alternative 2 as it terminates too far north on KY 55. The indication from the Local Officials is that the
alternative should be somewhere between current alternatives 2 & 3. Based on the Local Officials desires
for the route to spur development, the consensus by meeting members was to reorder the listing of the
Preliminary Projects goals with “Accommodate increasing commercial and industrial traffic” as the
second goal while shifting the others down one spot.

Ms. Mohammadi noted that since the time of the last local officials meeting a 6™ alternative has been
developed. The primary cause for this alternative was to use the desired tie in on KY 55 from alternative
1 (thereby spurring development) while using the route around the potential 100-year flood plain from
alternative 2. Comments from the KYTC were that the 6 alternatives should be narrowed to 2 bands, an
inner (composed of alternatives 3-5) and an outer (alternatives 1,2, & 6). The purpose behind this is that
an alignment would not be recommended in the study but a preferred corridor with some room to develop
an alignment would be recommended. Future exhibits are to retain the 6 present alignments but also
include shaded regions as the inner and out corridors. Additionally the KYTC indicated that
consideration should be shown for a northeast connector to KY 44 from proposed corridor.

Mr. Barnes next presented preliminary costs for each alternative. It was noted that the cost developed to
date only included earthwork, pavement, and structure costs but that HNTB would develop right of way
and utilities costs. Based on this discussion Mr. Groves decided to request that the programmed
construction cost be moved from $6 million to $15 million. He also noted that the Design would be
during FY 2005.

The next discussion involved whether the inner corridor could be dismissed from further consideration
due primarily to public comments. Ms. Mohammadi noted that the team could not summarily dismiss
any of the corridors strictly on project needs and goals, as either band would meet the project goals albeit
at different degrees. Environmental justice or fatal flaw issues might be enough to eliminate one of the
alternative alignments but it was noted that since the study is going to be recommending wider corridors
those issues may be able to be avoided. The most notable issue is the proximity of a nursing home (the
lone one in the area) to the point of divergence for alternatives 3-5. It was therefore decided that the inner
corridor would not be eliminated so as to allow it to be revisited should the need arise; however, the outer
corridor is to be designated as the preferred corridor for the study. Finally, the KYTC indicated that
information concerning the project would be released via press release as opposed to public meetings
from this point forward.
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APPENDIX B

RESOURCE AGENCY RESPONSES
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RESOURCE AGENCY RESPONSES

Agency Coordination Letter

State Environmental Review Officer, Natural Resources and Environmental Protection
Cabinet (includes comments from Division of Waste Management)

Kentucky Cabinet for Workforce Development

Kentucky Department of Agriculture

Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources

Kentucky Department for Natural Resources, Division of Conservation
Kentucky Department for Natural Resources, Division of Water
Kentucky Heritage Council

Kentucky State Nature Preserves Commission

. Kentucky State Police, Post 12, Frankfort
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.

KYTC, District 5, Right-of-Way

KYTC, Division of Environmental Analysis

KYTC, Division of Multimodal Programs

KYTC, Division of Traffic — Permits Branch

Spencer County Board of Education

Spencer County Judge Executive

Spencer County Magistrate, District 2

Taylorsville Police Department

Taylorsville/Spencer County Industrial Development Authority
S. Army Corps of Engineers District — Louisville

. Coast Guard

. Department of Agriculture — Natural Resources Conservation Service
. Department of Health & Human Services

. Environmental Protection Agency

. Federal Aviation Administration

. Fish and Wildlife Service

ccccccc
wmnnn o



‘Commonwealth of Kentucky

James C. Codell, I Transportation Cabinet Paul E. Patton
Secretary of Transportation Frankfort, Kentucky 40622 Governor

Clifford C. Linkes, PE. December 21, 2001
Deputy Secretary

«LastName»
«JobTitley
«Company»
«Address]y
«Address2y
«City»

«Salutationy

The Kentucky Transportation Cabinct is requesting your agency’s input anid comments on the
needs and potential impacts of a proposed highway project. We are asking for you to notify us of
specific issues or concems of your agency that could affect the development of project
altenatives for future phases of the project described below. We respectfully ask that you
provide us with your comments by Janvary 19, 2002, to ensure timely progress in this planning

Administration is partnering with vs in these efforts.

KY 44 west to KY 55 north of Taylorsville, Spencer County, Kentucky. This study is currently
in the initial data-gathering stage. This request is intended to address public and agency concerns

early in the project development process.

We have enclosed the following project information for your review and comment:

. Study Purpose, Issues, and Project Goals
- & Location Map

EDUCATION
[

YS

KENTUCKY TRANSPORIATION CABINET
“PROVIDE A SAFE, EFTICIENT. EMVIRONMENTALLY SOUND, ANO FISCALLY RESPONSIBLE TRANSPORTATION SYSIEM
WHICH PROMOTES ECONOMIC GROWTH ANEY ENHANCES THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN KEMTUCKY"
AN LQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER M/F/D*




©astName»

Dcéembcr 21, _2001_

'Page 2

Map Showing Year 2001 and Year 2025 Traffic Volumes
Map Showing Year 2001 and Year 2025 Levels of Service
Accident Information from January 1996 to June 2001
‘Map Showing Known Environmental Issues

o We understand that you may not be able to provide extensive detail at this time within the time
* requested, but we would like to receive enough information to identify the general nature and

relative magnitude of each issue or concern. More detailed information will be gathered in the
future phases, if any, of project implementation. Any input and/or insight you can provide
concerning this proposed improvement would be welcomed.

We are also emphasizing the issue of environmental justice. The purpose of this emphasis is to
ensure equitable environmental protection regardless of race, ethnicity, age, disability, economic
status or community, so that no segment of the population bears a disproportionate share of the
consequences of environmental impacts attributable to a proposed project. Therefore, if you
have information on this issue, please let us know if you are aware of any such groups or

individuals in the project area that could possibly be impacted either positively or negatively.

We appreciate any input you can provide concerning this project. Please direct any comments,

questions, or requests for additional information to Ted Noe of the Division of Planning at

502/564-7183 or at ted.noe@mail.stateky.us. Please address all written correspondence to
Annette Coffey, P.E., Director, Division of Planning, Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, 125
Holmes Street, Frankfort, KY 40622.

Sincerely,
Annette Coffey, P.E.

Director
Division of Planning

AC:TN:NH

- -Enclosures

c: Larry Chaney, HNTB
Jose Sepulveda
- Jack L. Scriber
William Monhollon
David Jones
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STUDY PURPOSE, ISSUES AND PROJECT GOALS
Taylorsville NW KY 44/KY 55 Connector
Intermediate Planning Study

Spencer County
Item No. 5-347.00

Study Purpose

The purpose of this Intermediate Planning Study is to identify and gather criticai
information about the project corridor prior to the design phase, and to help define
the location of possible roadway improvements that might better serve the residents
of Spencer County. It will also aid the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet in addressing
the Federal requirements regarding consideration of environmental issues, as defined
in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The ultimate objectives of this
study include:
» Defining project needs and goals
» Identifying the beginning and ending points of the project, as well as potential
project locations and design concepts
« Discussing project needs and issues with public officials, government agencies,
concerned citizens, and other groups with interest in the project
» Identifying known environmental concerns
* Exchanging information with the public

Preliminary Corridor Issues

Issues currently identified along the existing KY 44/KY 55 corridor include both
congestion and safety. Some of the most evident safety issues are narrow lanes
and shoulders and restricted sight distances. Other issues are as follows:

= The existing routes are experiencing poor ievels of service

= Occurrences of sideswipe and rear end accidents although overall accident rates
are low

= Poor geometrics on KY 44 west between Taylorsville and Mount Washington

= Possible development of new industrial area in Spencer County

= Spencer County is the State's fastest growing county (in percentage population
growth)

* Need to accommodate future growth of the area

" Traffic between schools causes congestion through town




Preliminary Project Goals

KY 44 is functionally classified as a Rural Major Collector and KY 55 is designated as
a Rural Major Collector from the Bullitt County line to KY 55 in Taylorsville and a
Rural Minor Arterial from KY 55 South to KY 55 North in Taylorsville. Both routes are
designated as State Secondary on the State System Classification. A proposed
Northwest Connector would likely also have a functional class of a rural major
collector road. Several preliminary goals have been identified for the Taylorsville NW
KY 44/KY 55 Connector project, including:

" Alleviate current and projected KY 44 and KY 55 traffic congestion.
* Decrease accident rates on these routes,

" Accommodate future population growth

= Improve access for recreational/tourism traffic to Tavylorsville Lake
* Accommodate increasing commercial and industrial traffic

Project Schedule

The current schedule for the project is:

Phase Year Funding
Design FY 2003 $1,000,000
Right-of-Way Acquisition FY 2005 $1,500,000
Utiiity Relocation FY 2005 $1,000,000
Construction Not Scheduled ~
Contacts:
Written comments may be addressed to- Or you may contact:
Ms. Annette Coffey, P.E. Mr. Ted Noe, P.E.
Director Project Manager
Division of Planning (A-2) Division of Planning (A-2)
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
125 Holmes Street (502) 564-7183
Frankfort, KY 40622 Email: ted.noe@mail.state.ky.us

Visit our web page at http://www kytc.state.ky.us/plannina/index.htm
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Mr. James P. Fenton

Director, & State Archaelogist
Department of Anthropology
University of Kentucky

211 Lafferty Hall

Lexington, Kentucky 40506-0024

Mr. Jack Fish
; President
i Kentuckians for Better Transportation
10332 Bluegrass Parkoway
1 Louisville, Kentucky 40299

Mr, Ken Oilschlager
. President

Kentucky Chamber of Commerce Executives, Inc.

- 164 Chenault Road
P.O. Box 817
Frankfort, Kentucky 40602

- Mr. Ishmon Burks, Jr.
. Commissioner

Kentucky Department of State Police
" 319 Versailles Road

Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

Mr. Mike Hill

Director
* Division of Multimodal Programs

State Office Building Annex, Mail Code A-5
125 Holmes Street
- Frankfort, Kentucky 40622

: Mr. John Bird
Executive Director
. Kentucky Forward
;'1 t6 Chenault Road

.0, Box 1628

Frankfort, Kentucky 40602-1628

Mr. John D. Overing

Kentucky Heritage Resource Conservation
] and Development Council

227 Mornis Dive
1 Harrodsburg, Kentucky 40330

)

Ms. Margie Shouse
Independent Hauler Association
905 Nebo Road

P.O. Box 178

Madisonville, Kentucky 42431

Mr. Bob Amold

Executive Director

Kentucky Association of Counties
380 King's Daughters Drive
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

Kentucky Community Development Society, Inc.
517 Ashley Way
Lexington, Kentucky 40503

Kentucky Disabilities Coalition
P.O. Box 1589
Frankfort, Kentucky 40602-1589

Colonel Kenneth Frost

Director

Division of Vehicle Enforcement
State Office Building, 8th Floor
501 High Street

Frankfort, Kentucky 40622

Mr. Jim Cobb

State Geologist and Director

Kentucky Geological Survey

University of Kentucky

228 Mining and Mineral Resources Building
Lexington, Kentucky 40506-0107

Mr. Kevin Graffagnino
Director

Kentucky Historical Society
100 W Broadway

Frankfort, Kentucky 40601




Kentucky Industrial Development Council, Inc.
109 Consumer Lane, Ste. A
:Frankfort, Kentucky 40601-8489

_Mr. Ned Sheehy
+ President
. Kentucky Motor Transport Association

134 Walnut Street
- Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

Mr. Barry Barker
- Executive Director

Kentucky Public Transit Association
- Transit Authority of River City

1000 West Broadway

Lousiville, Kentucky 40203

- Ms. Ann R. Latta

~ Secretary

~ Tourism Development Cabinet

- Capital Plaza Tower, 24th Floor
500 Mero Street

- “rankfort, Kentucky 40601

Mr. James Aldridge

Jirector

Nature Conservancy - Kentucky Chapter
- 642 West Main Street

-exington, Kentucky 40508

L Oscar Geralds
Sierra Club
1'359 West Short Street
¥ _exington, Kentucky 40507

Mr. Heinz Mueller
4 Attomey
{ J.5. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4
" 13th Floor, Atlanta Federal Ctr.
, 61 Forsyth Street, SW
Atlanta, GA 30303

Ms. Sylvia Lovely

Executive Director

Kentucky League of Cities, Inc.
101 East Vine Street, Ste. 600
Lexington, Kentucky 40507

Ms. Vickie Boume

Executive Director

Office of Transportation Delivery

State Office Building Annex, Mail Code A-4
125 Holmes Street

Frankfort, Kentucky 40622

Ms. Marcheta Sparrow
President

* Kentucky Tourism Council

1100 US 127S Bldg C
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

Mr. Allen D. Rose

Secretary

Workforce Development Cabinet
Capital Plaza Tower, 2nd Floor
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

Ms. Helen Cleary

President

Scenic Kentucky

P. 0. Box 32760
Louisville, Kentucky 40232

Colonel Robert E. Slockbower
Commander & District Engineer
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 59

Louisville, Kentucky 40201

Mr. Kenneth W. Holt, MSEH

Emergency & Environmental Health Services Division
Chemical Demilitarization Branch (F-16)

11.S, Center for Disease Cortrol and Prevention

4770 Buford Highway, N.E.

Atlanta, Georgia 30341-3724




Mr. John Milchick, Jr.

Kentucky State Coordinator

U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development
Jffice of the State Coordinator

£.0. Box 1044

Louisville, Kentucky 40201

The Honorable Ron Lewis
. US Representative - 2nd District
= JS House of Representative

223 Cannon HouséDffice Building
- Washington, DC 20515

[he Honorable Mitch McConnell
United States Senator

361-A Senate Russell Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Mr. Steve Goodpaster
Director
--<entucky Transportation Cabinet
Jivision of Bridge Design
State Office Building - 7th Floor
* “rankfort, Kentucky 40622

. Mr, Jim Stone
Jirector
KLentucky Transportation Cabinet
Division of Materials
- 1227 Wilkinson Boulevard
;. rankfort, Kentucky 40622

vir. David Waldner
" Director
. Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
3 Division of Environmental Analysis
4 3tate Office Building Annex
; Frankfort, Kentucky 40622

Mr. Simon Cornett

g Director

1 Division of Traffic
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
State Office Building - 1st Floor
“rankfort, Kentucky 40622

Mr. Lee A, Barclay, Phd.

Field Supervisor

U.S. Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

446 Neal Street

Cookeville, Tennessee 38501

The Honorable Jim Bunning
United States Senator

502 Hart Senate Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Mr. David Huizenga

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Integration and Disposition
U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Environmental Management

1000 Independence Ave., SW

Washington, D.C. 20585

Mr. Dexter Newman

Director

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Division of Construction

State Office Building -~ 4th Floor
Frankfort, Kentucky 40622

Mr. Ralph Divine

Director

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Division of Right-of-Way & Utilities
State Office Building - 4th Floor
Frankfort, Kentucky 40622

Mr. Chuck Knowles

Director

Division of Operations

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
State Office Building - 7th Floor
Frankfort, Kentucky 40622

American Association of Truckers
P.O. Box 487
Benton, Kentucky 42025




Ms. Sue Perkins
~ Branch Manager
- Permits Branch
; Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
“1st Floor State Office Building
_Frankfort, Kenty cky 40622

1 Mr. Ron Bland

i Kentucky Airport Zoning Commission
* 3rd Floor State Office Bldg Annex, 125 Holmes Street

..Frankfort, Kentucky 40622

Mr. Joe M. Allbaugh
Director

FEMA

Federal Center Plaza
500 C Street SW
Washington, D.C. 20742

Mr. Jose Sepulveda
Drvision Administrator
- Federal Highway Administration
. Kentucky Division
P.O. Box 536, 330 West Broadway
Frankfort, Kentucky 40602

T'he Honorable David Jenkins
Spencer County Judge/Executive
P.O. Box 397

Taylorsville, Kentucky 40071

* T'he Honorable Gary Tapp
Kentucky State Representative

j 2600 Mt. Eden Road

1.Shelbyville, Kentucky 40065

The Honorable Dan Kelly

iKentucky State Senator
=324 West Main

_ Springfield, Kentucky 40069

Ms. LaVerne Reid

District Manager

Airports District Office, Federal Aviation Administration
3385 Airways Blvd., Suite 302

Memphis, Tennessee 38116

Mr. William Howard

Executive Director

Kentucky Association of Riverports
Henderson County Riverport

6200 Riverport Road

Henderson, Kentucky 42420

Mr. Alex Barber

State Environmental Review Officer
Natural Resources and Environmental
Protection Cabinet

Frankfort Office Park 14 Reilly Road
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

Mr. Roger Wiebusch
Bridge Administrator
United States Coast Guard
Bridge Branch

[222 Spruce Street

St. Louis, Missouri 63103

The Honorable Walter Hahn
Mayor

City of Taylorsville

P.0O. Box 279

Taylorsville, Kentucky 40071

The Honorable Jodie Hayden
Kentucky State Representative
106 Hillcrest

Bardstown, Kentucky 40004

The Honorable Ray Jewell
Magistrate, District 1

101 O'Dell Court

P.O.Box 139

Taylorsville, Kentucky 40071




The Honorable Anthony Travis The Honorable Bill Shelburne

. Magistrate, District 2 Magistrate, District 3
1489 Delta Road 1250 Shelbyville Road
[aylorsville, Kentucky 40071 Taylorsville, Kentucky 40071
-The Honorable Bill Drury The Honorable David Goodlett
| Vagistrate, District 4 Magistrate, District 5
P.O. Box 908 2336 Van Buren Road
]Taylorsville, Kentucky 40071 Mt. Eden, Kentucky 40046
vir. Claude Brock Mr. Darrell Stevens
Economic Development DES Director
™.0.Box 397 P.C. Box 397
[aylorsville, Kentucky 40071 Taylorsville, Kentucky 40071
Mr. Mike Linn Mr. Keith Richardson:
laylorsville State Park US Army Corps of Engineers
'825 Overlook Road 2825 Overlook Road
Taylorsville, Kentucky 40071-9028 Taylorsville, Kentucky 40071-9028
spencer County Sheriff's Department Spencer County Cahmber of Commerce
P.0. Box 397 P.O. Box 555
Taylorsville, Kentucky 40071 Taylorsville, Kentucky 40071
R’Spe:nce:r County Board of Education Spencer County Fire District
¥07 West Main Street P.O. Box 491
IFaylorsville, Kentucky 40071 Taylorsville, Kentucky 40071

Mr. Mike Villanova

:spencer County Planning and Zoning Police Chief
2 2.0. Box 305 City of Taylorsville
Taylorsville, Kentucky 40071 P.O. Box 279

Taylorsvilte, Kentucky 40071




Mr. Nathan Nation

Fire Chief .

City of Taylorsville

P.O.Box 279

Taylorsville, Kentucky 40071
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION CABINET

DEPARTMENT FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
FRANKFORT OFFICE PARK
14 Rewwy Ao
FRANKFORT KY 40601

April 22, 2002

Annette Coffey, P. E., Director
Division of Planning

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Frankfort KY 40622

Re:  Scoping Study on construction of a Northwest Connector from KY 44 west to KY 55 north of
Taylorsville, Spencer County, Kentucky (SERQ 2001-114) :

Dear Ms. Coffey:

The Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Cabinet (NREPC) serves as the state
clearinghouse for review of environmental documents generated pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Within the Cabinet, the Commissioner’s Office in the Department
for Environmental Protection coordinates the review for Kentucky State Agencies.

The Kentucky agencies listed on the attached sheet have been provided an opportunity to review the
above referenced report. Responses were received from 10 {also marked on attached sheet) of the
agencies that were forwarded a copy of the document. Attached are the comments from the Kentucky
Divisions of Water, and Conservation, the Department of Agriculture, the Kentucky Nature Preserves
Commission, and the Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources. Comments have been previously
submitted directly to you from the Kentucky Heritage Council.

The Division of Waste Management expresses concern that this project has potential for either exposing
or generating for disposal different forms of hazardous waste, The Division also notes that the
Transportation Cabinet has some outstanding issues with hazardous waste generated at DOT facilities,

If you should have any questions, please contact me at (502) 564-2150, ext. 112.

Alex Barber

State Environmental Review officer

Sincerely,

EDUCATION
PAYS
Ay Printed on Recyclad FPaper
U an Eqal Opportunity Employer M/F/D




NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
CABINET
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Scoping Study on construction of a Northwest Connector from K'Y 44 west to Ky 55 north of
Taylorsville, Spencer County, Kentucky

C denotes Comments
NC denrotes No Comment
IR denotes Information Request
NR denotes No Response
NS denotes Not Sent for Review

REVIEWING AGENCIES:

Division of Warer comments

Division of Waste Management comments

Division for Air Qualicy

Department of Health Services : S

Economic Development Cabinet ¢ ns

Division of Forestry

Department of Surface Mining Reclamation & Enforcerﬁent__ ne

Department of Parks | Ac

Department of Agriculture comments

Nature Preserves Commission comments

Kentucky Heritage Council comments-dir
comments

Division of Consetvation

Department for Natura] Resources —_— s
Department of Fish & Wildlife Resources __ Comments
'____-_____—'.——-———_.

Transportation Cabinet : __. s

Department for Military Affairs ' ne
-—_—
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January 14, 2002

Ms. Annette Coffey, P.E.
Director

Division of Planning

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
125 Holmes Street

Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

Dear Ms. Coffey:

The Cabinet for Workforce Development appreciates the opportunity to comment
on the possible construction of a northwest connector from KY 44 west to KY 55

north of Taylorsville. At this time, the proposed project does not affect the
Cabinet and its agencies.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

WA D I

Allen D. Rosse
Secretary

ADR/SGS
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Orrice TeLemione
(502) 564-4696
FAX: {502)564-21a3
1TY: (502) 564-2075

Bitry Ray Smima
CoMMISSIONER

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

500 Mero STReET, 7TH FLoor
FrRankrFoRT, KY 40601

January 14, 2002

Mr. Alex Barber

State Environmental Review Officer
Department for Environmental Protection
14 Reilly Road

Frankfort, KY 40601

Reference:  Scoping Study S&Ro- 114

Construction of Northwest Connector

Taylorsville, KY
Dear Mr. Barber:
The Kentucky Department of Agriculture wants to make sure the following issues are
addressed in the scoping study for the proposed construction of a Northwest Connector
from KY 44 west to KY 55 north of Taylorsville, Kentucky:

1. Impact to farmland, particularly the permanent joss of prime farmland that each
alternative route may cause; and

2. Economic and other impact to area farms that each alternative route would have,
‘Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposed project.
Sincerely,

Sea St

Ira Linvilie
Executive Director
Office of Environmental Services

e - g
EDUCATION
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An Equal Opportunity Employer M/F/D
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- FISH & WILDLIFE COMMISSION

Mike Boatwright, Faducah

Tom Baker, Bowling Green, Chairman
Allen K. Gailor, Louisviile

Charles E, Bale, Hodgenville

. James R. Rich, Taylor Mil]

Ben Frank Brown, Richmond

Doug Hensley, Hazard )
Dr. Robert C. Webb, Grayson CoMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
DavidiL.Godby, Somerset DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES
C. THOMAS BENNETT, COMMISSIONER
January 8, 2002
Alex Barber
Commissioner’s Qffice
Department for Environmental Protection
14 Reilly Road
Frankfort, KY 40601
RE: Scoping Study on Construction of a Northwest
Connector from KY 44 West to KY 55 North of
Taylorsville, Spencer County, Kentucky
Dear Mr. Barber:

The Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources (KDFWR) has received your request for the
above-referenced information. The Kentucky Fish and Wildlife Information System indicates that no
federaily threatened or endangered species are known to occur in the Taylorsville and Waterford 7.5
minute USGS quadrangle(s). Please be aware that our database system is a dynamic one that only
represents our current knowledge of the various species distributions.

KDFWR has determined that potential negative impacts to the aquatic resources can occur in the project
area and offers the following recommendations:

1) development in or near streams only during low flow periods to minimize disturbances;
2) proper placement of erosion control structures below disturbed areas to minimize entry
of silt to stream, and;

3) replanting of disturbed areas after construction, including stream banks and right-of-
ways, with native vegetation for soil stabilization and enhancement of fish and wildlife
populations.

Additionally, if the applicant is going to relocate/realign portions of any streams, KDFWR request the
stream channel be put back to original stream profile with Placement of instream habitat such as riffles,
runs, and pools, etc. The recontoured stream banks should have a well defined riparian area, including
herbaceous species, shrubs and trees. The plantings should consist of native vegetation indigenous to the
area and be a minimum of 100 feet in width on each side of the channel.

EDUCATION
PAYS
Arnold L. Mitchell Bldg.  #1 Game Farm Road Frankfort, Ky 40601

An Equal Opportunity Employer M/F/D
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Page Two
Alex Barber
January 8, 2002

1 hope this information will be helpful to you. Should you require additional information, please contact
me at {502) 564-7109, ext. 367.

Sincerely,

Marla T. Barbour
Fisheries Biologist IIT

cc: Environmental Section File
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Governor
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION CABINET

DEPARTMENT FOR NATURAL RESOURCES
DIVISION OF CONSERVATION

;’f 663 TETON TRAIL
i FRAMKFORTY, KENTUCKY 40601
i
- MEMORANDUM
TO: Alex Barber
- Department of Environmental Protection
FROM: Mark Davis #70
* Division of Conservation

DATE: January 28,1 2002

SUBJECT: Environmental Review of Project #SER0O2001-114

As requested, the Division of Conservation has reviewed the scoping study on construction of a
northwest connector from KY 44 west to KY 55 north of Taylorsville, Kentucky.

There are no agricultural districts established within or adjacent to the project area. Therefore,
impacts to land enrolled in the Agricvitural District Program will not have to be mitigated by the

7 Department of Transportation.

We would, however, like to see the issue of loss of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide

1986), and Important Farmland Soils of Kentucky (NRCS 1985). Both publications are availablc
3 through this office,

One other concern we would like to comment op is that of controlling erosion and sedimentation
1 during and afler earth-disturbing activities once this project begins. We strongly recommend
best management practices (BMPs) be utilized to prevent nonpoint source water pollution. The
manual, Best Management Practices Jfor Construction Activities, contains information on BMPs

'-3 appropriate for this project and is available through the Spencer County Conservation District,
; the Division of Water, or this office.
[_ We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project. If you have any questions please

contact this office anytime.

| MID

ATION
PAYS
Phone (502) 564-3080  (58)  Fax (502) 564.9195
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JAMES E. BICKFORD PAUL E. PATTON

o SECRETARY GOVERNGH
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
i NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION CABINET
DEPARTMENT FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
FRANKFORT OFFICE Pagk
14 Rewy Ro
FRANKFORT KY 40601
MEMORANDUM
. TO: Alex Barber
'f State Environmental Review Officer
: Department for Environmental Protection
FROM: Timothy Kuryla 74
EIS Coordinator
Division of Water
DATE: April 17, 2002
;
i SUBJECT: SN, Connector from KY44 west to KY55 north, Taylorsville (Spencer County),

SERQ 021227-114

The Division of Water has reviewed the Scoping Notice prepared by the Transportation
Cabinet regarding a connector from KY44 west to KY55 north, Taylorsville (Spencer County).
The Division notes only a corridor is given. Alternative routes are not given. Consequently, the
Division is unable to conduct an environmental review on the proposal.

The Division of Water will comment on the proposed project when a specific tocation (or
specific locations) are submitted to the State Environmental Review Officer.

E ATIOMN
PAY:
é\g Printed on Recyeied Papor
> An Faual Opportunity Employer M/FD
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Education, Arts and Humanities Cabinet

KENTUCKY HERITAGE COUNCIL
Paunl E. Patton The State Historic Preservation Office
Governor
Mariene M. Helm

) RECEIVED
TRANSPORTATION CABINET

DIVISION nf pf EHNING

Jw2g 3 43 PH 'y

David L. Morgan
Executive Director and
SHPO

Cabinet Secrelary January 22, 2002

Ms. Annette Coffey, P. E.
Director

Division of Planning

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
125 Holmes Street

Frankfort, Kentucky 40622

Dear Ms. Coffey:

We received a copy of your letter of December 21, 2001 (received January 2, 2002) to Mr.
Alex Barber (Kentucky Department of Environmental Protection) concerning the Kentucky
Transportation Cabinet’s proposed construction of a Northwest Connector from XY 44 west 1o KY
55 north of Taylorsville in Spencer County, Kentucky. Based on our knowledge of prehistoric and
historic settlement patterns, the project arca has high potential for containing unrecorded prehistoric
or historic archaeological sites. Consequently, it is my opinion that an archaeological survey should
be conducted for the connector right-of-way by a professional archaeologist to determine if there are
any sites eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places which might be affected. The
archaeological report must be submitted for my review, comment, and approval.

The project also has the potential for impacting standing structures that are eligible or
potentially eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. A survey of historic
structures should be undertaken to determine if there are any structures eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places which might be affected. The historic structures report must be
submitted for my review, comment, and approval. Shoutd you have any questions, feel free to contact
Charles Hockensmith of my staff at (502) 564-7005.

Sincerely,

avid L. Morgan,
Kentucky Heritag€ Council and
State Historic Preservation Officer

cc: Mr. Alex Barber

300 Washington Street
Frankfort, Kentucky 46601
Ancqual opportuaity employer M/I/D

Telephone (502) 564-7005
FAX (502) 564-5820
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Barber, Alex (NREPC, DEP)

Palmer-Ball, Brainard {NREPC, KSNPC)

From:

Sent: Monday, January 28, 2002 2:43 PM
To: Barber, Alex (NREPC, DEP)
Subject: KSNPC responses to KIRPs

TO: Alex Barber, NREPC-DEP, intergovernmental Review Coordinator
FROM: Brainard Palmer-Ball, Jr., Ky Siate Nature Preserves Commission
RE. KSNPC responses o KIRPs

DATE: January 28, 2002

RE: Project No. SERO2001-114 {Scoping Study for NW connector at Taylorsville in Spencer Co.)

KSNPC has reviewed the project summary and has NO COMMENT except to recommend that construction associated
with any project, especially crossing of Brashears Creek, should be planned so as fo minimize impact to water quality in
Brashears Creek and the Salt River, both of which have been documented to have harbored populations of rare aquatic

organisms.
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUGCKY
KENTUCKY STATE POLICE
919 VERSAILLES ROAD

FRANKFORT 40601
FPauL E. PATTON IstiMOonN F. BURKS
GOVERNOR COMMISSIONER

January 8, 2002

Annette Coffey, P.E.

Director,

Division of Planning

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
125 Holmes Street

Frankfort, Kentucky 40622

Dear Ms. Coffey:

I have been assigned to review and respond reference the potential impacts of a proposed highway project
in Spencer County, Kentucky know as Ky44/55 Corridor. Having reviewed this proposed project 1 would
offer the following observations:

*  Asproposed the project should improve vehicular traffic flow in the Taylorsville area.

¢ Recreational vehicular traffic (vehicles hauling boats, motor homes, campers, etc.) traveling west on
Ky 44 from Bullitt County would no longer need to travel through Taylorsville.

*  The construction of the Ky44/55 Corridor would improve roadway surfaces, sight distances, reduce
distractions and improve other traffic roadway features resulting in fewer traffic crashes and improved
traffic flow, ' o

It should be pointed out, that regardless if the Ky44/55 Corridor construction project is realized or not,
Spencer County will continue to experience rapid population growth. As a result, it can be expected that all
federal, state and local public service agencies serving this county will experience a need to grow in respect
to the needs of the citizens of Spencer County. Therefore, the Kentucky State Police would be in favor of
this project due its positive impact on the highway safety needs of Spencer County. .

Please contact me should you require any additional assistance reference to this important project.

:ap(ain Lonnie Moert

Commander,
Kentucky State Police
Post 12

1250 Loutsville Rd.
Frankfort, KY 40601

LMJjb
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Memorandum )y 723 1015 A} 02

TO: Ralph Divine, Director
Division of Right of Way and Utilities

Robert W. Burke, Supervisor /ézzz ¥ oo

FROM:
Division of Right of Way
District Five - Louisville
BY: Charles J. Bird, Review Appraiser
Division of Right of Way
District Five — Louisville
DATE: January 17, 2002

SUBJECT:  Spencer County
Item No. 5-347.00
Taylorsville NW KY 44/KY 55 Connector

The following comments are an attempt to address right-of-way concerns pertinent to the
study of a proposed connector around a portion of the city of Taylorvsille, in Spencer
County. The corridor for this connector has been outlined for right-of-way use by John
Callihan, Planning Engincer for District 5. This comidor is outlined in red on the map
attached to this memo, and is also outlined as follows. The east boundary of the
connector corridor is KY Highway 155. - That portion of KY 155 affected extends from a
point .5 miles south of Yoder Station Road and terminates at the bridge where Brashears
Creck passes under KY 155. The west boundary would be KY Highway 44. That
portion of KY 44 affected extends from the intersection of KY 44 with Cari Malone Road
and then eastward to the intersection of KY 44 with Green Acre Drive. All properties
affected would be those west of KY 155, and north of KY 44.

Right-of-way concerns will be broken down into three sections. The first will consider
the properties at the eastern end of this corridor and fronting on the west side of KY 155.
The second section will consider properties in the middle area. That is, those properties
on either side of KY 1653. The third section will consider those properties north of KY

44

The properties fronting on the west side of KY 155, immediately south of Yoder Station
Road are rural in nature and any right-of-way acquisition would include farmland and




farm related buildings. The acquisitions would be from propertics serving typical rural
uscs. However, the properties further south along KY 155 comprise the primary shopping
and service area for the city of Taylorsville and the surrounding rural area. Included
properties would be the county health department and emergency medical services. They
also include a sizeable strip shopping center, a nursing home facility and an apartment
complex with approximately 60 units. A supermarket and other smaller business also lie
in this area. This commercial cluster is situated generally opposite of the point where
reconstructed KY 44 (Little Mount Road, on the attached map) intersects KY 155. If the
connector transits this general area a portion of the properties referenced here would

likely be acquired.

An exception to this is noted as follows. Precisely opposite the point where reconstructed
KY 44 intersects KY 155, and situated amid this commercial cluster there is a relatively
clear path which approximates the width of existing reconstructed KY 44. The only
significant improvement that lies in this path is a one-story commescial building currently
serving use as an office for a used car dealership. Therefore, this would appear to be a
likely place for a proposed connector to be placed as the existing commercial integrity of
this area as a whole would be retained. The one problem could be that there is a very
stecp ridge situated to the immediate west of this area. If a proposed road needed to be
elevated through this precise area it might require a right-of-way of sufficient width so as
to necessitate the acquisition of the apartment complex to the south and the nursing home

facility to the north, -

In summary regarding this first section, if a connector is situated sufficiently to the north
typical rural land acquisitions will be required. If it is situated to the south, and the
corridor referenced in the preceding paragraph cannot be utilized without elevating the
road, a sizeable primary-use commercial area will likely be affected with the possibility
of substantial commercial acquisition.

Regarding the second section considered, that is the area on either side of KY 1653, the
acquisitions in this area would include farmland, farm-related buildings and perhaps
some residences fronting along KY 1653. The acquisitions would be from propetties
serving typical rural residential uses.

Regarding the third area, that is the area north of existing KY 44, as defined above, right-
of-way acquisitions would include farms, and possibly single family residences fronting
on the north side of KY 44. There is one property improved with a church and a sizable
cemetery. A cross on the attached map marks this property. It would be highly desirable

that any new corridor avoids this property.

In final summary, the right-of-way issue of greatest magnitude would be the fact that the
most likely place for a connector to tie into KY 155 would be opposite existing

. reconstructed KY 44, and the propertics in this area are currently serving rather intensive

commercial use,

No right-of-way issues involving environmental justice were noted,
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James C. Codell, it Transportation Cabinet Paul E. Patton
Secretary of Transportation Frankfort, Kentucky 40622 Govemor
Clifford C. Linkes, PE.
Deputy Secretary
MEMORANDUM

To:  Annette Coffey, P.E., Director
Division of Planning

From: Tony Vinegar, Supervisor /]"/
Projects Coordination Section
Division of Environmental Analysis

Date: Janvary 18, 2002

Re: Intermediate Planning Study - Taylorsville NW KY 44/KY 55 Connector, Spencer
County, Ky. Item # 5-347.00

The proposed construction of a new connector from KY 44 to KY 55 in Spencer
County, Kentucky has been evaluated by the Division of Environmental Analysis for any
potential environmental challenges that would need to be addressed during the design stage.
The following brief set of preliminary comments are based upon the intermediate planning
study data presented, additional comments could be provided iffwhen site visits and/or

overviews are conducted:

1.

2.

The Air Quality status of the project would not be 2 problem; the project appears
to be outside of the area requiring conformity.

Noise data would have to be collected and analyzed to determine the impact to
residents of the area.

Jurisdictional wetlands could be present throughout the area. Stream impacts
should be avoided; these areas, including ponds, would either pose mitigation
1ssues or have to be avoided during the design process. Permits issued by both the
Ky. Division of Water and the US Armmy Corps. of Engineers would have to be
obtained according to the level of impact to the area.

Any federally listed endangered species would have to be addressed through
either avoidance or mitigation. A site-specific biological assessment/analysis is
necessary prior to committing to an action.

Specific details concerning any area hazardous and/or non-hazardous waste
facilities and underground storage tanks would need to be obtained through site

visits, which was not conducted
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Annette Coffey
January 18, 2002
Page 2

6. If National Register historic or National Register eligible property is purchased or
impacted section 106 issues will need to be addressed. More study is needed in
this case in order for KYTC to make a decision as to how to address such matters,

7. More Socio-cconomic related information is needed regarding relocations and
potential impacts to Jow-income and/or minority neighborhoods.

Our staff appreciates the opportunity to provide early comments on projects during
the planning stage; however, in general, more specific environmental data is needed in order

for the division of environmental analysis to give better feedback. If you should have any
questions regarding these comments please contact me at 564-7250.

TV

C: D Waldner R. Thomas Files
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Secretary of Transportation Frankfort, Kentucky 40622 Governor
Deputy Secretary
TO: Annette Coffey, Director

Division of Planning

FROM: Michael L. Hill, Director %f’i’v%

Division of Multimodal Programs
DATE: January 23, 2002

SUBJECT: Iltem No. 5-347.00
Taylorsvilie NW Connector
Spencer County

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Spencer County project.

The coordination and connectivity of bicycle and pedestran facilities is
important in the early planning and design stages of projects. Design Guidance
from the United States Department of Transportation in February, 2000, states
“bicycling and walking facilities will be incorporated into all transportation projects
unless exceptional circumstances exist.”

One of the preliminary project goals listed in this Intermediate Planning
Study is to “improve access for recreational/tourism traffic to Taylorsville Lake".
The Louisville Bicycle Club tours extensively from Louisville to Taylorsville Lake.
A 1998 economic study conducted in Maine estimated that direct spending by
bicycle tourists totaled $36.3 Million.

The segment of KY 44 between KY 623 and KY 1169 is part of the
designated Central Heartlands & Ramblin River Bicycle Routes. It is important,
for economic and safety concerns, to provide an unobstructed paved shoulder
width of at least 4 feet along this segment.

Please contact Paula Nye of this Division, at (502) 564-7686, for
information or questions about bicycle and pedestrian concerns.

We lock forward to working with your Division to facilitate your study
efforts in our SUA and MPO areas, and by increasing awareness of bicycle and
pedestrian issues.

MLH/LJS/PEN/AJT

~
PAYS

KENTUCKY TRANSPORTAION CABINE T
PROVIDE A SAFL EFFICH NT, ENVIRDNMENTAL LY SOUND. AMD FISCALLY RESPONSIBLE TRANSFORTATION SYSTL M
WIHCH FROMOTES § CONOMIC GROWTH AND ENBANCES THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN KENTUCKY-
AN EQUAL OFFORTUNITY ENPLOYER M/F/0"
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Commonwealth of Kentucky

James C. Codell, Nl Transportation Cabinet Paul E. Patton
Secretary of Transportation Frankfort, Kentucky 40622 Govemor
Ciifford C. Linkes, P.E.
Deputy Secretary

MEMORANDUM

TO: Annette Coffey, P.E.
Director
Division of Planning

FROM: Edward Sue Perkins, P.E.
Branch Manager c ZZ
Pemmits Branch

DATE: February 5, 2002

RE: Spencer County

KY 44/KY 55 Cogvidor, Northwest Conneclor
The Permits Branch has reviewed the data provided for subject study site and wish to offer the following.
1. We urge the Cabinet to make this all-new facility partial control access.

2. Assuming the projedt is partial control access, we encourage all possible access points
be set on the plans in accordance with 603 KAR 5:120, even if they are not o be
constructed at that time.

3. Vhen buying RAW for this ad all reconstruction routes, assuming the access control is
paitial control, new deeds for all adjoining properly owners even if no new R/\W is
acquired, need 1o be executed to identify the access control.

4. in addition, we would like to make every effort possible to have the design speed to be
the same as anticipated posted speed when the projedt is complete.

5. We would like to see access control fence instalied with the project.

6. Please notify this office if the proposed roadway is to be placed on the National Highway
_ System. This informaltion is needed to assist this office in regulating the installation of
any outdoor advertising device.
7. If the proposed roadway is to be on the N.H.S_, early notification of the final line and

grade is needed. This enables us to monitor outdoor advertising devices prior 1o road
construction being completed.

Thank you for the opportunity to verbalize our cory

ESPAm . :
EDUCATION

PAVYS

KINTUCKY TRANSPORIATION CABINET
“PROVIDE A SAFE, EFHICIFNT, ENVIRONMONTALLY SOUND, AND FISCALLY RESPONSIGLE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM
WHICH PROMOHES ECONOMIC GROWTH AND [NHANCES THE QUALITY OF LYE IN KINTUCKYT
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNE Y EMIPLOYER 14/F/ (0"




-

I

o
Ui

Comments by Telephone

On: January 14, 2001

Time: 3:40 p.m.

From: Agency Coordination Letter
Mailed: December 21, 2001

For: KY 44 — Taylorsville Connector
By: Mr. Jimmy Wilson

Transportation Director

Spencer County Board of Education
207 W Main St

Taylorsville KY 40071

Comments:

Mr. Wilson said he had been Transportation Director for six years, His
comuments were:

School system is the biggest employer in the county

Most of the county’s roads are crooked and winding

A bypass in the vicinity of the new elementary school would help

The growth of areas north of KY 44 is greater than growth south of
KY 44

If anyone would like to see the congestion in Taylorsville due to school
traffic they would need to observe the traffic between 7:30 - 8:10 am and
2:50 - 3:20 pm and he invited us to do so

Tying into KY 44 as far west of the new elementary school as possible
would be better for school safety and student transportation

Has demographic data if we need it

If we need further information please call him at 502 — 477- 3250.

Transcribed By:  Ted Noe

Project Manager

Kentucky Department of Highways
Division of Planning

Frankfort, KY
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SPENCER COUNTY:

STENCER COUN] DAviD JENKINS, SPENCER COUNTY JUDGE EXECUTIVE

Spencer County “A Great Place to Li ve, Work and Play”
P.O. Box 397 ~ Taylorsville, KY 40071 ~ (502)477-3205

December 27, 2001 =
<3
-
o ]
o
Ms. Annette Cofley, P.E. &
Director =
Division of Planning (A-2) Pt
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet -
125 Holmes Street

Frankfort, Kentucky 40622

Dear Ms. Coffey:

Spencer County is in need of various roads as it relates to the project study
area shown. Whereas it would be advantageous to have a by-pass around Taylorsville,
we would be remiss if we did not take other concerns into the equation.

Kentucky Highway 44 nceds to be straightened and widened from Mt.
Washington to Taylorsville in order for public safety as well as commercial traffic.
Currently Hwy 44 is too narrow to accommodate this volume and it needs attention.

Kentucky Highway 55 South has had a preliminary study, and this needs
to be followed up on to open up traffic from the Bluegrass Parkway to Taylorsville.

Kentucky Highway 55 North is in dire need of straightening and widening,
due to the amount of traffic flow and Interstate 64 access.

If these roads have attention and then proceed with the by-pass being the
last piece of the puzzle, we would truly have improved traffic flow and created safer

roads. Then our commercial and industrial base can improve by having sufficient access
into Taylorsville and Spencer County.

I have marked a location on the map. This is a general location that
should be away from environmental and historical preservation concerns. Archaeological
concerns may have to be addressed, but should not be of great concern.

SiAN
L

]
]
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bypass.page?

T hope this will help in collecting your data for this project. Once again, I
do not feel we can look at this project without looking at all the major thoroughfares in
the county in order to establish the overall safety and industrial concerns of Spencer
County.

David Jenkins
Spencer County Judge Executive
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TRY1BRSWELLE POLICE BEPRRTRENT

M TAYLORSVILIE RD
TAYLORSVILLE XY 4007)

Phone 502-477.3231
Fax 502-477-4235

JANUARY 10, 2002

ANNETTE COFFEY PE,
DIRECTOR

DIVISION OF PLANNING

KENTUCKY TRANSPORTATION -CABINET
125 HOLMES STREET

FRANKFORT,KY. 40622

DEAR DIRECTOR COFFEY,

I APPRECIATE THE INFORMATION 1 RECEIVED ON THE STUDY PLAN ‘FOR TAYLORSVIILE IN
SPENCER COUNTY.

THE INFORMATION PACKET STATED THAT IF WE HAD ANY IMPUT, TO FEEL FREE TO SEND IT. ]
ENCLOSE A OCAJPLE OF PAGES WITH A POORLY DRAWN SKETCH, SHOWING AN APPROXIMATE
AREA WHERE THE HWY 44 CONNECTOR COULD SERVE A COUPLE OF PURPOSES.

IT WOULD DIVERT TRAFFIC NORTH ON HIGHWAY 55, AWAY FROM THE GROWTH AREA OF THE
CITY ITSELF, AND NOT BACK INTO THE HEART OF THE HEAVIER TRAFFIC,

IT WOULD ALLOW FOR MORE EXPANSION OF OUR CITY UP TO THE CONNECTOR ON THE SOUTH
SIDE, AND FOR SOME POSSIBLE INDUSTRIAL GROWTH ON THE NORTH SIDE OF THE CONNECTOR.

HWOULQNOTPIHANO’I‘HERTRAFFICLIGHT'IUOCL(EETO'I‘HEONEAT'I’HEHWYMEAST
INTERSECTION, ( AT THE SPENCER COUNTY HIGH SCHOOL )

. THERE ARE HILLSIDES WHICH PREVENT MORE EXPANSION AT THIS POINT... BUT IF THE

CONNECTOR IS BUILT WITH THOSE POINTS IN MIND, IM SURE FROM THIS -PERSPECTIVE, THAT
WHEN THE PLANS ARE PUT INTO ACTION, THE GROWTH WILL BE ALRBADY AT THAT
CONNECTOR INTERSECTION,

MY ONLY CONCERN 1S THAT THIS PROCESS OF PLANNING WILL BE DELAYED IN SUCH A WAY
THAT THE_PROPERTY IN QUESTION WILL ALREADY BE BOUGHT , AND DEVELOPED, THUS
DELAYING THE BUILDING OF A CONNECTOR ANOTHER 5 OR 10 YEARS, WHILE ANOTHER SITE IS
FOUND.,

THANK YOU FOR THE CHANCE TO'HAVE MY IMPUT. I'ONLY HOPE WE CAN GROW IN A POSITIVE
WAY, ]NqTEAD OF BECOMING THE DUMPING GROUND FOR ALL THE SURROUNDING COUNTIES.

ey
T

MIKE VILLANOVA, CHIEF
TAYLORSVILLE P.D,
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Taylorsville - Spencer County

Industrial Development Authority. Inc.

.
=

i NCER

Ralph G. Dunbar, Jr,
Chaiman

Teny Skaggs
Vice Chairman

Don Smith
Secrefary/Treasurer

Maitha Layne Collins

inbe ol v bl

FEB 13 2002
February 12, 2002

N i

Ted Noe, Director of Planning
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet

125 Holmes Street

Jack Proctor Frankfort, KY 40622

Steve Tichenor
Dear Ted,

Claude L. Brock

Executive Director Karen Mohammadi has contacted me with the request that I provide
both you and her with information regarding the industrial authority’s plans
for an industrial park development in Taylorsville & Spencer County. As

83 East Main Street you know, the authornty is young, thus plans are not yet made.

P. 0. Box 397

Taylorsville, KY 40071

Phone: 502.477-3246

However, since Judge Jenkins and I first discussed potential locations
of industrial sites with your team, some factors have changed. Following is

Fax: 502477-3247 the best information I can provide at this writing.
cbrock@iglou.com
www.taylorsville.net
¢ The 447-acre site on Hwy. 155 at the Taylorsville city limits is no
longer an option. The industrial authority has declined to do business
5 with that owner due to his unwillingness to work with the authority on
, E a phased basis, combined with a high acreage price.
™M b e A 7-10-acre site is now being privately developed on Hwy. 44
fal <] approximately 2 miles east of Taylorsville. That site will be
f:’f:_ H o promoted by the authority beginning about May of this year (2002).
'f‘ o o The authority is currently considering a 154-acre site on Hwy. 44,
14 A approximately two miles east of Taylorsville, adjacent to the privately
I P { . owned site named above.
21§, 18 X ¢ The authority is currently considering a 104-acre site on Hwy. 44,
R B approximately one mile west of Taylorsville, across from the Spencer
=\ County Elementary School.
% R
3 IR
b Ted, it is reasonable to assume at this writing that the Hwy. 44 cornidor,
= both east and west, is a prime target for industrial development in Spencer
AR County. It is unlikely that an industrial site will be located on Hwy. 55/155
% e ? in the foresecable future.
LL. .
=18 E I
s le 8 & |&




Of course, Hwy. 44 is also of prime interest in our development
deliberations since it is the Main Street of downtown Taylorsville, an area
that 1s of high commercial development interest to the authority.

Thanks for the opportunity to provide this information,
Hope this helps with your planning. We’re looking forward to working

with you and your team in the future and will keep you posted as our activity
develops.

Claude L.. Brock
Executive Director

R, Judge Jenkins, Mayor Hahn, Industrial Board
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

U.S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, LOUISVILLE _ RECE!
CORPS OF ENGINEERS rRARSPORTAnVED
P.0. BOX 59 Divisiny g OF CABINET
LOUISVILLE, KENTUCKY 40201-0059 EREELN T
FAX: (502) 315-6677
http:/iwww I usace.army.mil/ FEB 13 m 4 ﬁH '02

February 11, 2002

Operations Division
Regulatory Branch {South)
ID No. 200200047-pjl

Ms. Annette Coffey

Director, Division of Planning

Commonwealth of Kentucky
Transportation Cabinet

125 Holmes Street

Frankfert, Kentucky 40622

Dear Ms. Coffey:

This is in response to your letter requesting early coordination on
the proposed Northwest Connector from KXY 44 west to KY 55 north of
Taylorsville, in Spencer County, Kentucky. The study area encompasses
numerous streams subject to our regulatory authority under Section 404
of the Clean Water Act {CWA)} (33 USC 1344). Among these are the Salt
River, Pond Run Creek, Brashears Creek, Elk Creek, Chadbourn Branch, and

numerous unnamed tributaries.

The Corps of Engineers regulates the discharge of dredged and/or
fill material into “waters of the United States” inecluding wetlands,
under the provisions of Section 404 CWA. The data you furnished
indicates an authorization under this section of law may be required
before you begin the work. However, the information given is
insufficient for us to be certain of the need for a permit on this
particular proposal. We will need additional detail on the project's
design, scope, construction methods and purpose in order to determine

whether a permit is required.

We have found it is usually in the applicant's best interest to
submit that data in a formal permit application. Should an individual
permit be required, we can then begin processing your request

immediately.

Enclosed is a packet that contains the information and forms needed
tc apply for a Department of the Army (DA} permit. Currently, the
processing time for non-controversial applications requiring individual
review takes approximately 90 to 120 days. Please allow sufficient time
in your preconstruction schedule for the processing of a DA permit

application.
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Our comments on this project are limited to only those effects
which may fall within our area of jurisdiction. Lack of comment on
other environmental aspects should not be construed as either con-
currence or nonconcurrence with stated environmental effects.

If we can be of any further assistance, pPlease contact us by
writing to the above address, ATTN: CELRL-OP-FS, or by calling me at
(502) 315-6693.

Sincerely,

Regulatory Specialist
Regulatory Branch

Enclosures




.S, Department
of Transportation

Commander 1222 Spruce Street

Eighth Coast Guard Dishrict St Louis, MO 63103-2832
Staff Symbol: abr
Fhone: {314) 539-3900, Ext 382
FAX: (314) 5303755

United States
Coast Guard

16593.22
27 December 2001

Ms. Annette Coffey, P.E.
Director, Division of Planning
Commonwealth of Kentucky
Transportation Cabinet

125 Holmes Street

Frankfort, KY 40622

Subj: IMPROVEMENT TO KY 44 WEST TO KY 55 NORTH OF TAYLORSVILLE,
SPENCER COUNTY, KENTUCKY

Dear Ms. Coffey:

Please refer to your letter of December 21 » 2001. After reviewing the plans that you submitted
we have determined that this project does not cross waterways over which the Coast Guard
exercises jurisdiction for bridge administration purposes. A Coast Guard bridge permit is not
required.

1 appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed improvement project. Should you have
any questions, contact Mr. David Orzechowski at (314) 539-3900 Ext. 382.

Sincerely,

R/A?%(K.m BUSCH

Bridge Administrator
By direction of the District Commander

B W
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RECEIVED
TRANSPORTATION CABINET
DIVISHON OF PLANHING

United States Department of Agr:culture

NRCSW ivmormiers I [Orudfl 38l 02,

Resources
Conservation Taylorsville, KY 40071 FAX: (502} 477-2867

January 9, 2002

Annette Coffey, P.E,

Director, Division of Planning
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
125 Holmes Street

Frankfort, KY 40622

Dear Ms. Coffey:

As requested, I have completed a brief, general environmental study concerning the proposed
construction of a Northwest Connector from KY 44 west to KY 55 north of Taylorsville, Spencer

County, Kentucky.

According to your location map and the soil survey, Ihave found that the proposed area has
approximately 50 acres of hydric soils, 300 acres of hydric inclusion sotls, 600 acres of Prime

Farmland soils, and numerous sinkholes.

There are a few registered historic places within the location map. There are also a few places
with rock fences that could be considered “historic”.

Also, there are numerous churches and cemeteries, and a couple of schools and parks within the
proposed area.

Concerning the issue of environmental justice, I do not know of ahy segment of the population
that would bear a disproportionate share of the consequences of environmental impacts
attributable to this proposed project.

Please do not hesitate to ask for more information that you may need.

Sincerely,

MQ)@LQ Donuchk

Kelly W. Bennett, District Conservationist
United States Department of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation Service

The Natural Resources Conservation works hand-in-hand with

the American people lo conserve natural resoneces on povate lapds. AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER




( DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES Public Health Serviee

Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention {CDC)
Atianta GA 30341-3724

January 14, 2002

Anmnette Coffey, P.E.

Director Division of Planning
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
125 Holmes Street

Frankfori, Kentucky 40622

Dear Ms, Coffey:

This is in response to your letter of December 21, 2001 requesting our agency’s input and
comments on specific issues or concerns that might affect project alternative development for the
construction of a Northwest Connector from KY 44 west to KY 55 north of Taylorsville,
Spencer County, Kentucky. We are responding on behalf of the Department of Health and
Human Services (DHHS), U.S. Public Health Service.

While we have no project specific comments to offer at this time, we do recommend that the
topics listed below be considered during the NEPA process along with other necessary topics,
and addressed if appropriate. Mitigation plans which are protective of the environment and
public health should be described in the DEIS wherever warranted,

AREAS OF POTENTIAL PUBLIC HEALTH CONCERN:

I Air Quality

dust control measures during project construction, and potential releases of air toxins
potential process air emissions after project completion
* compliance with air quality standards

. Water Quality/Quantity

* special consideration to private and public potable water supply, including ground and
surface water resources

* compliance with water quality and waste water {reatment standards

* ground and surface water contamination {e.g. runoff and erosion coutrol)

*+ body conlact recreation

- -

- § E:"

1II. Wetlands and Flood Plains - §§
*  potential contamination of underlying aquifers < Fe
*  construction within flood plains which may endanger human health o g;:g
* contamination of the food chain w 2
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Page 2 - Annette Coffey, P.LE.

1V. Hazardous Materials/Wastes

* identification and characterization of hazardous/contaminated sites

*  safety plans/procedures, including use of pesticides/herbicides; worker training
*  spill prevention, containment, and countermeasures plan

V. Non-Hazardous Solid Waste/Qther Materials
*  any unusual effects associated with solid waste disposal should be considered

VI Noise
* identify projected elevated noise levels and sensitive receptors (1.e. residential, schools,
hospitals) and appropriate mitigation plans during and after construction

VII. Occupational Health and Safety
+ compliance with appropriate criteria and guidelines to ensure worker safety and health

" VIII. Land Use and Housing

* special consideration and appropriate mitigation for necessary relocation and other potential
adverse impacts to residential areas, community cohesion, community services

* demographic special considerations (e.g. hospitals, nursing homes, day care centers, schools

* consideration of beneficial and adverse long-term land use impacts, including the potential
influx of people into the area as a result of a project and associated impacts

* potential impacts upon vector contro! should be considered

IX. Environmental Justice

»  federal requirements emphasize the issue of environmental justice to ensure equitable
environmental protection regardless of race, ethnicity, economic status or community, so
that no segment of the population bears a disproportionate share of the consequences of
environmental pollution attributable to a proposed project. (Executive Order 12898)

While this is not intended to be an exhaustive list of possible impact topics, it provides a guide
for typical areas of potential public health concern which may be applicable to this project. Any
health related topic which may be associated with the proposed project should receive
consideration when developing the draft and final EISs. Please furnish us with one copy of the
draft document when it becomes available for review.

Sincerely yours,

Paul Joe, DO, MPH
Medical Officer
National Center for Environmental Health (F16)

Centers for Disease Control & Prevention
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S0, UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

i 3 REGION 4
3 Mw g ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER
% 5 61 FORSYTH STREET

ATLANTA, GECRGIA 30303-8360

January 22, 2002

Ms. Annette Coffey, P.E.
Director, Division of Planning
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
125 Holmes Strect

Frankfort, Ky 40622

SUBJECT: Early Coordination - EPA comments on the Northwest Connector - Kentucky
(from KY 44 west to KY 55 north of Taylorsville)

Dear Ms Coffey:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region 4, received your December 31,
2001 Initia} Coordination document concemning the proposed hi ghway improvement project.
The document gives a general outline of the project, provides information general and project-
specific environmental impacts and analysis procedures, and requests our input with regard to
identifying potential issues of concern within the project arca.

EPA’s review of the NEPA document will consist of looking at environmental affects of the
project on the water, air, land, wildlife habitat in the area. For your assistance, enclosed are
preliminary scoping comments pertaining to the contents of a National Environmental Policy
Act document. In addition, we also enclosed specific information regarding significant and
priority ecological areas, environmental justice areas of concern, and general land cover types for
the project area.

We appreciate your the opportunity to provide these preliminary comments. We look
forward to reviewing the NEPA document that you develop for the proposed project.

If you have any further questions or concemns, please contact Ntale Kajumba of my staff
at (404) 562-9620.

Sincercly,

geum.él WLUML(

Heinz Mucller, Chief
Office of Environmental Assessment
Environmental Accountability Division

Enclosure:

Intemat Addsess (URL) » hilp:#www.epa_gov
Recycled/Recyclable « Piinled with Vegetabl: Off Rased Inks on Recycled Paper {Minimutn 30% Postconsumer)
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| - ELEMENTS OF A
NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) DOC UMENT
FOR TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS |

Project Need - The need, potential benefits and adverse effects of the proposed project should be
clearly stated. Project impacts and impact mitj gation are evaluated in the context of project need.

The document should iden tify the basic underlying transportation problems (deficiencies) or

needs between the two logical termini for the SIU under consideration, Traditional traffic data or

‘analysis should be presented to substantiate each identified need: For example: if the problemis .

congestion, then Level of Service (LOS) data should be presented to substantiate this issue. In

¥ addition, traffic numbers [e.g., LOS, vehicle miles of travel (VMT), vehicle hours of travel

: (VHT), ete.}, if applicable, for existing (current) and futyre (20 year) forecasts should also be
‘presented. The traffic analysis should include projected traffic volumes that would utilize the -

facility from the connecting roadways.

statcnient, including these objecti ves, should be developed with input and concurrence from
cooperating regulatory and resource agencies, as project alteratives, impacts, and impact
mitigation are all evaluated in the context of project need.

Alternatives - If ap Environmental Assessment (EA) is prepared, a minimum of one fcasiblq

transportation nétworks. The analysis of alternatives is the core of the NEPA process.

(The NEPA document should also discuss the status of the adjacent roadways and identify and

i p}?v' an analysis of different alternative termini locations within the Study Area in relation to
the fermini of the nei ghboring roadways.) EPA recommends that the Draft EIS should identif ya
l preferred altemative. This minimizes some of the issues associated with rating every action
5 alternative and enables us to provide a thorough review of the environmental issues associated

- Wetlands -The NEPA document should discuss the location, amount, type, and quality of walers
of the US., incloding wetlands, in the study area, how they were delineated (e, US. Army




Corps of Engineers (COL), contractor, lead agency, etc.), and impacts to these resources for each
action alternative. All discussions of waters of the U.S. should be broken out by rivers/streams
and wetlands. Include maps, text, and tables that feature areas occupied by wetlands, aquatic
systems, and non-welland riparian habitat. Specific wetland and other waters of the U.S.

requirements are as follows:

NEPA/404 Merger: H waters of the United States may be impacted by activities regulated by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, EPA strongly recommends that the NEPA document contain

a thorough discussion of the proposed project’s consistency with Federal Guidelines for :
specification of disposal sites for dredged or fill materials {the 404(bX1) Guidelines found at 40
CFR Part 230]. In order 1o demonstrate compliance with the 404(b)(1) Guidelines, the NEPA
document should meet the following criteria to the extent possible: _

+ The proposed action must be the practicable alternative which would have the least adverse
impact on the aquatic ecosystemn [40 CFR 230.10(a)]. If wetlands would be filled, then the
NEPA document should explain why there are no practicable alternatives to locating the
project outside jurisdictional wetlands and demonstrate how the project has been designed to

minimize harm to existing wetlands.

» The pmposcd action must not cause or contribute to significant degradation of waters of the
United States including wetlands and other special aquatic sites [40 CFR 230.10(c)].
Significant degradation includes the loss of fish and wildlife habitat and the loss of other
wetland habitat values and functions. Significant degradation also includes cumulative

impacts.

* The proposed project does not violate state-adopted, EPA-approved water quality standards
or jeopardize the continued existence of any species listed as threatened or endangered under

the Endangered Species Act [40 CFR 230.10(b)].

* Minimize the number of acres subject to Section 404 jurisdiction that would be permanently
lost or degraded due to impacts other than the placement of fill (e.g., the impacts of erosion,
sedimentation and runoff of pollutants on wetland habitats; diversion of water from wetland
habitats).

A # " -

» Direct, indirect and cumtlative impacts to these resources should be fully described.

Avoidance and Minimization: Impacts to wetlands and stréam resources should be avoided and
minimized to the maximum extent practicable. As described above, feasible altematives that
avoid wetland impacts should be evaluated consistent with the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. In
addition, further fragmentation of remaining large contiguous undeveloped wetland or riparian
areas should also be avoided. Special attention should also be given 1o avoidance and
minimization of impacts in areas assigned special regional, state, or local designation or
recognition (i.e. Scenic Rivers, wildlife management areas, etc.).

Characterization: Wetland types should be characterized using the hydrogeomorphic (HGM)
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classification for wetlands (Brinson 1993} and augmented with vegetation and hydroperiod
modifiers, such as those utilized nationally by Cowardin et al. U97N[Citation information is
included in Appendix A below). Where sufficient documentation exists, wetland types and
descriplors should follow regional or local protocol, such as those found in the Tennesses
Wetlands Conservation Strategy (GIWC 1998). Stream types should be delineated according to
the Rosgen classification of natural fivers (Rosgen 1994, 1996) which is based on the fluvial
geomorphic condition of rivers and their valleys.

Where rivers and streams are not adequately evaluated by the wetland functional assessment
methodology utilized, impacts to river and stream channels should be evaluated utilizing
appropriate local or State conservation plans or strategies (i.e., KDOW 2001) or regional
guidelines, such as the North Carolina Stream Mitigation Guidelines (NCWRC 1996, NCDENR
2001) or the Compensatory Stream Mitigation Standard Operating Procedure developed by the
COE Savannah District (COESD 2000). _

The NEPA document should_ also _identify farmed wetlands (FW) and prior converted wetlands
(PCW) in the project study area. The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) has
determined which areas are PCW and which areas are considered FW, If the State DOT, NRCS,

Quality: The quality of the wetland resources proposed for impact should be evaluated using a
wetland functional assessment methodology. Where the appropriate guidebooks have been _
developed (e.g., Kentucky, Mississippi, and Tennessee), HGM should be utilized (Ainslie et al.
1999, Smith and Klimas 2000, Wilder and Roberts 1999). Where the appropriate HGM
guidebooks have not been developed, equivalent functional assessment methodologies should be

Quantify: Impacts to wetlands and other waters should be appropriately quantified for each
altemnative considered in the EIS. For example, the amount of impacts to wetlands should be
characterized in terms of acreage, while impacts to stream channels should be characterized in
terms of linear feet of stream and stream order. Impacts for each alternative should be compiled
to _a;gitatc contparison. . - -
Mitigation: A draft mitigation plan should be developed during the NEPA process to
compensate for predicted wetland and stream losses that remain following efforts to avoid and

minimize such impacts.

Wetlands: Wetland restoration is EPA’s preferred mitigation option for impacts to wetlands.
Wetland restoration is normally considered an action that successfully restores all three
wetland parameters (hydric soils, hydrophytic vegetation, and wetland hydrology} to an area
that was formerly a wetland, but where at Jeast one of the aforementioned parameters has
been removed. At a minimum, any restored site must meet the criteria outlined in the 1987
COE wetland delineation manual for a junsdictional wetland (or the Clean Water Act
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definition of a water of the U.S.). However, site selection and the specific restoration
measures employed should be designed to replace the aquatic ecosystem functions lost or
impaired due to the proposed project, and this may entail more than simply the three

parameiers.

Enhancement is the second preference for mitigation for impacts to weitlands. Enhancement
measures must address a suite of functions, as opposed to only a single function, and the
enhancement measures themselves must not adversely affect other wetland f unctions

Streams: Stream restoration is EPA’s preferred mitigation option for impacts to streams,
Stream restoration includes actions taken to Coirect previous alterations that have destroyed,
- diminished, or impaired the character and function of streams or rivers. Restoration is the
process of converting an unstable, altered, or degraded stream channel to its natural or
referenced stable condition, with consideration of recent and future watershed condi tions.
This process may include restoration of the strearn’s geomorphic dimension, pattern and

assessment will assist in determining the ppropriate type, location and amount of mitigation
for impacts to stream assessment. '

Location: While mitigation for otherwise disparate impacts may be clustered to provide the
maximum level of ecological benefit, impacts in “special desi gnation” areas or watersheds
may require mitigation in the subject watersheds.

Water Quality - BPA is concemed about degradation of water quality in various waterways
from erosion, siltation and other pollutants associated with road construction and operations.
The NEPA document should discuss potential impacts to water quality, designated uses and

-biological resources from construction and operations of the proposed project. The discussion in

the document should be of sufficient detail to determipe which altematives are environmentally
preferable. Site-specific water quality problems need to be assessed in greater detail, if




applicable, including the adoption of site-specific mitigation measures to protect water quality
and designated uses.

Protecting water quality ensures the protection of its designated uses. Especially critical is the
protection of several sensitive uses. It is important to protect water quality in order to maintain
freshwater and wildlife habitats, since many species are sensitive to the introduction of pollutants
or the adverse modification of their habitats. It is also important to protect groundwater recharge
and freshwater replenishment, -particularly if public drinking water supplies could be adversely
affected. These sensitive beneficial uses should be carefully considered when evaluating
potential impacts caused by the placement of fill, erosion, sedimentation, the runoff of pollutants,

and the accidental discharge of hazardous waste or toxic substances.

Characterization: The NEPA document should identify ali surface waters that may be affected
by the proposed project, as well as current drainage pattems in the project study area. The
document should identify the existing and potential designated uses of these surface waters.
Protected designated uses for streams, creeks, lagoons, tidal areas and other surface waters may
include one or more of the following: cold and warm freshwater habitat; marine habitat; fish
spawning and migration; shellfish habitat; wildlife habitat; preservation of rare, threatened or
endangered species; groundwater recharge; freshwater replenishment; public drinking water
supplies; agricultural supply; and water contact and non-contact recreation. Individual
waterbodies in the vicinity of the project not meeting designated uses should be identified in the
NEPA document. The causes and sources of the impairments should also be identified.

Critical habitat areas (wildlife feeding and drinking areas; fishery migration, spawning or rearing
areas; sensitive aquatic habitats such as wetlands; riparian resources; critical habitat for
threatened and endangered species) should be identified in the study area, mcludmg a description
of the existing designated uses and resource values of these criticat areas.

Impacts and Coordination: The document should discuss any proposed crossings of water
bodies. In general, crossings should be minimized. Unavoidable crossings should be
strategically placed to reduce harm by avoiding fish spawning areas, avoiding fringe wetlands,
approaching at right angles to streams, etc. Impacts to critical habitat areas, described
previously, that cannot be avoided should be discussed. The document should assess how
a};e drainage patterns,and characteristics will affect drainage hydrology, surface runoff,
€10s10n polcntlal soils vegetation, and water quality. The document should include an: analysis
of project effects on floodplains in the study area. This includes using maps prepared by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency, National Flood Insurance Program, and other
appropriate agencics to determine whether the proposed action is located in or will likely affect a
floodplain. The document should discuss these impacts and also describe the alternatives
considered. Compliance with Executive Order 11988 on floodplain mapagement should be
documented. EPA strongly recommends bridging of floodplains whenever feasible. Any
wetland Joss or other impacts contributing to loss of floodwater storage or retention functions
should be appropriately mitigated with in-kind replacement of those functions.

The NEPA document should discuss how the project will comply with state and local water
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quality management plans, state water Quality objectives; and state-adopted, EPA-approved water
quality standards. We encourage the DOTs to work closely with state water poliution control
agencies, state fish and game agencies, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and/or the
National Marine Fisheries Service on issues related to water quality standards; the protection of
water quality, designated uses and biological resources; mitigation and monitori ng for adverse
impacts. If the proposed project includes disturbance of five or more acres of land during
construction, and point source discharges into waters of the United States (i.c., water bodies such
as nvers, lakes, wetlands, etc.), coverage under an EPA stormwater National Polutant Di scharge
Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit or state equivalent may be required. The state
DOT should contact the appropriate state environmental agency for further information en the

NPDES program.

In addition, Scction 319 of the CWA requires states to assess nonpoint source water pollution
problems, develop nonpaint source pollution management programs, and implement controls to
protect and improve water quality and beneficial uses. The state DOT should work closely with
appropriate state water pollution control agencies to determine what pollution control measures
should be adopted to advance the state’s nonpoint source management plans in the project area.
Specifically, the status of development of Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for any
waterways in the study area should be identified and how the proposed project could affect
implementation of restoration efforts in these watersheds.

Mitigation: The NEPA document should discuss what mitigation measures (e.g., nonpoint
source controls) will be implemented to protect or improve water quality, designated uses, and
biological resources. Mitigation measures related to protection of water quality should be
tailored depending on the condition of the specific water resource as well as the severity of the
potential impacts. Best Management Practices (BMPs) should be used to reduce erosion during
construction and operation of the facility. In the vicinity of impaired surface water resources in
the project area, all storm water runoff from the proposed roadway should be collected and
ireated before being discharged to surface waters. In other areas, typical BMPs, including the use
of staked hay bales, silt fences, mulching and reseeding, and use of buffer zones along water
bodies, are appropriate. The document should include an erosion control plan or reference the
State erosion control regulations and 2 commitment to compliance. Compliance should include
both BMP application and long-term maintenance.

’ . ’ ﬂ - - - = .
Gfolfdwarer: For each altemative under consideration, the NEPA document should: -

» Describe current groundwater conditions in the project area. ‘Any likely impacts to
groundwater guality and quantity from the proposed action should be assessed.

» Identify. mitigation measures to prevent or reduce adverse impacts to groundwater quality and
discuss their effectiveness. EPA encourages state DOT to work closely with state and Jocal
agencies which regulate the protection of groundwater resources (i.c., state health
depariments and water pollution control agencies.)

Sole Source Aquifers: Pursuant 1o Section 1424(e) of the Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974, all
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Federal financially assisted projects which have the potential to contaminate designated sole
source aquifers (SSA) are subject to EPA review. The NEPA document should identify if there
is a designated sole source aquifer in the vicinity of the project and the potential for impacts to
this sensitive resource. Transportation projects should be designed in a manner that will prevent
the introduction of contaminants into the SSAs in quantities or concentrations which may create
a significant hazard to public health. The document should determine whether the proposed
project may contaminate the aquifer through its recharge zone so as to create a significant hazard
to public health, or which may require a public water system to instal! additional treatment to

‘prevent such adverse effect.

Public Water Supply Systems: A concerted effort should be made to avoid locating capacity
adding transporiation projects within water supply recharge of defined critical areas associated
with water supply impoundments and intakes. If unavoidable, any projects that are located in
these areas should be carefully designed to avoid or minimize any adverse effects from accidental
spills and runoff. Source water protection areas are areas defined and delineated by each state for
the purpose of geographically identifying the surface and ground waters currently used as a
source of public drinking water. States are required by the Safe Drinking Water Act, through
EPA-approved Source Water Assessment Programs (SWAPs), to conduct a source water
assessment at every public water supply in each State. State deadlines for completing source
water assessments are dependent upon each state’'s SWAP approval date.

Best Management Practices (BMPs) should be used to reduce erosion during construction.
Typical BMPs include the use of staked hay bales, silt-fences, mulching and reseeding, and
appropriate buffer zones along water bodies. The document should include an erosion control
plan or reference the State erosion control regulations and a commitment to compliance.

_Compliance should inctude both BMP application and maintenance.

"The document should discuss any proposed crossings of water bodies. In general, crossings

should be minimized. Unavoidable crossings should be strategically placed to reduce harm by
avoiding fish spawning areas, avoiding fringe wetlands, approaching at right angles to streams,
etc. If the proposed project includes disturbance of five or more acres of land during

. ‘construction, and point source discharges into waters of the United States (i.e., water bodies such

as rivers, lakes, wetlands, etc.), coverage under an EPA storm water National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit may be required. Contact your state
environmental agency for further information on the NPDES program.

5 # . T
Noise -Construction Noise: The NEPA document should document construction noise
attributable to the project. Typical noise levels produced by construction equipment (e.g., trucks,
front end loaders, pile drivers, etc.) within 50 feet, which are available in the literature, should be
disclosed. The total project construction time (months, years) should also be estimated in order
to help assess the magnitude of the construction noise impact. Attempts should also be made to
estimate the temporary construction time associated with any one feature along the ROW or
section thereof. For example, how long is construction expected to take near any given affected
residence or for an average mile of roadway? This information will allow affected residents 1o
approximate their degree of noise disturbance during construction.




Although temporary, construction noise should be reasonably mitigated in the vicinity of
residential areas or other noise-sensitive iand uses. Preferably, construction should not start
before 7:00 AM or continue after 7:00 PM during the work week (5-6 days) and should be
discontinued on Sundays and on locally-observed federal and/or state holidays. In addition, the
use of “hush houses” should be considered around any stationary equipment to shield noise at its
* source, and all motorized equipment should be properly tuned to the manufacturcr’s
specifications for additional source reduction. All construction equipment should be equipped
with noise attenuation devices, such as mufflers and insulated engine housings. Such mitigative
methods should be made a contractual obli gatlon that is peniodically reviewed in the field by

FHWA/DOT or third-party inspectors.

Highway Noise: The NEPA document should predict what noise levels can be expected from the
project, and the distance to the closest residence/receptor. Background (ambient) noise levels
should also be included in the document. EPA prefers that noise impacts are measured vsing the
Leq(h) metric since it provides an average level during peak traffic periods as opposed to the L10
metric which provides a less specific level that is not exceeded more than 10 percent of the time.
The noise analysis should also estimate the projected incremental increase of noise. EPA
considers increases over 10 dBA from existing levels as a significant increase. Comparisons to
"any noise guidelines (e.g., FHWA, HUD) or city ordinances are also appropriate. EPA has a
target noise level {not a guideline or standard) of DNL 55 dBA for outdoor areas where people
spend a varying amount of time (such as residences). In addition, OSHA regulations apply for all

employees affected by job noises.

Noise abatement should be considered by FHWA when project noise impacts meet or exceed the
existing noisc levels by 10 dBA (especially if the existing noise levels are 50 dBA and above).
Forms of noise and/or visual mitigation include, but are not limited to, vegetative screeas,
vegetated earthen berms (suburban areas), fabricated noise barriers, and aligniment shifts.
Avoiding noise impacts via alignment shifts is frequently more effective than mitigation.

Envirenmenta) Justice (EJ) - Background: Executive Order 12898 (Federal Actions to
Address in Minority and Low-Income Populations) requires all federal agencics to identify and
address disproportionately high and adverse human health or-environmental effects of federal
programs on minority or low-incomne populations. The general purpose is to foster non-
discrimination in federal programs and to provide minority and low-income communities greater
oppghtunities for public participation in, and access to-public information regarding human health

P
and environmental issues.

In an effort to determine whether there are potential environmental justice (EJ) areas of concem
(areas that have high levels of minonty and/or Jow-income populations relative to the reference
area), the demographic characteristics of the proposed project area are examined. Information
regarding potential EJ areas identified in the screening process is used to ensure that these
communities have access 10 both concise and clear information sufficient to effectively
participate in the public involvement process and to ensure that these communities/areas are not
disproportionately adversely affected by this project area. Consistent with Executive Order
12898, potential EJ impacts should be considered in the NEPA document. The following items
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should be incorporated into all EJ analyses retated to the proposed project

Demographic Characterization: The NEPA document should identify potential E¥ areas of
concemn. Appropriate geographic boundaries surrounding the communities that may be
potentially impacted by the proposed project must be identified.  General screening to identify
potential EJ areas involves comparing the minority and low-income characteristics of smaller
geographic areas (project area) with those of a larger geographic areas (reference area). U.S.
Census data for 1990 {or more recent data if possible) should be used for the minority and low-
income analysis. Data should be coliected at the block group level for the project areaand the
county, metropolitan statistical area, or state for the reference area. The block group data Jevel
should be used because it provides the best combination of demographic accuracy and data
accessibility. The appropriate refercnce area should be selected based on the scope and intent of
the project. The NEPA document should indicate what demographic threshold or methodology
was used to determine whether low-income and/or minority populations exist in the study area.
EPA recommends the use of a relative threshold in EJ analyses for determining significant
minority and low-income populations. The relative threshold recommended for use is at least 1.2

times the State Average of minority populations and Iow-incomc populations.

The following information includes some data sources of tools that may be used to identify low-
income and minority communities:. :

» Maps provide by state, county and Jocal agencics that delineate political and population

boundaries

» U.S. Census Burcau geographic data .

»  Sources such as Chambers of Commerce, civic groups trade associations and commercial
organizations

»  Standard demographic surveys that identify minority and low-income populations

» Local resources such as community and public outreach groups, community leaders, state
universities

» Tools such as maps, aerial photographs and geographical mfonnallon systems

» EPA Enviro mapper

Environmental Characterization and Impact Assessment: If percentages of low-income or
éngfity populations areelcvatcd within the project area, alternatives should be considered that
avoid or minimize impacts 16 potential EJ areas. The issue of dlspropomonatcly high and
adverse impacts should also be evalvated in the document by comparing environmental impact
data to EJ information for highway segments. Adverse effects are defined as “disproportionate™
if the risk of adverse environmental impacts are predominately borne in areas with minority or
low-income populations or if the impacts are greater in maguitude in areas with minority or low-
income populations than in other areas. When analyzing these impacts, it is important to assess
both the negative and positive impacts, consider both the short and long-term effects as well as
the secondary and cumulative impacts. One of the most detrimental aspects of controlled access
can be to divide defined communities regardless of whether they are EJ communities. This

potential impact must be assessed.




Public Involvement: If impacts arc unavoidable, EPA recommends that coordination with these
affected populations be conducted to determine the affected population’s concems and comments
regarding the proposed project. This coordination should include a clear discussion of the
project, project updates or expansions, environmental impacts, any economic benefits (job
opportunities, etc.) of the project to the affected population, and the opportunity for informal .
and/or formal comments (e.g., EIS scoping meetings, public hearings, or other public meetings).
Because public involvement is an important part of the NEPA process, we recommend early
coordination and involvement with potential EJ communities that may be impacted by the
project. Regardless of the makeup of the affected population, impacts of the project should be
controllcd so that significant effects on human health are avoided and/or minimized.

Maps: The NEPA document should contain maps of potential EJ areas of concern within the -
proposed project corridor. Maps for the route should evaluate population density, minority

status, and low-income status.
Example (Segment 9) - Based on prc]imifiary ET screening an.alysis using 1990 Census data

Air Quality - The NEPA document should contain a discussion of the regulatory transportation.
air quality requirements, regional air quality concerns in the project area, and a Jocalized carbon
monoxide (CO) analysis. The document should assess existing air quality conditions in terms of
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), Federal Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) increments, and state air quality standards (particularly if they are more
stringent than the federal regulations). Any aspects of the project that could adversely affect air
quality, in terms of creating néw vi olations of Federal air quality standards, increasing the
frequency and severity of existing violations of the standards, or delaying attainment of the
standards should be identified. All emissions resulting from the project must be in compliance
with applicable air quality regulations, particularly the NAAQS for criteria air pollutants fe.g.,
ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides, sulfur dioxide, lead and particulate matter (PM)}]

in designated non-atlainment or maintenance areas.

‘Mesoscale Concerns: Ozone, hydrocarbons, and nitrogen oxides air quality concems are
regional in nature and as such meaningful evaluation on a project-by-project basis is not possible.
Therefore, the EIS should include a discussion of regional air quality conditions, depending on

the lgauon of the prcgcct as dcscrlbed below:

-

Non- attammcnUMamtcnancc Areas: If the project is located in a nonattainment or
maintenance area, the EI$ must document that provisions of 40 CFR Part 93 Subpart A,
Conformity to State or Federal Implementation Plans of Transportation Plans, Programs, and
Project Development, Funded or Approved Under Title 23 U.S.C. or the Federal Transit
Laws, have been satisfied. For example, the project should be included in a Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP) and/or Transporiation Improvement Program (TIP) that is in-
conformance with an approved State Implementation Plan (SIP). The relationship of the
project to the SIP should be described in the EIS. Specifically, the EIS must show that the
project (without significant changes to the scope and/or design} has been included in the
LRTP and/or TIP, and that FIIWA has 1ssued a conformity determination for the most recent
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SIP.

Attainment Areas: If the project is not located in a nonattainment or maintenance area, the
EIS should make a ncgative declaration for Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act. In this case,
the provisions of 40 CFR Part 93 Subpart A, Conformity to State or Federal Implementation
Plans of Transportation Plans, Programs, and Project Development, Funded or Approved
Under Title 23 U.S.C. or the Federal Transit Laws, will not apply.

Microscale (Project-level) Concerns: The pnimary poliutant that is analyzed at the project stagc'
is carbon monoxide. Therefore, CO emissions must be addressed by a localized hot spot
analysis. The locations and level of detail for conducting analyses should be collectively _
determined by the affected agencies. The requirements of 40 CFR Past 93 Subpart A for carbon
monoxide emissions must be satisfied. A localized PM-10 quantitative hot spot analysis will not
be required until EPA releases modeling guidance in the Federal Register.

The document should indicate whether coordination with state/local/regional air pollution
control agencies on air quality planning, air quality modeling, compliance with federal/state air
quality standards, the need for air permits, air quality monitoring, and mitigation for adverse
impacts has occurred. Parties which will be responsible for implementing air quality mitigation
measurcs should be identified in the document. '

Construction: The documentation should indicate that construction equipment will be tuned to
manofacturer’s specifications to reduce air emissions. In.addition, open buming should be
avoided or minimized since such emissions are precursors to ozone. If open buming occurs,
coordination with the state and/or county regarding permitting necds should documented in the
NEPA document. The NEPA document should also discuss the types and effectiveness of any
mitigation measures that will be used to protect air quality (e.g., vapor recovery systems, fumes
incinerators, and dust control measures) during the construction phase. We recommend water for
fugitive dust control during construction, instead of oils and other chemicals.

Archeological and Historic Property - Pursuant to the Historic Preservation Act, federal -
agencies should identify and determiné the effect of the action on any district, site, building,

| structure, or object listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. The

?P «document should demonstrate that proper coordination with the State Historic
resérvation Office (SHPO) kas occurred. EPA encourages use of the NEPA process as a
mechanism for compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. A
thorough cultural résource survey should be conducted that identifies existing and potential
historic properties in the area of potential effects (APE). The APE should include areas with

potential secondary and cumulative impacts associated with the project. The NEPA document

should discuss mitigative procedures for events such as unearthing archaeological sites during
prospective construction. Such procedures should include work cessation in the area until SHPO

approval of continued construction.

Consideration of Tribal Interests: 1f it appears a project has the potential to affect a site to which
a tribe “attaches religious and cultvral significance”, regardiess of the location of the property,




there needs to be consultation with the tnbe. The property does not have to be located on the
current “‘tribal Jand,” according to the revised 36 CEFR Part 800. It should also be determined
whether or not the trbe involved has a designated Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO).
If so, the THPO will have assumed the responsibilities of the SHPO for Tribal lands.

Biodive.rsitnyatural Areas - Biodiversity is defined as the variety of plants and animals (biota)
of a site or region, and is typically measurcd by the number of differcnt species and number of
individuals per species. In general, the more diverse an area (number of habitat types and animal

- inhabitants) and the better represented these components are (population counts), the more

rigorous (resistant, undisturbed, natural, "healthy™) the area is considered. Consistent with CEQ
guidance, the NEPA document should discuss biodiversity aspects of the proposal as appropriate.
For example, will the project increase, restore, or decrease biodiversity of the area or region?
Coordination with the USFWS and the state fish and wildlife agency is recommended regarding
the design of any project mitigation areas to enhance or restore biodiversity.

In addition to important natural areas, other critical environmental resources may exist in the
project area, such as national and state parks/refuges, wildlife management areas, and other

-important habitat and greenspace areas on private lands. However, successful protection of

natural resources requires more than “spot” conservation of isolated highly valuable and sensitive
ecological areas, but also the links between them. One of the biggest threats to the environment is
loss of ecosystem functionality due to fragmentation. Roads, agriculture and other development
often lead to cutting natural systems into smaller pieces. Large, contiguous tracts of natural land
are required not only for species habitat range, such as migratory birds or black bears, but for
ecosystem function. Many ecological processes require large areas of land, often crossing more
than one land cover type. Viable landscape linkages are needed to connect these different land
types, or the processes are disrupted and their capabilities to function healthily are compromised.
For these reasons, conservation must take on the new challenge of not only protecting pristine

areas, but ecological connectivity as well.

EPA strongly encourages utilization of existing roads and discourages placement of new
interchanges in the vicinity of these areas to minimize potential direct and indirect impacts to
these important conservation areas and other important connecting ecological areas. Any
proposed routing of new alignment should be sited to minimize fragmentation of forested areas
Q;p@r important naturakresources in the project areas. Appropriate compensatory mitigation
for impacts to these resourced or loss of criti¢al ecosystem functions should be addressed in the
NEPA document. Coordination between the appropriate EPA Regional Office and other natural
resource agencies in the project area is encouraged to identify important areas, habitat

connections, and potential mitigation opportunitics.

Endangered Species - EPA defers to USFWS regarding assessments of federally-protected
cndangered specics because the USFWS is the responsible agency for endangered species
compliance. However, the NEPA document should demonstrate adequate coordination with the
USFWS as part of the identification of any listed species in the project area, the potential for
adverse cffects, and any measuores taken to avoid and nunimize these impacts. “Adecquate
coordination” includes either a concurrence letter from USFWS or a biological opinion from




- USFWS for the species concerned. Mitigation measures (including reasonable and prudent

measures) should be incorporated in the appropriate places in the NEPA document. Early
coordination with the USFWS is recommended.

Cumulative Impacts - NEPA requires the analysis and disclosure of the direct, secondary and
cumulative impacts of major federal actions on the environment. While the direct impacts of
transportation projects may or may not be significant, the secondary or indirect effects of the
project on land use and the subsequent environmental effects can be both temporally and
geographically more extensive. Similarly, there could be cases where the cumulative impacts
would be great due to existing environmental conditions or other projects planned in an area.

- With respect to transportation projects, which both serve and induce Jand use changes, the

analysis of these changes and the subsequent environment impacts is important to understand the
total impact of the federal action on the natural, cultural and socioeconomic environment.
Consideration of secondary and cumulative impacts requires the assessment of an area’s ability
to absorb additional development, the loss of businesses or residences, or if the watershed can

absorb the loss of additional wetlands.

The NEPA document should examine the relative impacts-of the various altematives on potentjal
land use changes. "It should not only identify areas for development potential in the project study
area, specifically in the vicinity of proposed interchanges, but also the secondary environmentat
impacts of the projected land use change associated with improved access and economic
development. For example, what will be the secondary impact on service-related businesses
along existing roadways through towns that will be bypassed? The specific environmental
impacts at these areas should be quantified and compared between altemnatives, as much as .
possible. In particular, if there are important existing natural resources, such as high quality
wetlands or wildlife habitat, in the vicinity of proposed access points for any of the alternatives,
these areas should be identified for potential acquisition as mitigation sites. -

‘The NEP A document should estimate the comulative impacts associated with the proposed
project. Cumulative impacts include the additive effects of a given parameter for all
contributing projects in the area, as well as the cumulative impact of all parameters for all
projects in the area. The document should define what cumulative impacts would result from
implementation of the proposed project. Existing or future projects (federal and non-federal
p;pj%s) with attendant pollutants should also be considered. EPA also suggests that the
spacial/temporal criteria of tle analysis be given and that they be uniform throughout the

analyses of the interstate highway project, if appropriate given the varied terrain.

As an organizational approach, EPA recommends discussion of the secondary and cumulative
impacts of each of the altemnatives within each impact section, as opposed to a scparate section at
the end of the “Environmental Consequences™ section. A specific break-out of the direct,
indirect (secondary), and cumulative effects is suggested.
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U.5. Department Airports District Office, FAA

of Transportation 3385 Airways Blvd., Suite 302
Federal Aviation Memphis, Tennessee 38116-3841
Administration (901) 544-3495 FAX: (901) 544-4243

Email; 9.as0-mem-ado@faa.gov

December 28, 2001

Ms. Annette Coffey, P. E., Director
Division of Planning

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
125 Holmes Street

Frankfort, KY 40622

Dear Ms. Coffey:

This is in response to your letter to Ms. LaVeme Reid of this office dated December 21, 2001

. requesting information on any impacts to Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) facilities or

- public use airports resulting from the construction of a northwest connector from KY 44 west to
KY 55 north of Taylorsville, KY.

There are no public use airports in the vicinity of this proposed project. As long as construction
activities do not exceed 200 feet in hei ght above ground level, there will be no impacts on FAA
programs and no Notice of Proposed Consiruction will be required.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the proposal.

Sincerely,
Michael L. 'I:;neso?—g

Program Manager

Partners in creating tomorrow's airports— .3
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
446 Neal Street
Cookeville, TN 38501

January 10, 2002

O NTHe ) by wp

Ms. Annette Coffey

Director, Division of Planning
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
125 Holmes Street

Frankfort, Kentucky 40622

Re:  FWS#2002-0744

Dear Ms Coftey:

Thank you for your letter and enclosure of December 21, 2001, concerning the proposed Northwest
Connector project in Spencer County, Kentucky. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) personnel have
reviewed the information submitted and the following comments are provided in accordance with
the provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 State.401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661
et seq.) and the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 ct seq.). '

The Service is concerned that highway projects frequently accelerate erosion and sedimentation in
streams, resulting in adverse effects to the aquatic environment. The use of heavy equipment to
move earth and existing vegetation disrupts natural drainage patterns and exposes large areas of
disturbed soil to erosion. Excessive sedimentation can clog stream channels and contribute to
increased flooding. It can also increase water temperatures and cause oxygen demands which can
damage or destroy fish and invertebrate populations. Deposition of sediment on the channel botiom
also degrades aquatic habitat by filling in substrate cavities, burying demersal eggs, and smothering
bottom organisms. In addition, turbidity, as induced by accelerated erosion and sedimentation,
results in further damage to aquatic systems. Increased particulate matter suspended in the water
column may drive fish from the polluted area by irmitating the gills, concealing forage, and/or
destroying vegetation that may be essential for spawning and cover habitat for particular species.
Turbidity also degrades water quality by reducing light penetration, pH and oxygen levels, and the
buffering capacity of the water. Degraded water quality may continue far downstream from the point

where the erosion oceurs.

Prevention of excessive sedimentation can occur only through application of Best Management
Practices during daily construction activities. Rigid application of your agency’s construction
erosion control standards can preclude most sedimentation problems; however, in some cases,
additional measures will need to be taken by on-site inspectors and construction representatives.
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Information available to Service biologists does not indicate that wetlands exist in the vicinity of the
proposed project. Our wetlands determination has been made in the absence of a field inspection
and does not constitute a wetlands delineation for the purposes of Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act or the wetlands conservation provisions of the Food Security Act. The Corps of Engineers of
the Natural Resources Conservation Service should be contacted regardin gthepresence of regulatory
wetlands and the requirements of wetlands protection statutes. We also recommend that any
necessary stream channel work be held to a minimum and that Best Management Practices be
utilized and enforced, effectively controlling erosion, sedimentation, and other potential hazards.
The following conditions are specifically recommended:

1. Erosion and sediment control measures, including but not limited to the following,
should be implemented on all vegetatively denuded areas:

A.  'Preventive planning: A well-developed erosion control plan which entails a
preliminary investigation, detailed contract plans and specifications, and final
erosion and sediment control contingency measures should be formulated and
made a part of the contract.

B. Diversion channels: Channels should be constructed around the construction
site to keep the work site free of flow-through water.

C. Silt barriers: Appropriate use should be made of silt fences, hay bale and
brush barriers, and silt basins in areas susceptible to erosion.

D. Temporary seeding and mulching: All cuts and fill slopes, including those in.
waste sites and borrow pits, should be seeded as soon as possible.

E. Limitation ofinstream activities: Instream activities, including temporary fills
and equipment crossings, should be limited to those absolutely necessary.

2. Concrete box culverts should be placed in a manners that prevents any impediment

to low flows or to movement of indigenous aquatic species.

3. Channel excavations required for pier placement should be restricted to the minimum
necessary for that purpose. Overflow channel excavations should be confined to one _
side of the channel, leaving the opposite bank and its riparian vegetation intact,

4, All fill should be stabilized immediately upon placement.

5. Streambanks should be stabilized with riprap or other accepted bioengineering
technigue(s).




6. Existing transportation corridors should be used in lieu of temporary crossings where
possible.

7. Good water quality should be maintained during construction.

Efficient management practices can minimize adverse impacts associated with construction. It is
important that these and other measures be monitored and stringently enforced. This will aid in
preserving the quality of the natural environment.

Endangered species collection records available to the Service indicate that the federally listed
Indiana bat may occur within the impact area of the project. We note, however, that collection
. records available to the Service may not be all-inclusive. Qurdatabaseisa compilation of collection
records made available by various individuals and resource agencies. This information is seldom
based on comprehensive surveys of all potential habitat and thus does not necessarily provide
conclusive evidence that additional protected species are present or absent at a specific locality.

Thank you the opportunity to comment on this project. If you have any questions, please contact
Sherry Williams of my staff at 931/528-6481, ext. 203,

Sincerely

m-./‘;p
Lee A. Barclay, Ph.D.
Field Supervisor
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RESULTS OF QUESTIONNAIRE
TAYLORSVILLE PUBLIC MEETING - NOVEMBER 8, 2001

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OF CONNECTOR FROM KY 44 WEST TO KY 55 NORTH OF TAYLORSVILLE

1) What benefits will occur if a KY 44/KY 55 Connector is built?

Serve industrial park/growth (3)

Will not alleviate traffic congestion

More congestion on KY 155 north of Taylorsville than on KY 44 (2)

Save travel time

Safe access between schools (2)

Improve city entrance from west

Aid in development in west

Only to the property owners on the connector/Increase property values along
corrdior (2)

None (2)

Eliminate congestion in town (2)

Safety

Better traffic flow (2)

Road will be above floodplain (2)

Eliminate school traffic congestion

Open land for economic development

2) Please identify and discuss any critical issues/concerns that you have about the
proposed project and/or project area?

Preserve commercial area near KY 44/KY 55 intersection(s)

Downtown viability (2)

Widen and straighten KY 44

Turf sod farm (owned by Ron Mason) possibly could be taken by bypass

Reason for congestion...school traffic?

Benefit to developers or local residents?

New development will bring more congestion

Improve KY 55/155 first (3)

Won't help school traffic since middle school is downtown

Will take traffic off roads in spring and summer

Resources better spent on converting KY 55 and KY 155 to four-lane highway to
Gene Snyder (2)

Traffic congestion is severe on KY 55 during rush hour

Only a problem when school starts/ends

Floodplain being used as an excuse not to build

Build in an area which will generate economic development in the county

3) Is a KY 44 /KY 55 connector needed?

Yes -7
No-3
Unsure - 2



4) Where do you think the project should end on KY 55 North? Why?

North Boundary of Carl Sweasy property (2)
Industrial Road at City limits (2)

Near High School

Line up with new section of KY 44

Where do you think the project should end on KY 44 West? Why?

Near Elementary school (2)
Out of floodplain

West of Elementary school (3)
Past the cemetery

5) Are there any sites along the project area that should be avoided?

Valley Cemetery (7)

Hill View Apartments
Anderson Hill

Crossing Brashears Creek
Entire project

6) Where should a connector be located? Why? (Please draw on attached map.)
(See maps.)

7) How did you hear about this project?

TV-0

Radio - 0
Newspaper - 5
Flyer - 1

Direct Mail - 0
Friend/Family - 3
Meeting - 3
Newsletter - 0
Elected Official - 1
Other - 4

Additional Comments:

Build KY 55 South first

Change KY 55/KY 155 intersection to signal controlled

Congestion problem near schools is very bad

Rush hour congestion is bad on KY 55/155 (2)

Build bridge over creek that can be expanded as time goes by

Other alternatives look attractive, but eliminating through traffic is the only really
good option

Can’t wait 10 more years for new roads/need roads now (2)



COMMENTS FROM FLIP CHARTS
TAYLORSVILLE PUBLIC MEETING - NOVEMBER 8, 2001

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OF CONNECTOR FROM KY 44 WEST TO KY 55 NORTH OF TAYLORSVILLE

School bus traffic through town is a problem.
Will there be another public meeting to discuss alternatives?

Improvements to KY 55 south and north of town first, then straighten KY 44 out
to school.

Will hurt downtown area.
4-lane KY 55/KY 155 instead of this bypass.
Put traffic signal at Elk Creek intersection.

Need to do something with planning and zoning. They are building many
subdivisions north of Taylorsville along KY 55/KY 55.
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and Developmont Agency

January 30, 2002

Ms. Annette Coffey, P.E.
Director

Division of Planning

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
125 Holmes Street

Frankfort, KY 40622

Dear Ms. Coftey:

Enclosed is the data on the Intermediate Planning Study for the Taylorsville NW KY
44/KY 55 Connector Item #5-347.00. If you have any questions or need further
information, please contact me.

Sincerely,

%Mﬂw?

Randall Embry
Transportation Planner

Enclosures

1 520 Commonwealih Orive
Louisville, KY 40200
SOI2-26G6G-G054
Fix 50226055047
KY T 1-800-G48-6056
W R oS

Metropolitan Planning Organization Kentucky Designated Area Agency On Aging




ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE REVIEW

TAYLORSVILLE NW KY 44/KY55
CONNECTOR

Spencer County, Kentucky

Prepared for: Kentucky Transportation Cabinet

January 30, 2002

By: Kentuckiana Regional Planning and Development Agency
11520 Commonwealth Drive
Louisville, Kentucky 40299




INTERMEDIATE PLANNING STUDY
TAYLORSVILLE NW KY 44/KY 55 CONNECTOR ITEM #5-347.00

INTRODUCTION:

This report is findings of the community and environmental conditions existing in and
around the proposed Taylorsville NW KY 44/KY 55 Connector. The data in this report was
collected from the US Census Bureau, Local Elected Officials, Local residents, community leaders
and the KIPDA Area Development District.

METHODOLOGY:

The first process was collecting data from the US Census Data on the census tracts and
block groups for the Spencer County. The next process was gathering information from the local
elected officials and community leaders on the project area. Enclosed is a contact list for the project
Taylorsville NW KY 44/KY 55 Connector. The last process was mapping the project location in
regards to census boundaries. Enclosed is a map containing the project location, census tracts, and
census block groups for Spencer County.

BUSINESS/INDUSTRY:

KY 55 and KY 44 are two major corridors in Spencer County. While the Taylorsville-
Spencer County Industrial Development Authority continues to search for industrial sites, it is
certain that the preferred industrial/commercial park of the future will be located directly on either
the KY 55 or the K'Y 44 corridors. Those two highways are the only viable choices for future
industrial and commercial development, given the facts that K'Y 44 is also the Main Street of
downtown Taylorsville and K'Y 55/155 constitutes the main corridor from the north into the
community. It is expected that future planned commercial and industrial growth will take place on
those corridors within a maximum of a two-mile radius of downtown Taylorsville in Spencer
County.

POPULATION/CENSUS DATA:

The Taylorsville NW KY 44/KY 55 Connector proposed project is in these three block
groups 801 BG 1, 801 BG 2, and 802 BG 1. The area for the proposed project is made up of
predominantly farmland. In summary the census data reveals that poverty levels in the 18-64 age
range in block groups 801-BG 2 and 802 BG 1 are lower than in the state as whole, yet they are
higher in 801-BG 1 in the same age group. Block groups 801 BG 1, 301 BG 2, and 802 BG 1 all
shown higher poverty levels than the state as whole in the 65 and older age range. Minority
populations in these three block groups are significantly lower than the overall state percentages.
There seems to be a higher percentage of black population in 802 BG 1 as compared to the other
block groups.

The percentage of 62-older in 801 BG 1 and 801 BG 2 is slightly lower than the state
average. There seems to be a higher percentage in 802 BG 1 than the state average.




TAYLORSVILLE NW KY 44/KY 55 CONNECTOR

CONTACT LIST
Name Address Phone
David Jenkins P.0. Box 397 (502) 477-3205

Spencer County Judge Executive

Taylorsville, KY 40071

Walter Hahn F.0.Box 279 (502) 4773235
Mayor of Taylorsville Taylorsville, KY 40071
Claude Brock P.O. Box 397 (502) 477-3246
Economic Development Director Taylorsville, KY 40071
David Nedros 207 West Main Street (502) 477-3250
School Superintendent Taylorsville, KY 40071
Keith Richardson 2825 Overlook Road (502) 477-8882

US Army Corps of Engineers

Taylorsville, KY 40071-9028

Mike Linn
Taylorsvitle State Park

2825 Overlook Road
Taylorsville, KY 40071-9028

(502) 477-8882

Julie Sweazy P.0O. Box 305 (502)477-3218
Planning and Zoning Taylorsville, KY 40071
Steve Coulter P.O. Box 475 (502) 477-3200

Spencer County Sheriff

Taylorsville, KY 40071

Darrell Stevens P.0. Box 397 502-477-3244
DES Director Taylorsville, KY 40071

Mike Villanova P.O.Box 279 (502) 477-3231
Police Chief Taylorsville, KY 40071

City of Taylorsville

John Nation P.O. Box 279 (502)477-2203
Fire Chief Taylorsville, KY 40071

City of Taylorsville
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REGEIVED

[RAHSPORTATIOR CABINET
DIVIZION OF PiaNming
MEMORANDUM P-4-0
Bw 16 2 03Pl 2
TO: Annette Coffey, P.E.
Director

Division of Planning

FROM: William Broyles P. E.
Geotechnical Engineering
Branch Manager
Division of Materials

BY: Michael Blevins P. G,
Geotechnical Branch

DATE: Yanuary 15, 2002

SUBJECT: Spencer County

KY. 44/ KY. 55 Connector
Item # 05-347.0
Intermediate Planning Study

At your request, personnel from the Geotechnical Branch have completed a
preliminary office review of the subject project.

Geological formations along the project area are part of the Quaternary and
Ordovician Systems. The Quaternary System consist of alluvium and Jacustrine deposits which
are composed of clay, silt and gravel up to 90 feet in thickness. The Ordovician System
consists of the Grant Lake Limestone, Calloway Creek Limestone and the Clays Ferry Formatton.
The Grant Lake Limestone consist of 75 percent limestone and 25 percent shale. The limestone is
argillaceous and fossiliferous and sometimes interbedded with shale. The Calloway Creek
Limestone is 80 — 90 percent limestone with 10 - 20 percent shale that occurs as discontinuous
partings. The Clays Ferry Formation contains around 60 percent shale and 40 percent limestone.
The shale is not resistant to weathering and slopes are usually covered by limestonc rubble. Soil
depths overlying limestone formations may range from 6 feet on ridge tops to 3 feet on slopes.
These formations can be located on the attached geologic map of the Waterford and Taylorsvilie

Quadrangle.

Problems may be encountered in the alluvium and lacustrine deposits that occur
above the flood plain North of KY. 44, East of Elk Creek and North of the Salt River on the
Waterford Quadrangle ( Sec attached map). Cut slopes in these materials are considered highly
erodible and may require slope protection using rock and fabric on 2:1 slopes or 3:1 slopes may
be required with slope protection if a water table is present. The branch prefers to avoid these
deposits if possible.




Memorandum
Annette Coffey
January 15, 2002

Page-2-

Wet Embankment foundations, foundation settlement and unstable subgrades may
be encountered in alluvium deposits. These deposits are shown in yellow on the attached
Geologic Quadrangle Map. Embankment foundations may require Type 11 filter fabric with 2 —
3 feet of aggregate for stabilization. Chemically modified subgrades may also be required to
stabilize soil subgrades.

The regional dip is from the east to west and wet side-hill conditions and
embankment foundations may be encountered on the west side of the ridges. The area is located

in the Seismic Risk Zone 2 which means minor amounts of earthquake damage could occur.

If there are any questions, please advise.




o

RELOCATED
KY 44

GEOLOGIC QUADRANGLE MAP
TAYLORSVILLE QUADRANGLE, KENTUCKY
CGQ-1433

EXISTING
KY 44

KY 55

EXISTING

CQ-1432

KY 44

GEOLOGIC QUADRANGLE MAP S
WATERFORD QUADRANGLE, KENTUCKY £ 4

EXISTING

w 2
% 4 o«
m m_\ Oatd wﬁ wn..
2T 23
A E _ Alluvium and laenztrine depozits ; d
A Haluda Dolomite Member
)
S
1m '
iy
. m Lardstown Morber
o E|
o M|
= I
=
-l
U.A e e LA M
b kL Rowland Member ]
'W w
o] ]
g
o
Grant Lake Limestone
8 Calloway Creel Limestone
g
243
ok
Rk
Ses L
g5l Claye Perry Formation J

Artifieial fill

Hermrie wwnvald arans not showw

'
Contact
ol where inferred; dotted where concealed: not shoem
focod by whers conenalid beaealh exfenaive mopped swrficia!
deposite,  Trinngle indizotes selecled locality where
ecomlncl was well erposed af bwme of mapplng,  See wail
dexerintion for diacuesion

—-—
Strike of vertieal joint

-
oo

Strikes of verticsl joint sels

T ——
Structure contanrs

Dvawn on baze of Rowlond Member uf Dreakag
Formution,  Projeclsd whers comtowred fovizon {s ahove
bried surfaee.  Cowdowr interood 20 foet

=”
Abandoned quarry




APPENDIX F

ENG NEERI NG COST ESTI MATES



HNTB CORPORATION

Taylorsville Bypass
Corridor Study
Cost Estimate

Alternate 1
Design
Utilities
Right of Way
Construction Costs
Contingency

Total

Alternate 2
Design
Utilities
Right of Way
Construction Costs
Contingency

Total

Alternate 3
Design
Utilities
Right of Way
Construction Costs
Contingency

Total

Alternate 4
Design
Utilities
Right of Way
Construction Costs
Contingency

Total

Alternate 5
Design
Utilities
Right of Way
Construction Costs
Contingency

Total

Alternate 6
Design
Utilities
Right of Way
Construction Costs
Contingency

Total

10%

30%

10%

30%

10%

30%

10%

30%

10%

30%

10%

30%

Made By:
Chk'd By:

Date: 10/9/2003
Date :
Sheet:

1,991,719
75,825
175,781
19,917,187
6,648,154

BP P P PP

28,808,665

783,820
82,200
233,407
7,838,205
2,681,290

BP P P PP

11,618,922

1,163,187
88,763
8,854,774
11,631,872
6,521,579

hen n Ph P

28,260,174

2,127,051
88,725
2,713,935
21,270,506
7,860,065

hen v h P

34,060,283

1,240,943
95,325
2,888,790
12,409,426
4,990,345

hen o L P

21,624,829

475,977
82,125
787,420
4,759,767
1,831,587

SBh A P PP

7,936,875

Cost Estimate



HNTB CORPORATION Made By: _____
Taylorsville Bypass ChkdBy:___
Corridor Study
Cost Estimate
Alternate 1 Length = 14926.2 ft
Quantity Unit Cost Cost Length [ Width | Thickness | Unit Weight
Roadway (ton) ($/ton) (ft) (ft) (in) (pcf)
Surface Asphalt 5,207 | $ 3721 | $ 193,771 |11971.2| 48 1.5 145
Base Asphalt 18,226 | $ 4587 | $ 836,036 [11971.2] 24 10.5 145
DGA 11,014 | $ 1564 | $ 172,252 111971.2| 48 4 115
Subtotal $ 1,202,058
Quantity Unit Cost
Earthwork (cy) ($/cy) Cost
Excavation (Common) 131,455 $ -
Excavation (Solid Rock) 682,681 $ -
Embankment 1,041,639 [ $ 4351|9% 4,531,130
Subtotal $ 4,531,130
Quantity Unit Cost Cost Length | Width
Structures (sf) ($/sf) (ft) (ft)
Bridge 141,840 | § 100.00 | $ 14,184,000 | 2955 48
Subtotal $ 14,184,000
. Quantity Unit Cost Cost
Drainage (Ip sum) ($/lp sum)
$ -
Subtotal $ -
Total Cost $ 19,917,187

Date:
Date :
Sheet:

Cost Estimate



HNTB CORPORATION Made By: _____
Taylorsville Bypass ChkdBy:___
Corridor Study
Cost Estimate
Alternate 2 Length = 14663.2 ft
Quantity Unit Cost Cost Length [ Width | Thickness | Unit Weight
Roadway (ton) ($/ton) (ft) (ft) (in) (pcf)
Surface Asphalt 6,378 | $ 3721 | $ 237,344 (14663.2| 48 1.5 145
Base Asphalt 22,325 $ 4587 | $ 1,024,034 [ 14663.2| 24 10.5 145
DGA 13,490 | $ 15.64 [ $ 210,986 [ 14663.2| 48 4 115
Subtotal $ 1,472,364
Quantity Unit Cost
Earthwork (cy) ($/cy) Cost
Excavation (Common) 54,051 | $ 3.00|% 162,153
Excavation (Solid Rock) 775,461 | $ 8.00|% 6,203,688
Embankment 365,002 $ -
Subtotal $ 6,365,841
Quantity Unit Cost Cost Length | Width
Structures (sf) ($/sf) (ft) (ft)
Bridge - $ 100.00 | $ - 48
Subtotal $ -
. Quantity Unit Cost Cost
Drainage (Ip sum) ($/lp sum)
$ -
Subtotal $ -
Total Cost $ 7,838,205

Date:
Date :
Sheet:

Cost Estimate



HNTB CORPORATION Made By: _____
Taylorsville Bypass ChkdBy:___
Corridor Study
Cost Estimate
Alternate 3 Length = 13205 ft
Quantity Unit Cost Cost Length [ Width | Thickness | Unit Weight
Roadway (ton) ($/ton) (ft) (ft) (in) (pcf)
Surface Asphalt 5261 $ 3721 $ 195,773 | 12095 | 48 1.5 145
Base Asphalt 18,415 $ 4587 | $ 844,676 | 12095 24 10.5 145
DGA 11,127 | $ 1564 | $ 174,032 | 12095 48 4 115
Subtotal $ 1,214,481
Quantity Unit Cost
Earthwork (cy) ($/cy) Cost
Excavation (Common) 203,941 $ 3.00|% 611,823
Excavation (Solid Rock) 559,696 | $ 8.00|% 4,477,568
Embankment 179,437 $ -
Subtotal $ 5,089,391
Quantity Unit Cost Cost Length | Width
Structures (sf) ($/sf) (ft) (ft)
Bridge 53,280 | $ 100.00 | $ 5,328,000 | 1110 48
Subtotal $ 5,328,000
. Quantity Unit Cost Cost
Drainage (Ip sum) ($/lp sum)
$ -
Subtotal $ -
Total Cost $ 11,631,872

Date:
Date :
Sheet:

Cost Estimate



Sheet:

HNTB CORPORATION Made By: _____
Taylorsville Bypass ChkdBy:____ Date:
Corridor Study
Cost Estimate
Alternate 4 Length = 8929 ft
Quantity Unit Cost Cost Length | Width | Thickness | Unit Weight
Roadway (ton) ($/ton) (ft) (ft) (in) (pcf)
Surface Asphalt 3,262 | $ 3721 | $ 121,381 | 7499 48 1.5 145
Base Asphalt 11,417 | $ 4587 | $ 523,705 | 7499 24 10.5 145
DGA 6,899 | $ 15.64 [ $ 107,901 | 7499 48 4 115
Subtotal $ 752,986
Quantity Unit Cost
Earthwork (cy) ($/cy) Cost
Excavation (Common) 24192 | $ 3.00|% 72,576
Excavation (Solid Rock) 1,697,618 | $ 8.00|% 13,580,944
Embankment 142,730 $ -
Subtotal $ 13,653,520
Quantity Unit Cost Cost Length | Width
Structures (sf) ($/sf) (ft) (ft)
Bridge 68,640 | $ 100.00 | $ 6,864,000 | 1430 | 48
Subtotal $ 6,864,000
. Quantity Unit Cost Cost
Drainage (Ip sum) ($/lp sum)
$ -
Subtotal $ -
Total Cost $ 21,270,506

Cost Estimate

Date:



Sheet:

HNTB CORPORATION Made By: _____
Taylorsville Bypass ChkdBy:____ Date:
Corridor Study
Cost Estimate
Alternate 5 Length = 8671.8 ft
Quantity Unit Cost Cost Length | Width | Thickness | Unit Weight
Roadway (ton) ($/ton) (ft) (ft) (in) (pcf)
Surface Asphalt 3,150 | $ 3721 | $ 117,218 | 7241.8| 48 1.5 145
Base Asphalt 11,026 | $ 4587 | $ 505,747 [7241.8] 24 10.5 145
DGA 6,662 | $ 15.64 [ $ 104,201 | 7241.8( 48 4 115
Subtotal $ 727,166
Quantity Unit Cost
Earthwork (cy) ($/cy) Cost
Excavation (Common) 38,868 | $ 3.00|% 116,604
Excavation (Solid Rock) 587,707 | $ 8.00|% 4,701,656
Embankment 381,881 $ -
Subtotal $ 4,818,260
Quantity Unit Cost Cost Length | Width
Structures (sf) ($/sf) (ft) (ft)
Bridge 68,640 | $ 100.00 | $ 6,864,000 | 1430 | 48
Subtotal $ 6,864,000
. Quantity Unit Cost Cost
Drainage (Ip sum) ($/lp sum)
$ -
Subtotal $ -
Total Cost $ 12,409,426

Cost Estimate

Date:



HNTB CORPORATION Made By: _____
Taylorsville Bypass ChkdBy:___
Corridor Study
Cost Estimate
Alternate 6 Length = 15458.2 ft
Quantity Unit Cost Cost Length [ Width | Thickness | Unit Weight
Roadway (ton) ($/ton) (ft) (ft) (in) (pcf)
Surface Asphalt 6,644 | $ 3721 | $ 247,217 (15273.2] 48 1.5 145
Base Asphalt 23,253 | $ 4587 | $ 1,066,636 | 15273.2| 24 10.5 145
DGA 14,051 | $ 15.64 [ $ 219,763 [15273.2] 48 4 115
Subtotal $ 1,633,616
Quantity Unit Cost
Earthwork (cy) ($/cy) Cost
Excavation (Common) 109,938 $ -
Excavation (Solid Rock) 279,881 $ -
Embankment 537,506 | $ 4351|% 2,338,151
Subtotal $ 2,338,151
Quantity Unit Cost Cost Length | Width
Structures (sf) ($/sf) (ft) (ft)
Bridge 8,880 | $ 100.00 | $ 888,000 | 185 48
Subtotal $ 888,000
. Quantity Unit Cost Cost
Drainage (Ip sum) ($/lp sum)
$ -
Subtotal $ -
Total Cost $ 4,759,767

Date:
Date :
Sheet:

Cost Estimate



HNTB CORPORATION MadeBy: _ Date:
Taylorsville Bypass ChkkdBy: ___ g:;ztf _
Corridor Study —
Cost Estimate
Alternate 1
Land Value*
Number of Parcels: 6
Proposed Take Unit Cost
Parcel No. SF AC $/AC Cost
4 643707 14.78 $ 1,968 | $ 29,082
3 281037 6.45 $ 2,99 | $ 19,329
74136 1.70 $ 2,167 | $ 3,688
49 79524 1.83 $ 2,405 |$% 4,391
8 1114153 25.58 $ 1,101 | $ 28,161
9 72921 1.67 $ 1,395 | $ 2,335
SUBTOTAL $ 86,986
+ Court Cost (40%) $ 34,794
+ $4000 / Parcel $ 24,000
TOTAL $ 145,781
Additional Costs
Homes = $ 100,000 / Structure
Church / Business = $ 200,000 / Structure
Barns = $ 30,000 / Structure
Court Cost & Asbestos Remediation = $ 15,000 / Structure
Relocation Cost = $ 30,000 /Relocation
Proximity Damage = 25% Parcel Cost
Unit Cost Cost
Number of Homes (Relocations) $ 145,000 | $ -
Number of Homes (Proximity Damage) $ -
Number of Church / Business $ 215,000 | $ -
Number of Barns 1 $ 30,000 |9 30,000
TOTAL $ 30,000
TOTAL LAND + ADDITIONAL COSTS $ 175,781

*Also includes home/businesses for parcels where full fair market value used as cost.

Cost Estimate



HNTB CORPORATION Made By: Date:

Taylorsville Bypass ChikdBy: SDha;th -
Corridor Study —
Cost Estimate
Alternate 2
Land Value*
Number of Parcels: 5
Proposed Take Unit Cost
Parcel No. SE C $IAC Cost
4 806719 18.52 $ 1,968 | $ 36,447
3 389007 8.93 $ 299 | $ 26,755
340053 7.81 $ 2167 | $ 16,917
49 5859 0.13 $ 2405 | $ 323
8 1152658 26.46 $ 1,101 ] $ 29,134
SUBTOTAL $ 109,576
+ Court Cost (40%) $ 43,831
+ $4000 / Parcel $ 20,000
TOTAL $ 173,407
Additional Costs
Homes = $ 100,000 / Structure
Church / Business = $ 200,000 / Structure
Barns = $ 30,000 / Structure
Court Cost & Asbestos Remediation = $ 15,000 / Structure
Relocation Cost = $ 30,000 /Relocation
Proximity Damage = 25% Parcel Cost
Unit Cost Cost
Number of Homes (Relocations) $ 145,000 ( $ -
Number of Homes (Proximity Damage)
Number of Church / Business $ 215,000 | $ -
Number of Barns 2 $ 30,000 (9% 60,000
TOTAL $ 60,000
TOTAL LAND + ADDITIONAL COSTS $ 233,407

*Also includes home/businesses for parcels where full fair market value used as cost.

Cost Estimate



HNTB CORPORATION Made By: ___ Date:
Taylorsville Bypass Chk'd By: ____ SDhatet':
Corridor Study eet:
Cost Estimate

Alternate 3
Land Value*
Number of Parcels: 15
Proposed Take Unit Cost
Parcel No. SF AC $IAC Cost
35534 0.82 $ 100,000 [*
95047 2.18 $ 5,500,000 |*
6228 0.14 $ 30,000 4,289.26
4 776908 17.84 $ 1,968 | $ 35,100
15 103130 2.37 $ 8,000 | $ 18,940
0.00 $ 100,000 |*
0.00 $ 100,000 [*
0.00 $ 100,000 [*
2608 0.06 $ 8,000 [ $ 479
8501 0.20 $ 8,000 [ $ 1,561
6708 0.15 $ 8,000 [ $ 1,232
3147 0.07 $ 8,000 [ $ 578
49 179969 413 $ 2,405 ($ 9,936
18 409976 9.41 $ 4,166 | $ 39,209
8 499303 11.46 $ 1,101 [ § 12,620
SUBTOTAL $ 6,023,945
+ Court Cost (40%) $ 2,409,578
+ $4000 / Parcel $ 60,000
TOTAL $ 8,493,524
Additional Costs
Homes = $ 100,000 / Structure
Church / Business = $ 200,000 / Structure
Barns = $ 30,000 / Structure
Court Cost & Asbestos Remediation = $ 15,000 / Structure
Relocation Cost = $ 30,000 /Relocation
Proximity Damage = 25% Parcel Cost
Unit Cost Cost
Number of Homes (Relocations) 2| $ 145,000 | $ 290,000
Number of Homes (Proximity Damage) $ 71,250
Number of Church / Business $ 215,000 | $ -
Number of Barns $ 30,000]| % -
TOTAL $ 361,250
TOTAL LAND + ADDITIONAL COSTS $ 8,854,774

*Also includes home/businesses for parcels where full fair market value used as cost.

Cost Estimate



HNTB CORPORATION
Taylorsville Bypass
Corridor Study

Cost Estimate

Alternate 4

Land Value*

Made By: Date:
Chk'd By: Date :
Sheet:

Number of Parcels: 10
Proposed Take Unit Cost
Parcel No. SF AC $IAC Cost
48655 1.12 $ 100,000 |*
92160 2.12 $ 30,000 | $ 63,471
17199 0.39 $ 30,000 | $ 11,845
4 71867 1.65 $ 1,968 | $ 3,247
13 302625 6.95 $ 2,508 | $ 17,424
288553 6.62 $ 2238 | $ 14,825
18383 0.42 $ 100,000 |*
49 261194 6.00 $ 2,405 | $ 14,421
22 315756 7.25 $ 3550 | $ 25,733
55508 1.27 $ 3550 | $ 4,524
SUBTOTAL $ 355,490
+ Court Cost (40%) $ 142,196
+ $4000 / Parcel $ 40,000
TOTAL $ 537,685
Additional Costs
Homes = $ 100,000 / Structure
Church / Business = $ 200,000 / Structure
Barns = $ 30,000 / Structure
Court Cost & Asbestos Remediation = $ 15,000 / Structure
Relocation Cost = $ 30,000 /Relocation
Proximity Damage = 25% Parcel Cost
Unit Cost Cost
Number of Homes (Relocations) 2 $ 145,000 | $ 290,000
Number of Homes (Proximity Damage) $ 1,856,250
Number of Church / Business $ 215,000 | $ -
Number of Barns 11 $ 30,000 [ $ 30,000
TOTAL $ 2,176,250
TOTAL LAND + ADDITIONAL COSTS $ 2,713,935

*Also includes home/businesses for parcels where full fair market value used as cost.

Cost Estimate



HNTB CORPORATION Made By: Date:

Taylorsville Bypass ChkdBy: ___ ghe:etth -
Corridor Study B —
Cost Estimate
Alternate 5
Land Value*
Number of Parcels: 11
Proposed Take Unit Cost
Parcel No. SF AC $IAC Cost
36767 0.84 $ 100,000 (*
12591 0.29 $ 30,000 | $ 8,671
2159 0.05 $ 30,000 | $ 1,487
54882 1.26 $ 1,500,000 |*
4568 0.10 $ 30,000 | $ 3,146
13 768940 17.65 $ 2,508 | $ 44,272
4775 0.11 $ 2,508 | $ 275
230309 5.29 $ 2,238 $ 11,833
49 270037 6.20 $ 2,405 ($ 14,909
22 315756 7.25 $ 3,550 | $ 25,733
55508 1.27 $ 3,550 [ $ 4,524
SUBTOTAL $ 1,714,850
+ Court Cost (40%) $ 685,940
+ $4000 / Parcel $ 44,000
TOTAL $ 2,444,790
Additional Costs
Homes = $ 100,000 / Structure
Church / Business = $ 200,000 / Structure
Barns = $ 30,000 / Structure
Court Cost & Asbestos Remediation = $ 15,000 / Structure
Relocation Cost = $ 30,000 /Relocation
Proximity Damage = 25% Parcel Cost
Unit Cost Cost
Number of Homes (Relocations) 2| $ 145,000 | $ 290,000
Number of Homes (Proximity Damage) $ 154,000
Number of Church / Business $ 215,000 | $ -
Number of Barns $ 30,000 $ -
TOTAL $ 444,000
TOTAL LAND + ADDITIONAL COSTS $ 2,888,790

*Also includes home/businesses for parcels where full fair market value used as cost.

Cost Estimate



HNTB CORPORATION MadeBy: _ Date:_
Taylorsville Bypass ChikdBy: SDha;th -
Corridor Study —
Cost Estimate
Alternate 6
Land Value*
Number of Parcels: 4
Proposed Take Unit Cost
Parcel No. SF C $IAC Cost
4 723399 16.61 $ 1,968 | $ 32,682
3 522033 11.98 $ 299 | $ 35,905
455668 10.46 $ 2167 | $ 22,668
8 1233885 28.33 $ 1,101 $ 31,187
SUBTOTAL $ 122,443
+ Court Cost (40%) $ 48,977
+ $4000 / Parcel $ 16,000
TOTAL $ 187,420
Additional Costs
Homes = $ 100,000 / Structure
Church / Business = $ 200,000 / Structure
Barns = $ 30,000 / Structure
Court Cost & Asbestos Remediation = $ 15,000 / Structure
Relocation Cost = $ 30,000 /Relocation
Proximity Damage = 25% Parcel Cost
Unit Cost Cost
Number of Homes (Relocations) 2| $ 145,000 | $ 290,000
Number of Homes (Proximity Damage) $ 220,000
Number of Church / Business $ 215,000 ( $ -
Number of Barns 3| $ 30,000 ($ 90,000
TOTAL $ 600,000
TOTAL LAND + ADDITIONAL COSTS $ 787,420

*Also includes home/businesses for parcels where full fair market value used as cost.

Cost Estimate



HNTB CORPORATION
Taylorsville Bypass
Corridor Study

Cost Estimate

Utility Costs
@ KY 44 & KY55 (Each Alternate)
Length Unit Cost Tie-In Cost Total Cost
(If) ($/17) $) ®)
Relocate 6" Water Main
@KY 44 800 | $ 40.00 | $ 2,500 | $ 34,500
@KY 55 800 | $ 40.00 | $ 2,500 | $ 34,500
Total $ 69,000
Alternate 1
Length Unit Cost Total Cost
(If) ($/1f) $)
Relocate 6" Water Main $ 69,000
Relocate Aerial Telephone 110 | $ 750 ($ 825
Number Unit Cost / Pole
Relocate Power Pole 11%$ 6,000.00 [ $ 6,000
Total $ 75,825
Alternate 2
Length Unit Cost Total Cost
(I ($/1f) $)
Relocate 6" Water Main $ 69,000
Relocate Aerial Telephone 160 | $ 750 | $ 1,200
Number Unit Cost / Pole
Relocate Power Pole 2($ 6,000.00 | $ 12,000
Total $ 82,200
Alternate 3
Length Unit Cost Total Cost
(If) ($/1f) ($)
Relocate 6" Water Main $ 69,000
Relocate Aerial Telephone 235 | % 750 $ 1,763
Number Unit Cost / Pole
Relocate Power Pole 3% 6,000.00 | $ 18,000
Total $ 88,763
Alternate 4
Length Unit Cost Total Cost
(I ($/1f) $)
Relocate 6" Water Main $ 69,000
Relocate Aerial Telephone 230 ( $ 750 $ 1,725
Number Unit Cost / Pole
Relocate Power Pole 3($ 6,000.00 | $ 18,000
Total $ 88,725
Alternate 5
Length Unit Cost Total Cost
(If) ($/1f) ($)
Relocate 6" Water Main $ 69,000
Relocate Aerial Telephone 310 | $ 750 $ 2,325
Number Unit Cost / Pole
Relocate Power Pole 41 6,000.00 | $ 24,000
Total $ 95,325
Alternate 6
Length Unit Cost Total Cost
(I ($/1f) $)
Relocate 6" Water Main $ 69,000
Relocate Aerial Telephone 150 [ $ 750 $ 1,125
Number Unit Cost / Pole
Relocate Power Pole 2($ 6,000.00 | $ 12,000
Total $ 82,125

Made By:
Chk'd By:

Date:
Date :
Sheet:

Cost Estimate
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