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Report Contents 
•  General Information 
•  Study Area Characteristics 
•  Public and Agency Input 
•  Preliminary Environmental 

Overview 
•  Environmental Justice  and 

Community Impact Report 
•  Preliminary Geotechnical 

Overview 
•  Future Traffic Considerations 
•  Purpose and Need 
•  Recommendations and 

Conclusions 

I.  INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this Alternatives Study is to gather critical information necessary to develop and 
evaluate alternatives for the possible reconstruction of a portion of US 641 in Lyon and Caldwell 
Counties.  The southern terminus for the proposed project is from I-24 or the Wendell H. Ford 
Western Kentucky Parkway (hereafter referred to as the 
Ford Parkway) at or near Eddyville in Lyon County.  The 
northern terminus is the proposed improved section of US 
641 north of Fredonia in Caldwell County, for which the 
design phase has been completed. 
Through this Alternatives Study, the Kentucky 
Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) is able to ensure that 
future project improvements to US 641 effectively address 
identified transportation needs.  It also ensures that the 
project development efforts meet the principles of Federal 
requirements as defined in the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA). 
This report provides an introduction and description of the 
proposed project; identifies and analyzes existing 
conditions; presents an environmental and a geotechnical 
overview of the project area; summarizes the public and 
agency input received to date on the project; and provides 
recommendations on future project development. 

A.  Project Location 
The study area for the US 641 Alternatives Study runs from a point at or near Eddyville 
in southern Lyon County northeasterly to the proposed improvement of US 641 north of 
Fredonia in Caldwell County, just south of the Caldwell-Crittenden County line.  The 
project study area is shown in Figure 1.  A milepoint log of key points along existing US 
641 is provided in Table 1. 

The 2000 U.S. Census reported a population of 8,080 for Lyon County and 13,060 for 
Caldwell County.   
The original town of Eddyville was named as the county seat when Lyon County was 
formed in 1854.  The population of Eddyville in 2000 was 2,350.  Lyon County 
encompasses the northeast region of the Land Between the Lakes National Recreational 
Area.  This area was formed when the Cumberland and Tennessee Rivers were 
dammed, forming Barkley Lake on the east and Kentucky Lake on the west.  A canal 
connects the two lakes.  The Land Between the Lakes is a designated recreational 
space with marinas, campgrounds, and trails managed by the U.S. Forest Service.  The 
Lakes area plays a primary role in the economy of Lyon County and Eddyville. 
   



I.  Introduction 

US 641 Alternatives Study  Page 2 
 

Figure 1. Project Location 
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Table 1. US 641 Route Log 

  

Kentucky Lake was formed when the Tennessee River was dammed by the Kentucky 
Dam, beginning in 1938.  The dam generates electricity which is controlled by the 
Tennessee Valley Authority.  This resulted in a shipping connection to Nashville from the 
Ohio and Mississippi rivers in Kentucky and other inland areas in Western Kentucky and 
Tennessee.  Lake Barkley was formed when the Cumberland River was dammed by 
Barkley Dam in 1966 by the U.S. Corp of Engineers.  Two towns, Kuttawa and Eddyville, 
were in its path and had to be relocated.  Eddyville was relocated a few miles north to an 
open field.  Foundations of Old Eddyville can still be seen around Lake Barkley when the 
water is down during the winter. 
Originally settled in 1798, Eddyville was favored for its location on the Cumberland 
River.  In this region of Kentucky, the Cumberland River played a role in shipping iron 
ore produced in the nearby western coal fields to New Orleans.  Iron ore production was 
most significant during the mid-1800s.  However, with the disruption caused by the Civil 
War, it did not recover to full capacity afterwards.  Ruins of furnaces are still prevalent in 

Source: KYTC Highway Information Systems (HIS) Data, 2003 

Milepoint Description of Intersecting Road or Feature

0.000 Begin Existing US 641 Within Study Area
0.000 US 62 (Western Kentucky Factory Outlet)
0.030 Chestnut Road
0.271 Business Row Road
0.279 Depot Road
0.512 Illinois Central Railroad Bridge - B00001
1.351 Cash Road
1.810 White Dorroh Road
2.094 Skinframe Creek Branch Bridge - B00002
2.533 Skinframe Creek Bridge - B00003
2.668 KY 1943
3.155 KY 3169
3.279 Breezy Loop
4.548 Beck Road
4.645 Coleman - Doles Road
5.715 Lyon/Caldwell County Line

0.000 Lyon/Caldwell County Line
0.820 Oak Road
1.433 Easley Creek Bridge - B00042
1.587 Mill Bluff Road
2.366 Old Dycusbury - Fredonia Road
2.384 Railroad Crossing
2.877 KY 70 (West Main Street)
3.081 KY 902 (Piney Lane)/Miller Street
3.202 KY 902 (Bakers Lane)
4.620 Livingston Creek Bridge - B00071
4.629 Caldwell/Crittenden County Line
4.629 End Study Area

Lyon County

Caldwell County
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the region today.  Farmers turned instead to the production of dark leafed tobacco which 
then became a primary cargo on the Cumberland River.  The production of this type of 
tobacco was so high that the area became known as the “Black Patch” by the turn of the 
twentieth century. 
Eddyville is also home to the Kentucky State Penitentiary, built in 1886 and nicknamed 
the “Castle on the Cumberland,” which is often a tourist photo opportunity because of its 
imposing stone construction. 
Agriculture dominates the landscape with land devoted to livestock, primarily in Caldwell 
County, and tobacco, soybeans, and corn grown throughout the area.  Agricultural lands 
devoted to grain and tobacco production or livestock grazing have enveloped the 
countryside so that forested areas are scattered. 
Caldwell County has a section of the Trail of Tears running from Princeton, the county 
seat, to about 15 miles southeast of Fredonia.  This was the route followed by the 
Cherokee Indians on their forced-removal to Oklahoma from the Great Smoky 
Mountains.  Fredonia, located in the northwest corner of Caldwell County, was founded 
in 1836.  Its current population is around 500 and the citizens proclaim that it is “A Small 
Valley with a Big Heart.”   

B.  Study Objectives and Tasks 
The primary objectives of this study are to: 

•  Better define the project purpose and need; 

•  Identify and evaluate potential improvement alternatives; and 

•  Make recommendations for future improvements. 
To accomplish these objectives, the study is also intended to: 

•  Afford an opportunity for public and agency input so that project needs, improvement 
alternatives, and potential issues and concerns can be clearly defined and 
addressed at the earliest stage of project development; 

•  Identify potential environmental issues; and 

•  Help expedite the project development process. 
Specific tasks involved with this study include: 

•  Initiate contact with public officials and agencies;  

•  Listen to and share information with the public; 

•  Define project goals; 

•  Determine and analyze existing conditions and future needs; 

•  Identify preliminary environmental, geotechnical, and other concerns; 

•  Develop and evaluate project alternatives; and 

•  Provide recommendations. 



I.  Introduction 

US 641 Alternatives Study  Page 5 

C.  Programming and Schedule 
Currently, the only funds programmed for this project are the approximately $1,500,000 
for the Design phase of Priority Section 2, originally defined from KY 70 near Mexico to a 
section break west of Fredonia.  Subsequent phases of project development, including 
Right-of-Way Acquisition, Utility Relocation, and Construction, were not scheduled in the 
KYTC’s Kentucky Six-Year Highway Plan FY 2003-2008.  Additional funding was also 
not included in the KYTC’s Kentucky Six-Year Highway Plan FY 2005-2010. 



 

US 641 Alternatives Study  Page 6 

 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



II. Existing Conditions 

US 641 Alternatives Study  Page 7 

II.  EXISTING CONDITIONS 
Characteristics of US 641 and other major highways in the study area are identified in the 
following sections.  Included are data and/or information on transportation systems, geometric 
characteristics, bridges, traffic conditions, crash history, and planned highway improvements.  
Features of the highways in the study area are summarized from the KYTC Highway 
Information System (HIS) database.  Photographs of some features in the study area are 
contained in Appendix A and throughout this chapter. 

Although US 641 in Crittenden County is outside of the defined study area, data is included in 
the summary tables for reference.  Maps and table summaries located throughout this report 
may also include other roadway segments that fall outside of the project study area.  

A.  Highway Systems 
Major highway systems information is shown in Appendix B, Table B-1, including the 
State Primary Road System, Functional Classification System, National Highway System 
(NHS), National Truck Network (NN), and Designated Truck Weight Class.  Other 
highway systems information is displayed in Appendix B, Table B-2, including the 
Defense Highway Network, Forest Highway System, and others.  The highway system 
information for US 641 is summarized in Table 2.  Major highway systems for US 641 in 
the study area are as follows: 

•  State-maintained roads in Kentucky are classified into one (1) of five (5) categories 
under the State System, ranging from the highest order classification to the lowest as 
follows: Interstates, Parkways, Other State Primary roads, Rural Secondary roads, 
and Supplemental roads. 
US 641 is currently classified as a State Primary route from its intersection with US 
62 in Lyon County (MP 0.000) to the Lyon-Caldwell County Line (MP 5.715) and in 
Caldwell County from the Lyon-Caldwell County Line (MP 0.000) to the Caldwell-
Crittenden County Line (MP 4.629).  State Primary routes are those routes which are 
considered to be long-distance, high-volume intrastate routes that are of statewide 
significance. The routes have mobility as their prime function and are distinguished 
by high traffic-carrying capacity. These routes link major urban centers within the 
state and/or serve as major interregional corridors. 

•  One of 13 functional classification categories is assigned to each state-maintained 
road in Kentucky, based on the function the road provides and whether the road is 
an urban or rural road.  These are classified from highest to lowest and by 
geographic designation as: Rural Interstate, Urban Interstate, Other Rural Freeways 
and Expressways (Principal Arterial), Other Urban Freeways and Expressways 
(Principal Arterial), Other Rural Principal Arterial, Other Urban Principal Arterial, 
Rural Minor Arterial, Urban Minor Arterial, Rural Major Collector, Urban Collector, 
Rural Minor Collector, Rural Local, and Urban Local. 
In the study area, US 641 is classified as a Rural Minor Arterial.  According to 
Federal criteria, Rural Minor Arterials provide a link to and between cities, towns, and 
other major traffic generators (e.g., major resorts) and help to form an integrated 
network.  They are spaced at appropriate intervals so that all developed areas of the 
state are within a reasonable distance of an arterial.  They are characterized by (1) 
traffic densities greater than roads that only provide local access, (2) relatively high 
overall travel speeds, and (3) minimum interference to through movements. 
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Table 2.  US 641 Highway Systems 

US 641 
Lyon County – MP 0.000 to MP 5.715 (US 62 to the Lyon-Caldwell 

County Line) 
o State System – State Primary 
o National Truck Network – No  
o National Highway System – No  
o Functional Classification – Rural Minor Arterial 
o Truck Weight Class – AAA 
o Defense Highway Network – Yes  

Caldwell County – MP 0.000 to MP 4.629 (Lyon-Caldwell County Line 
to Caldwell-Crittenden County Line) 
o State System – State Primary 
o National Truck Network – No  
o National Highway System – No  
o Functional Classification – Rural Minor Arterial 
o Truck Weight Class – AAA 
o Defense Highway Network – Yes 

Crittenden County – MP 0.000 to MP 7.494 (Caldwell-Crittenden 
County Line to US 60) 
o State System – State Primary 
o National Truck Network – No  
o National Highway System – No  
o Functional Classification – Rural Minor Arterial 
o Truck Weight Class – AAA 
o Defense Highway Network – Yes  

 Source: KYTC Highway Information Systems (HIS) Data, 2003 
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•  The National Highway System (NHS), first established in 1991 by the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA), includes Interstate Highways and 
other significant Principal Arterials important to the nation's economy, defense, and 
mobility.  US 641 is not on the NHS.  However, the two possible southern termini, I-
24 and the Ford Parkway, are both on the NHS. 

•  The National Truck Network (NN) includes roads designated for use by commercial 
trucks with increased dimensions (102 inches wide; 13 feet, 6 inches high; semi-
trailers up to 53 feet long; and trailers up to 28 feet long – not to exceed two (2) 
trailers per truck).  In the study area, US 641 is not on the NN.  However, the two 
possible southern termini, I-24 and the Ford Parkway, are both on the NN. 

•  Kentucky Revised Statutes require weight limits on the state-maintained highway 
system.  There are three (3) weight classification limits: (1) AAA – 80,000 lbs. 
maximum gross vehicle weight; (2) AA – 62,000 lbs. maximum gross vehicle weight; 
and (3) A – 44,000 lbs. maximum gross vehicle weight.  In the study area, US 641 
has a weight classification limit of AAA.  [NOTE: For special circumstances, 
occasional exceptions may be granted for over-dimensional or overweight vehicles 
by permits issued by the KYTC, Division of Motor Carriers.]  

B.  Geometric Characteristics 
Geometric characteristics for major routes in the study area are listed in Appendix B, 
Table B-3, including the number of lanes, lane widths, shoulder widths, roadway type, 
local terrain, route speed limits, and pavement type.  The percent passing sight distance 
information was not available in KYTC’s HIS database for most of the study area routes.  
In the study area, US 641 has the following characteristics: 
•  An undivided highway cross-section; 
•  Rolling terrain; 
•  In Lyon County, two (2) 12-foot driving lanes from MP 0.000 to MP 0.108 and two (2) 

11-foot wide lanes from MP 0.108 to 5.607; 
•  In Caldwell County, two (2) ten-foot lanes  from MP 0.000 to MP 2.319, two (2) 12-

foot lanes from MP 2.319 to 2.877, and two (2) 11-foot lanes from MP 2.877 to MP 
4.629; 

•  Shoulders of approximately four (4) feet, except for 10-foot shoulders between MP 
0.000 and MP 0.108 in Lyon County; 

•  High flexible pavement; and 
•  Posted speed limits of 55 mph, except for a section in Fredonia in Caldwell County 

from MP 2.218 to MP 3.308 where it is posted at 35 mph. 

C.  Bridges 
Bridge data for the routes considered in this study are listed in Appendix B, Table B-4.  
According to the KYTC, a bridge structure is eligible for Federal rehabilitation funds 
when it meets two criteria: (1) the bridge has a sufficiency rating below 50.0 and (2) the 
bridge is considered either structurally deficient or functionally obsolete: 

•  Structurally deficient bridges cannot carry the weight they were originally designed to 
carry. 
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•  Bridges are considered to be functionally obsolete if the bridges or bridge 
approaches do not meet today’s geometric design standards.   

Three (3) bridges along US 641 are considered to be functionally obsolete: 

•  B00002 over a branch of Skinframe Creek 
at MP 2.094 in Lyon County; 

•  B00003 over Skinframe Creek (B00003) 
at MP 2.533 in Lyon County; and 

•  B00042 over Easley Creek at MP 1.433 in 
Caldwell County. 

Currently, no bridges along US 641 in the 
study area meet both of the rating criteria, so 
none are eligible for Federal rehabilitation 
funds.  However, one bridge in Lyon County 
(B00003 over Skinframe Creek at MP 2.533) 
is very close to meeting the criteria needed 
for the use of Federal rehabilitation funds, 
since it has a rating of 51.0 and is classified 
as functionally obsolete. 

D.  Traffic and Level of Service 
Existing (Year 2003) and estimated future (Year 2025) traffic and operational conditions 
for each major route in the study area are discussed in the following subsections. 
1.  Existing Traffic Volumes (Year 2003) 
Existing traffic volumes (Year 2003) for segments of the study area routes were 
summarized based primarily on information provided in the HIS database.  If 
unavailable, truck percentages were derived for the study area routes using default 
values from the Division of Multimodal Programs’ 2002 Traffic Forecasting Report  or 
estimated based on similar segments and/or roadways in the project area.  Traffic 
characteristics for all routes in the study area are shown in Figure 2 and in Appendix B, 
Table B-5.  Traffic data for US 641 is summarized in Table 3. 

The existing traffic volumes along US 641 in the study area range between 3,080 and 
3,400 vehicles per day (vpd).  Existing truck percentages are approximately 16.8% of the 
total traffic along the study route.  In comparison, existing traffic volumes along I-24 
range between 16,100 and 25,900 vpd.  Traffic volumes along the Ford Parkway range 
between 7,610 and 10,300 vpd.   
 

Paducah and Louisville Bridge over 
KY 373 in Lyon County 
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Figure 2.  Year 2003 Traffic and Level of Service 

Source: KYTC Highway Information Systems (HIS) Data, 2003 

LOS C or Better 
 
LOS D 
 
LOS E 
 
LOS F 

Source: KYTC Highway Information Systems (HIS) Database, 2003 
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Table 3. US 641 Current and Future Traffic Characteristics and Level of Service 
(LOS) 

0.000 0.108 0.108 16.8 3080 C 2.2% 5000 D
0.108 0.512 0.404 16.8 3080 D 2.2% 5000 D
0.512 2.668 2.156 16.8 3190 D 2.2% 5100 D
2.668 5.715 3.047 16.8 3200 D 2.2% 5200 D

Caldwell County

0.000 1.587 1.587 16.8 3330 D 2.2% 5400 D
1.587 2.218 0.631 16.8 3090 D 2.2% 5000 D
2.218 2.366 0.148 16.8 3090 E 2.2% 5000 E
2.366 2.530 0.164 16.8 3090 E 2.2% 5000 E
2.530 2.877 0.347 16.8 3090 E 2.2% 5000 E
2.877 3.308 0.431 16.8 3400 E 2.2% 5500 E
3.308 4.629 1.321 16.8 3400 D 2.2% 5500 D

Crittenden County

0.000 1.175 1.175 16.8 3400 D 1.5% 4700 D
1.175 2.960 1.785 10.2 4070 D 1.5% 5600 E
2.960 3.188 0.228 10.2 4070 E 1.5% 5600 E
3.188 3.630 0.442 8.3 1 4200 E 1.5% 5800 E
3.630 5.030 1.400 8.3 1 4200 D 1.5% 5800 E
5.030 5.038 0.008 8.3 1 4200 D 1.5% 5800 D
5.038 5.430 0.392 8.3 1 4200 C 1.5% 5800 C
5.430 5.464 0.034 8.3 1 4200 D 1.5% 5800 D
5.464 5.708 0.244 8.3 1 4200 D 1.5% 5800 E
5.708 6.520 0.812 8.3 1 4940 D 1.5% 6800 E
6.520 6.986 0.466 8.3 1 4940 E 1.5% 6800 E
6.986 7.028 0.042 8.3 1 4940 E 1.5% 6800 E
7.028 7.494 0.466 8.3 1 6170 E 1.5% 8500 E

Source: KYTC Highway Information Systems (HIS) Database, 2003 and Wilbur Smith Associates, 2004
1  Default value - 2002 Traffic Forcasting Report, KYTC Division of Multimodal Programs

US 641 MP 0.000 to MP 7.494

US 641 MP 0.000 to MP 4.629

Lyon County

Begin MP End MP Length 
(miles) % Trucks 2003 ADT 2003 LOS Annual 

Growth Rate 2025 ADT 2025 LOS

US 641 MP 0.000 to MP 5.715
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Level of Service (LOS) 
•  LOS is used to describe 

traffic conditions, where LOS 
A is the best and LOS F is 
the worst. 

•  US 641 currently operates at 
LOS D and E in the study 
area. 

•  All other study area routes 
operate at LOS C or better
except US 62 in Eddyville. 

2.  Level of Service (Year 2003) 
Level of Service (LOS) is a qualitative measure of 
highway traffic conditions, as defined in the 2000 
Highway Capacity Manual, published by the 
Transportation Research Board (TRB). Individual 
levels of service characterize these conditions in 
terms of such factors as speed and travel time, 
freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, and 
comfort and convenience.  Six (6) levels of service 
are defined and given letter designations from A to 
F, with LOS A as the best condition, representing 
free flow conditions, and ranging to LOS F, the worst 
condition, representing severe congestion and/or 
time delays.  Typically, a minimum of LOS D is 
considered acceptable in urban areas and LOS C is 
considered acceptable in rural areas.  Existing LOS 
for each route in the study area is shown in Figure 2 
and in Appendix B, Table B-5.  Table 3 shows the 
existing LOS calculated for segments of US 641 in 
the study area. 
Almost all of US 641 in Lyon County (MP 0.108 to MP 5.715) currently operates at LOS 
D, while the Caldwell County segment of US 641 (4.629 miles) operates at LOS D and 
LOS E in the study area.  All other study area routes currently operate at LOS C or 
better except US 62 in Eddyville, which operates at LOS D. 
3.   Estimated Future Traffic (Year 2025) Based on Historic Growth 
Future traffic was estimated using historic 
growth rates and assuming no future 
improvements along the portion of US 641 in 
the study area.  The growth rates were based 
on KYTC’s historic traffic counts for Lyon and 
Caldwell Counties.  Traffic along US 641 was 
forecasted with a compounded annual growth 
rate of 2.2% through Year 2025, resulting in 
an increase of over 60 percent from 2003 to 
2025, or an ADT range from 5,000 to 5,500 
vpd.  Projected future year traffic volumes are 
shown in Figure 3 and Appendix B, Table B-
5.  US 641 future traffic is summarized in 
Table 3.  

4.  Estimated Future Level of Service (Year 2025) Based on Historic Growth  
The study portion of US 641 in Lyon County  (5.715 miles) is expected to operate at LOS 
D in the Year 2025, while the Caldwell County segment of US 641 (4.629 miles) would 
continue to operate at LOS D and E.  Most of the other study area routes are expected 
to operate at LOS C or better in the Year 2025.  The estimated future LOS is shown for 
the study area in Figure 3 and in Appendix B, Table B-5.  Future LOS for US 641 is 
summarized in Table 3. 

Traffic along US 641 slowed because 
of a mowing crew  
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Figure 3. Year 2025 Traffic and Level of Service with No Improvements 
 

LOS C or Better 
 
LOS D 
 
LOS E 
 
LOS F 

Source: KYTC Highway Information Systems (HIS) Database, 2003
and Wilbur Smith Associates, 2004 
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E.  Crash Analysis 
Crash data for major routes in the study area were considered for a four-year period 
(January 1, 1999 to December 31, 2002). The location of crashes with valid milepoint 
designations, recorded in the HIS database (1999) and Collision Report Analysis for 
Safer Highways (CRASH) database (2000-2002), are shown by corridor segment in 
Appendix B, Table B-6 and summarized in Table 4 and by spot locations (0.1 miles in 
length) in Appendix B, Table B-7 and summarized in Table 5. 
A spot location or a segment of roadway is considered to be a high crash location when 
its crash rate is higher than the average crash rate for similar roads in the state.  This is 
measured by the Critical Rate Factor (CRF), i.e., the ratio of the crash rate for the spot 
or segment compared to the critical crash rate for similar roads.  When the critical rate 
factor is greater than 1.0, crashes may not be occurring randomly at a given location.  
The critical rate factors are calculated using the methodology presented in the Kentucky 
Transportation Center’s Analysis of Traffic Accident Data in Kentucky (1997-2001)1. 
As part of this process, each crash was classified into one (1) of three (3) categories 
based on the degree of severity: fatal, injury, or property-damage-only.  During the 
period studied, there were no fatal, twenty-four (24) injury, and fifty-seven (57) property-
damage-only crashes along US 641 in Lyon and Caldwell Counties.  
Figure 4 displays the crash data by 
severity and location.  As shown in Table 
4 and Figure 4, no high crash segments 
were found along US 641 in Lyon and 
Caldwell Counties, indicating that 
historical crash rates are not higher than 
those for similar highways in Kentucky.  
However, as shown in Table 5, four (4) 
high crash spot locations were identified, 
all within Fredonia.  A fifth location was 
identified along US 62 at US 641 as 
shown in Appendix B, Table B-7.  
Additional high crash segment and spot 
locations were identified in close proximity 
to the study area along US 641 in 
Crittenden County.  

                                                
1 Agent and Pigman.  Analysis of Traffic Accident Data in Kentucky (1997-2001).  Kentucky 
Transportation Center.  August 2002. 

High crash spot location along US 641 in 
Fredonia 
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Table 4.  US 641 Vehicle Crash Segment Analysis  

 

Table 5.  US 641 Vehicle Crash Spot Analysis  

 
   

Begin End Length Critical
MP MP (Miles) Fatal Injury PDO Total Rate Factor

0.000 0.512 0.512 3080 0 0 0 0 0.00
0.512 2.668 2.156 3190 0 5 13 18 0.46
2.668 5.715 3.047 3200 0 4 9 13 0.25

0.000 1.587 1.587 3330 0 2 6 8 0.26
1.587 2.877 1.290 3090 0 8 10 18 0.72
2.877 4.629 1.752 3400 0 5 19 24 0.70

0.000 1.175 1.175 3400 0 10 16 26 1.04
1.175 3.188 2.013 4070 0 14 18 32 0.71
3.188 5.708 2.520 4200 0 12 16 28 0.50
5.708 7.028 1.320 4940 0 4 15 19 0.51
7.028 7.494 0.466 6170 0 3 7 10 0.51

ADT Vehicle Crashes

Crittenden County

Caldwell County

Lyon County

Source: Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, HIS Database, 2003 and CRASH Database, 1999 – 2002 

Begin End Length Critical
MP MP (Miles) Fatal Injury PDO Total Rate Factor

2.700 2.800 0.100 3090 0 1 4 5 1.15
3.000 3.100 0.100 3400 0 1 4 5 1.08
3.200 3.300 0.100 3400 0 2 6 8 1.74
3.302 3.402 0.100 3400 0 1 4 5 1.08

0.000 0.100 0.100 3400 0 1 4 5 1.08
0.500 0.600 0.100 3400 0 2 2 4 0.87
0.800 0.900 0.100 3400 0 2 4 6 1.30
1.000 1.100 0.100 3400 0 2 3 5 1.08
2.300 2.400 0.100 4070 0 1 3 4 0.78
2.512 2.612 0.100 4070 0 3 3 6 1.17
2.900 3.000 0.100 4070 0 2 2 4 0.78
3.900 4.000 0.100 4200 0 1 3 4 0.77
5.661 5.761 0.100 4570 0 5 1 6 1.09
5.800 5.900 0.100 4940 0 0 4 4 0.69
6.700 6.800 0.100 4940 0 1 4 5 0.87
7.437 7.537 0.100 6170 0 2 6 8 1.21

Vehicle CrashesADT

Caldwell County

Crittenden County

Source: Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, HIS Database, 2003 and CRASH Database, 1999 – 2002 
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Figure 4. Vehicle Crash Information by Severity

Source: Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, HIS Database, 2003 and CRASH Database, 1999 – 2002 
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F.  Adequacy Ratings 
The KYTC HIS database provides an adequacy rating percentile for many major routes.  
This rating is based on condition, safety, and service of the route.  Condition considers 
only the condition of the road’s pavement.  Safety is evaluated based on lane width, 
shoulder width, median type, alignment, and critical rate.  Service considers the route’s 
volume-to-capacity ratio and access control.   Figure 5 depicts the adequacy ratings 
assigned to various study area routes and the percentile group, divided into fifths, in 
which each route is included. 
If a road or road segment falls into the lowest percentile groups, this indicates that a 
problem may exist that merits further investigation.  As shown in Figure 5, the ratings for 
the study portion of US 641 in Lyon County (5.715 miles) are in the highest percentile: 
between 81% and 100%.  All of US 641 in Caldwell County (4.629 miles) falls in the 
three lowest percentiles: between 0% and 60%.   

G.  Environmental Footprint 
An environmental footprint was developed for the US 641 project area.  This preliminary 
environmental analysis identified potential issues and concerns within and surrounding 
the defined project area.   
A local area Geographic Information System (GIS) was assembled for this project using 
environmental resource information data collected from numerous sources that include:  
Federal, state, and local databases; agency contacts; field investigations; and existing 
in-house data.  The compiled data was geo-referenced as needed using the GIS 
developed for the project.  Windshield surveys of the project area included consideration 
of known and unknown environmental issues within the project area. 
The environmental footprint, shown in Appendix B, Figure B-1, includes a variety of 
features including: utilities, streams, EPA sites, cemeteries, and churches.  The aerial 
photograph highlights structures, terrain and potential prime farmland.  Other features 
important to this project and highlighted on the environmental footprint are the West 
Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm, Fredonia Quarry, Mill Bluff Springs, and a 
geotechnical structural low.  Geotechnical data was provided by the Division of Materials 
and Kentucky Geological Survey as part of the initial resource agency coordination.  The 
information received from both agencies is described in more detail in the following 
chapter. 
In addition to the environmental footprint, Environmental and Geotechnical Overviews 
were conducted on eight (8) alternatives as discussed in Chapter VI.  The overviews 
provided additional detail within a more defined area.  The Environmental and 
Geotechnical Overviews are discussed in Chapters VIII and IX, respectively.           

H.  Programmed Highway Improvements 
The proposed improvement to US 641 in this Alternatives Study would connect with a 
programmed improvement to US 641 in Crittenden County from Marion to Fredonia, as 
shown in Table 6.  Design for this project has been completed and $3,300,000 and 
$3,520,000 was programmed for right-of-way purchase and utility relocation, 
respectively, in Fiscal Year 2004. 
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Figure 5. US 641 Study Area: Percentile Ranking as Compared to Similar Roads 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: KYTC Highway Information Systems (HIS) Data, 2003 
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Table 6. Six-Year Highway Plan Improvement Projects 

 

 

$950,000

Right of Way 2002 $2,000,000
Utility Relocation 2004 $4,000,000

Construction 2006 $11,000,000
$17,000,000

Design 2006 $400,000

$400,000

$900,000

Design 2005 $250,000
Right of Way 2007 $50,000

UtilityRelocation 2007 $100,000
$400,000

Design 2003 $70,000
Construction 2003 $4,000,000

$4,070,000
Construction 2002 $1,100,000

$1,100,000

Design 2002 $1,500,000
Right of Way 2004 $3,300,000

Utility Relocation 2004 $3,520,000
Construction 2006 $22,000,000

$30,320,000

$1,500,000

$262,000

$262,000

$262,000

$262,000

Add Restroom Facility to I-24 
Eastbound & Westbound 

Weigh Stations in Lyon County

Weigh Station 
Rehab (P) Total:

2003

Estimated 
Phase Cost

0.100

Route Item 
Number

Begin 
MP

US 62

Total:

01-307.01 9.352 12.213 2.900
From End of 4-Lane at 

Eddyville East to Western 
Kentucky Parkway

Major 
Widening (O)

End MP

I-24 01-7.00 35.200 35.300

Lyon County
$950,000

Length 
(miles) Project Description Scope of 

Work

Construction

Stage of Project 
Development

Fiscal Year 
Scheduled

Caldwell County

KY 139 02-141.00 7.573 8.173 0.600 Reconstruct Substandard 
Curves @ Rock Springs Hill Safety (P)

Total:

N/A 02-153.00 N/A N/A N/A

New Connector From 
Hopkinsville Rd (KY 91) to 
Wilson Warehouse Rd (KY 
293) Northeast of Princeton

New Route 
(O)

Design 2007 $900,000

Total:

KY 126 02-1059.00 2.260 2.360 0.100
Replace Bridge Over Dreen 

Creek (B 23) 1.0 mile 
Northwest of Jct. KY 672

Bridge 
Replacement 

(P)
Total:

WK 9001 02-2011.00 18.260 25.655 7.400
Western KY Parkway From MP 

18.26 to MP 25.655, Begin 
PCC Pavement

Pavement 
Rehab - PRK 

(P) Total:

WK 9001 02-5005.00 15.2 15.72 0.500
Correct Rockfall Hazard at MP 
15.2 to MP 15.72 Eastbound & 

Westbound

Rockfall 
Mitigation (P) Total:

Crittenden County

US 641 01-187.20 N/A N/A 5.200

Relocation of US 641 from 
Marion to I-24/Wendell H. Ford 
Parkway; Marion to KY 70 Near 

Mexico

Relocation (O)

Total:

US 641 01-187.30 N/A N/A 5.000

Relocation of US 641 from 
Marion to I-24/Wendell H. Ford 

Parkway; from KY 70 near 
Mexico

Relocation (O)

Design 2005 $1,500,000

Total:

KY 91 01-326.01 11.162 11.262 0.100 Operation of cave-in-rock ferry 
at Ohio River

Ferry 
Operation (P)

Construction 2003 $262,000
Total:

KY 91 01-326.02 11.162 11.262 0.100 Operation of cave-in-rock ferry 
at Ohio River

Ferry 
Operation (P)

Construction 2004 $262,000
Total:

KY 91 01-326.03 11.162 11.262 0.100 Operation of cave-in-rock ferry 
at Ohio River

Ferry 
Operation (P)

Construction 2005 $262,000
Total:

KY 91 01-326.04 11.162 11.262
2006 $262,000

Total:
0.100 Operation of cave-in-rock ferry 

at Ohio River
Ferry 

Operation (P)
Construction

Source: Kentucky Six-Year Highway Plan FY 2003-2008 
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In addition to the proposed improvement to US 641, there are other projects in Lyon and 
Caldwell Counties, as summarized in Table 6, that are in the KYTC’s Kentucky Six-Year 
Highway Plan FY 2003-2008, usually referred to as the Six-Year Highway Plan.  Major 
activities include: 

•  $17 million for right-of-way purchase, utility relocation, and construction for a major 
widening of US 62 in Lyon County, from the existing 4-lane section in Eddyville to the 
interchange with the Ford Parkway.  This project includes the section of US 62 at the 
southern terminus of existing US 641 in the study area. 

•  Other smaller projects such as rehabilitation of the I-24 weigh stations, KY 139 safety 
corrections, design of a new connector northeast of Princeton, KY 126 bridge 
replacement, and pavement rehabilitation along the Ford Parkway. 

In addition, no additional funds for US 641 improvements in Lyon and Caldwell Counties 
have been included in the KYTC’s Kentucky Six-Year Highway Plan FY 2005-2010.
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III.  INITIAL CABINET, PUBLIC AND AGENCY INPUT 
Local citizens, public officials and representatives of 
government resource agencies were given the 
opportunity to provide input throughout the course of the 
US 641 Alternatives Study.  This chapter describes the 
first round of public and agency involvement that 
occurred throughout the study process and describes the 
comments and input received as a result of those efforts.  
Activities undertaken as part of the second round of 
cabinet, public and agency involvement are summarized 
in Chapter X, as they relate to the development of 
improvement alternatives.  In addition to the information 
presented in this chapter and Chapter X, materials related to the public involvement process 
are included in the September, 2003 US 641 Alternatives Study Public Meeting Notebook and 
the August, 2004 US 641 Alternatives Study Public Meeting Notebook, which are separate 
documents containing a summary of public meeting events. 
To initiate the public involvement effort, a NEPA Public Notice was published in the Federal 
Register.  A copy of the notice is included in Appendix C.    

A.  Project Team Meeting (June 23, 2003) 
The first Project Team Meeting was conducted on Monday, June 23, 2003, at the KYTC 
District 1 Office in Paducah, Kentucky.  The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the 
project history and purpose, scope of work and related activities, preliminary 
data/exhibits, project issues, and public involvement needs and ideas.  A copy of the 
meeting minutes is included in Appendix C.  Items discussed by those present at the 
meeting included: 

•  According to District 1 staff, this project grew out of a proposed bypass of Marion in 
Crittenden County.  During the public involvement phase of that study, the local 
officials and public expressed that, in lieu of the proposed bypass, there was a 
greater need for an improved connector highway from I-24 at Eddyville to Marion.  
This connector was envisioned as a major improvement that would improve access 
from Eddyville to Henderson.  As a result, the KYTC agreed to switch the project 
development funds for the bypass to project development activities for a proposed 
new Eddyville-to-Marion connector.  The project was funded in two priority sections.  
According to KYTC traffic forecasts, the improved route from Eddyville to Henderson 
could potentially divert up to 10,000 trips from the Edward T. Breathitt Parkway. 

•  The first priority section of the proposed connector from Fredonia to Marion was 
nearing completion of Phase II Design at the time of the first project team meeting.  
The new improvement was being designed to follow one of the alignments defined in 
the US 641 and KY 91 Corridor Needs Study completed in December, 1999, and 
undertaken by the Pennyrile Area Development District (PADD).  This first priority 
section of the roadway would tie into Marion to the south and follow a path east of 
existing US 641.  This northern section of the Eddyville-to-Marion connector is 
designed as a four-lane, partially controlled access facility with a 60-foot median.  On 
the southern end, this first priority section would terminate northwest of Fredonia 
near Livingston Creek in Caldwell County, which would become the northern 
terminus for the Eddyville-to-Fredonia segment being addressed in this US 641 
Alternatives Study.  In the design of the first priority section, it was assumed that 

Public and Agency 
Involvement 

•  Project Team Meetings 
•  Local Officials/Stakeholders 

Meetings 
•  Public Involvement Meetings 
•  Public Comment Surveys 
•  Resource Agency Coordination
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sections of US 641 to the south of the first priority section may be routed west of, 
instead of through, Fredonia. 

•  It was announced that the PADD is in the process of negotiating with the state for the 
future development of a 500-acre to 800-acre industrial “super-site” known as the 
Pennyrile WestPark Industrial Park.  The primary portion of the land would come 
from the West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm operated by the Kentucky 
Department of Corrections, although some additional land may be acquired from 
local landowners.  The site is near the Fredonia Valley Railroad which interchanges 
with the Paducah and Louisville Railway.  A draft feasibility study has been 
conducted by PADD and more information would become available in the near future 
after further meetings with state officials. 

•  It was agreed that potential impacts on prime farmland in the area would be a key 
issue to be considered during the study. 

•  Some preliminary alternatives were discussed, including: 
o Relocating the Ford Parkway (future I-66/I-69) north of Eddyville to eliminate 

potential impacts on Lake Barkley due to a reconfiguration of the I-24/Ford 
Parkway interchange, and 

o An eastern bypass of Fredonia, instead of a western bypass, to provide 
connection to routes coming into Fredonia from the east, especially KY 91. 

Preliminary project goals were identified as follows: 

•  Provide connectivity between I-24 and US 60; 

•  Provide regional access to the National Truck Network and National Highway 
System (since Marion is not currently served by a legal route for 102-inch wide 
trucks);   

•  Stimulate economic development in the region; and 

•  Address safety and capacity concerns. 

B.  Local Officials and Agencies Meetings - Round I (July 29, 2003) 
As part of the public involvement portion of this study, two meetings were held on 
Tuesday, July 29, 2003, with local officials, potential stakeholders, and the media: the 
first in the morning at the Lyon County Public 
Library in Eddyville and the second in the 
afternoon at the Lions Club in Fredonia.  The 
purposes of this meeting were to inform these 
groups about the project and to gain input 
about the issues and concerns of the 
community.  Copies of the meeting minutes 
are included in Appendix C.   

1.  Local Officials and Agencies Meeting - 
Eddyville 

A total of 27 persons attended the local 
officials meeting in Eddyville to discuss the 
alternatives study, including project team US 641 Local Officials & Agencies 

Meeting (Round I) in Eddyville, KY at 
the Lyon County Public Library 
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members.  Topics discussed during the meeting included: 

•  Project history, including the segment from Fredonia to Marion, currently in design; 

•  Study area, including possible project termini and alternatives; 

•  Project purpose and goals; 

•  Scope of work and project schedule; and 

•  Local issues. 
Some of the local issues identified were as follows: 

•  The project should serve the site of the Pennyrile WestPark Industrial Park on some 
portion of the West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm, located southeast of Fredonia. 

•  At present, the local economy is largely based around tourism, although there are 
efforts to expand this base into other industries. 

•  The Mineral Mounds State Park could benefit from improved access to the region, 
potentially expanding the tourism base in the area. 

•  The project area includes traditional farmland and there will probably be resistance 
from some family farm owners, especially those with “family lineage” farms and 
strong roots to the land in this area. 

•  The project would depend on the funding allocation in the next Six-Year Highway 
Plan update, so there is a need to move this project forward as quickly as possible. 

•  The study should consider both full and partial access control for the new route. 

•  Other highway projects should be considered, such as widening US 62 to four lanes. 

•  There may be potential problems with karst around Fredonia. 
The group identified the following to be considered as additional project goals: 

•  Improve access for economic development; 

•  Increase service to industrial areas; and 

•  Improve access to recreational areas and lakes.  
2.  Local Officials and Agencies Meeting - 

Fredonia 
A total of 21 persons attended the local 
officials meeting in Fredonia to discuss the 
alternatives study, including project team 
members.  Topics discussed during the 
meeting included: 

•  Project history, including the segment 
from Fredonia to Marion, currently in 
design; 

•  Study area and possible project termini; 

•  Project purpose and goals; 
US 641 Local Officials & Agencies 

Meeting (Round 1) in Fredonia, KY at 
the Lions Club 
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•  Scope of work and project schedule; and 

•  Local issues. 
Some of the local issues identified were as follows: 

•  The quarry operation in Fredonia is an important environmental issue. 

•  There are “wildlife refuge area” signs posted at the Department of Corrections farm 
complex.  This area should be checked for its wildlife status as a potential 
environmental issue. 

•  No-passing zones, farm equipment, truck traffic, and quarry traffic make the existing 
US 641 route dangerous. 

•  A staff member expressed concern about the safety of the 210 Western Kentucky 
Correctional Complex employees who drive US 641 to work.  The proposed route 
would provide improved access to the complex and the farm. 

•  Farmland impacts will be a concern with the public.  Splitting of farms should be 
minimized as part of this project.  

•  A new route should not come through Fredonia, but should not be located too far 
outside the city limits due to the costs of additional infrastructure.  

•  Because escapees are a potential reality, the proposed route should not be located 
through the middle of the West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm, but to the east or 
the west. 

The group identified the following to be considered as additional project goals: 

•  Address the loss of industry due to the lack of oversized truck access and provide 
economic growth for the region, not only for Crittenden County, but for all of West 
Kentucky, by providing improved access from the Henderson area to the south; 

•  Provide a connection to services in Paducah; and 

•  Serve as an alternative to the future I-66 and I-69 corridors. 

C.  Public Information Meetings - Round I (September 29th and 30th, 2003) 
On Monday, September 29, 2003, and 
Tuesday, September 30, 2003, Public 
Involvement Meetings were held at the Lyon 
County Public Library in Eddyville, Kentucky, 
and Fredonia Lions Club in Fredonia, 
Kentucky, respectively.  The meetings were 
held from 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.  The 
purposes of the meetings were to provide 
preliminary information to the public on the 
proposed project and to seek public input on 
possible issues, impacts, destination points, 
and alternatives.  A total of 68 persons 
registered their attendance at the two-hour 
public session in Eddyville, including eight (8) 
KYTC, ADD, and consultant staff.  A total of 

Children at the Fredonia Public Meeting 
taking advantage of coloring books and 

crayons provided by the KYTC  
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49 persons registered their attendance in Fredonia, including seven (7) KYTC, ADD, and 
consultant staff.  Minutes for each meeting are included in Appendix C.  

The public involvement meetings were arranged with several project information 
stations, and KYTC and consultant staff were available to answer questions and discuss 
issues.  Upon arrival, attendees were given a survey questionnaire, project brochure, 
and information regarding KYTC roadway projects.     
A PowerPoint slide presentation was prepared for the public involvement meeting, 
providing information on the current US 641 Alternatives Study.  The presentation 
included information such as: the study area; preliminary project goals; traffic, design 
and environmental considerations; public involvement opportunities; and contact 
information.  This slide show was played continuously during the public involvement 
session, with a seating area provided nearby for viewers. 
A section of the room was set up in a straight line arrangement of project exhibits, 
including the following titles: 

•  What is the project study area? 

•  How many cars and trucks are on area roadways today (2003) and what is the level 
of service? 

•  If there are no new road improvements, how many cars and trucks will be on area 
roadways in 2025 and what is the level of service?  

•  What are the environmental issues? (presented on aerial photography and 
topographic mapping) 

•  Where are the most crashes occurring? 

•  What is the overall performance of the highways?   
Attendees were asked to complete the survey questionnaire prior to leaving the meeting, 
if possible, or return it to the KYTC at a later date in the postage-paid envelope provided.  
A table was available to attendees to fill out their survey form and read over the project 
materials.  Refreshments were also provided. 
1.  General Comments 
Attendees were invited to discuss any 
questions or concerns with KYTC and 
consultant staff.  General comments included 
the following: 

•  One couple noted how close their home 
was located to existing US 641 and was 
concerned about US 641 being widened 
instead of relocated/reconstructed. 

•  A couple of individuals were interested in 
what the typical section would be for the 
section from Fredonia to Marion and if the 
section from Eddyville to Fredonia would 
be the same. US 641 Public Meeting Exhibit Station 

at Fredonia’s Lions Club on September 
30, 2003 
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•  One individual noted that he drives US 641 most everyday with little to no delay.  

•  A couple of persons said that the road was unsafe due to speeding trucks and few 
passing opportunities.  

•  One couple noted the need for bypassing Fredonia due to an alarming number of 
accidents within the area, including one fatal accident in which they were involved. 

•  Other Fredonia residents noted being aware of a high number of accidents within 
Fredonia. 

•  A few attendees were interested in knowing if the section from Fredonia to Marion 
would continue south of the existing southern termini because they are property 
owners along Old Mexico Road and are concerned about losing all or a portion of 
their property. 

•  One individual noted the importance of avoiding crossings with the Paducah and 
Louisville Railway and drew an example corridor demonstrating how this could be 
accomplished.   

2.  Map Drawing Exercise 
One table was set up with one environmental footprint map and one project study area 
map.  Markers were provided for attendees to circle areas on the environmental footprint 
that should be avoided.  As shown in Figure 
6, areas identified included: 

•  Most areas along US 641 between 
Eddyville and Fredonia; 

•  Several cemeteries not shown on the 
environmental footprint;  

•  West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm; 

•  Prime farmland east and west of KY 373 
in Lyon County; 

•  Land north of the Paducah and Louisville 
Railway between KY 373 and US 641; 
and    

•  Mill Bluff Spring which includes a cave 
and spring, located just off KY 902 near the Caldwell/Crittenden County Line. 

In addition, markers were provided for attendees to draw potential corridors for a 
relocated/reconstructed US 641 on the project study area map.  As shown in Figure 7, 
general corridors starting at the northern termini included: 

•  East and west around Fredonia to an eastern terminus at the Ford Parkway between 
US 62 and the Lyon/Caldwell County Line.    

•  West around Fredonia to a terminus near the US 641 and US 62 intersection.  A 
couple of alternatives continued on to the Ford Parkway and I-24.   

•  West around Fredonia to a terminus near the KY 373 intersection with US 62.   

•  West around Fredonia to a terminus near the KY 810 overpass of I-24.   

Map drawing station at the Lyon 
County Public Meeting on September 

29, 2003 



III. Initial Cabinet, Public, and Agency Input 

US 641 Alternatives Study  Page 29 

Figure 6.  Public Input: Areas to Avoid 
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Figure 7.  Public Input: Proposed Corridors
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3.  Public Comment Survey Responses 
As part of the public meeting handout, the KYTC supplied a survey form so that citizens 
of the area could provide input on the project.  The KYTC collected 68 surveys from the 
two public meetings in Fredonia and Eddyville. 
Responses to the six questions on the public comment survey are tabulated in Table 7 
and summarized below: 

•  The majority (51 of 68) of the survey respondents felt that reconstructing or 
relocating US 641 is needed. 

•  Thirty respondents (30) indicated that US 641 is dangerous with several narrow and 
curvy sections.  Many stated that the accident rate is high on this road.  Twenty-two 
respondents (22) believe that the large truck traffic is a major problem.  It was also 
suggested that the road should be widened with larger shoulder areas for these large 
trucks. 

•  Twenty-nine (29) respondents prefer the proposed US 641 corridor to connect with 
I-24.  Twenty-one (21) respondents want the corridor to connect with the Ford 
Parkway.  Twenty-one (21) respondents said that US 641 should connect with US 
62. 

•  More specifically, eleven (11) respondents preferred a southern terminus near the 
I-24 weigh station.  Another ten (10) respondents preferred a location near the 
I-24/US 62 interchange.  Seven (7) respondents each preferred a southern terminus 
at the existing US 62/US 641intersection and the Ford Parkway interchange with US 
62.  Several respondents provided no response to the question.       

•  Over half (38 of 68) of the respondents currently use US 641 on a daily basis.  
Thirteen (13) respondents use the roadway three times a week.  Seventeen 
respondents (17) use US 641 no more than once a week.   

•  The majority (38) of the respondents felt that personal properties or homes are 
sensitive areas that should be considered if this new route is constructed.  Thirty-one 
(31) respondents noted prime farmland as sensitive areas, while historic or cultural 
sites were identified as sensitive by fourteen (14) respondents. 
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Table 7.  Public Survey Response Summary – Round I  

1.  Do you think reconstruction or relocation of US 641 from Eddyville to Fredonia is needed?

Yes No No response

51 13 4
75% 19% 6%

2.  What problems currently exist on US 641 that the proposed project should address?1

Large truck 
traffic

Dangerous 
roads

Narrow road 
for heavy 

truck traffic
No problems Other No response

22 30 16 7 6 11
24% 33% 17% 8% 7% 12%

3.  If US 641 were relocated near Eddyville, to which highway should it connect?2

Wendell H. 
Ford (WK) 
Parkway

I-24 US 62 Other No response

21 29 21 1 1
29% 40% 29% 1% 1%

4.  At or near what location should it connect on the southern end (near Eddyville)?

Near weigh 
station on    

I-24

Near I-24 / 
US 62 

interchange
Along US 62 US 62 / US 

641
US 62 / WF 

Parkway
Along WF 
Parkway Other No response

11 10 4 7 7 4 8 17
16% 15% 6% 10% 10% 6% 12% 25%

5.  How often do you use US 641 now?

Every Day Three times 
per week

Once per 
week

Once per 
month Rarely Never No response

38 13 8 8 1 0 0
56% 19% 12% 12% 1% 0% 0%

6.  Are there sensitive areas that should be considered if this new route is constructed?3

Personal 
properties or 

homes

Business/ 
commercial 

property

Natural areas 
or habitats

Historic or 
cultural sites

Prime 
farmland Other No response

38 10 7 14 31 17 18
28% 7% 5% 10% 23% 13% 13%

1 Several responses included multiple problems
2 A few responses included two highways
3 Most responses included multiple areas
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D.  Resource Agency Coordination - Round I (November 2003) 
Many local, state and federal resource agencies, with 
diverse areas of public responsibility, were included in 
this planning process.  Input was solicited through written 
requests on two occasions.   For the first round of 
resource agency coordination, each agency was sent a 
project brochure detailing the preliminary statement of 
study purpose and project goals, a project location and 
environmental features map, year 2003 traffic 
characteristics, and vehicle crash information.  For the 
second round, each resource agency was sent a preferred alternative corridors map in 
addition to the identical project brochure that was sent during the first round.  This 
section describes the input received from these organizations after the initial contact.  
The remainder of recipients did not provide a response.  Response letters from the 
various resource agencies are located in Appendix D and are summarized below. 

The following 19 agencies responded by offering comments or concerns regarding the 
project: 

•  Crittenden County Economic Development Corporation (CCEDC):  The CCEDC 
strongly endorsed the proposed route and saw no issues or concerns that would 
adversely affect the project.  The CCEDC felt it was critical that the roadway be in 
close proximity to the forthcoming 5-county endorsed Pennyrile WestPark Industrial 
Park adjacent to the West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm.  Attracting large 
manufacturing companies will hinge greatly on whether there is a 4-lane highway 
that brings industrial transportation to and from the park. 

•  J. R. Gray, State Representative:  Rep. Gray saw no particular concerns with the 
proposed highway in and around Fredonia.  However, he felt the highway should be 
located close to the Pennyrile WestPark Industrial Park in order to attract potential 
industries.  Easy access should be provided to Interstate 24 and/or the Ford 
Parkway. 

•  Kentucky Cabinet for Workforce Development:  An improved roadway would promote 
industrial development, residential development, and promote growth of educational 
facilities.  The Cabinet has no objection to the project, other than financial concerns 
due to the economic downturn and geographical considerations. 

•  Kentucky Department of Corrections:  The preference of the Department is that the 
new highway should not come any closer to the institution than the present situation 
to provide safety for the public. 

•  Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources (KDFWR):  The Kentucky Fish 
and Wildlife Information System indicates that the federally endangered Indiana bat 
and Gray bat are known to occur in the Fredonia 7.5 minute USGS quadrangle.  
Known to exist in the Eddyville quadrangle are the bald eagle and pink mucket.  In 
quadrangles in which gray bats are known to occur, cave entrances should be 
surveyed for potential use.  In quadrangles in which Indiana bats are known to occur, 
any wooded areas that may be impacted by the proposed project should be 
examined for potential Indiana bat habitat.  Other state threatened or endangered 
species known to exist in the area include the spottail shiner, great blue heron, 
rabbitsfoot, barking treefrog, chain pickerel, sedge wren, chestnut lamprey, black 
buffalo, pocketbook, and osprey.   

Resource Agencies
•  City Agencies  
•  Local Interest Groups 
•  KYTC Division Offices 
•  Other State Agencies 
•  Federal Agencies 
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Recommendations for portions of the project that might cross intermittent or 
perennial streams include: development/excavation during a low flow period; proper 
placement of erosion control structures; replanting of disturbed areas after 
construction; return of all disturbed instream habitat to its original condition; 
preservation of any tree canopy overhanging the stream; and return of all rights-of-
way to original elevation.    

•  Kentucky Department for Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement, Natural 
Resources and Environmental Protection Cabinet:  The department has identified 
one active rock quarry located just east of US 641 between Eddyville and Fredonia 
on the Lyon and Caldwell county line.  This quarry is permitted under the name of 
Martin Marietta Materials, Inc (Permit No. 017-9403).  The local address is 297 
Fredonia Quarry Road, Fredonia, KY 42411.  The Latitude is 37°10’32”, and the 
Longitude is 88°01’48” on the Fredonia quadrangle.   

•  Kentucky Division of Aeronautics:  The proposed project should not affect any public 
Kentucky airport.   

•  Kentucky Division for Air Quality, Natural Resources and Environmental Protection 
Cabinet:  Kentucky Division for Air Quality Regulations 401 KAR 63:010 (Fugitive 
Emissions) and 401 KAR 63:005 (Open Burning) apply to the proposed project.  The 
project must also meet the conformity requirements of the Clean Air Act as amended 
and the transportation planning provisions of Title 23 and Title 49 of United States 
Code.  Every effort should be made to maintain compliance with these regulations 
and requirements.  The Division also suggests an investigation into compliance with 
applicable regulations in the local governments.   

•  Kentucky Division of Materials, Geotechnical Branch: The project is located within 
the Eddyville and Fredonia Geologic Quadrangle, underlain with Quaternary 
Alluvium.  Bedrock includes the Ste. Genevieve Limestone, St. Louis Limestone, and 
Salem Limestone.  A geologic map was attached for reference.  The geotechnical 
concerns of the study area are as follows. Due to faulting in the vicinity of Eddyville, 
any bedrock in the cut sections will likely contain fractures and joints causing cut 
slopes in rock to be flatter than normal.  The branch recommends avoiding mapped 
springs and investigating unmapped springs before final alternatives are chosen.  It 
is also preferred to avoid sinkholes in the area.  On the Fredonia Quadrangle, a 
structural low exists and contains many sinkholes.  This area should be avoided. 

•  Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, Division of Traffic, Permits Branch:  This project 
should provide for a partially controlled access facility, with access control fencing 
and all possible access points set on the plans in accordance with 603 KAR 5:120.  
The design speed should be the same as the anticipated posted speed when the 
project is completed.  The Permits Branch should be notified if the proposed route is 
to be placed on the National Highway System. 

•  Kentucky Division of Waste Management:  The Division requests the use of 
Pulverized Glass Aggregate (PGA) in roadbed construction, where feasible.  The 
Division provided a list of superfund sites by county and underground storage tank 
sites in enforcement. 

•  Kentucky Geologic Survey, University of Kentucky:  The Kentucky Geologic Survey 
noted that the proposed project is in the Mississippian Plateau (Pennyroyal or 
Pennyrile) Physiographic Regions, which is underlain by limestone.  The project 
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would encounter karst features in the limestone such as sinkholes and caves.  The 
project would not encounter any pre- or post-landslide hazard.  It would encounter 
unconsolidated sediments, such as clay, silt, sand, and gravel, and chert rubble in 
the streams.  Resource conflicts could be encountered such as prior ownership of 
property for quarrying or mining.  The project would encounter the St. Louis 
Limestone and Fredonia Limestone Member of the Ste. Genevieve Limestone.  The 
St. Louis might contain expansive aggregate layers that would not be suitable for 
construction stone.  The project area would encounter faulted areas.  Finally, there is 
a low potential for liquefaction or slope failure in the unconsolidated sediments at or 
near streams by bedrock ground motion.  

•  United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS):  NRCS is concerned with potential impacts that the proposed highway 
project might have upon prime farmland soils and additional farmlands of statewide 
importance.  Form NRCS-CPA-106 must be submitted to NRCS if federal dollars are 
to be used to convert important farmlands from agricultural uses to non-agricultural 
uses. 

•  United States Department of the Army, Nashville District, Corps of Engineers:  Based 
on a review of the location map, the proposed project would not affect lands owned 
or operated by the Corps of Engineers.  After reviewing the basic plans, the proposal 
may require the replacement, widening, and/or construction of bridges and culverts.  
Depending on the plans, the work may meet the criteria for approval by Nationwide 
Permit #14 for the deposit of fill material associated with road crossings.  Some level 
of Department of the Army permitting would probably be required for the project.  
Wetland and stream impacts should be avoided, if possible. 

•  United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service:  Excessive 
sedimentation during daily construction can be prevented through application of Best 
Management Practices (BMPs).  It was recommended to consider having an 
inspector on-site during all construction activities to ensure that work areas are 
stabilized on a daily or regular basis.   
Within the proposed project area, the endangered Indiana bat and gray bat may 
exist.  It was recommended that the project area be surveyed for caves, rock 
shelters, and underground mines to identify and avoid impacts to potential habitats 
for the Indiana bat.  Also, it was recommended that tree removal should be 
completed during the appropriate season to avoid impacts to summer roosting 
Indiana bats and swarming behavior. 

•  Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, Division of Environmental Analysis:  Based on the 
planning study data, the following comments were provided: no adverse impacts 
anticipated relative to air quality and noise; given the potential for long channel 
changes, stream impacts should be avoided or minimized; if unavoidable, mitigation 
and permitting may be required; ecological, archaeological and cultural historic 
impacts will have to be assessed with a baseline study; and specific details 
concerning underground storage tanks and hazardous materials would need to be 
obtained once alignments are proposed. 

•  Kentucky State Police:  Forwarded letter to the Mayfield Post.   

•  Kentucky State Nature Preserve Commission:  No KSNPC-listed species or unique 
natural areas were anticipated in the project area.  However, the following issues 
were noted: 1) general avoidance of wetland areas, 2) the area is known to be 
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inhabited by gray bats, and 3) consideration should be made to minimizing further 
fragmentation of forested tracts.  

•  Department of Military Affairs:  The proposed project would not impact the 
department in anyway.   
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IV.  ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE  
This chapter provides a summary of the Environmental Justice and Community Impact Report 
completed February 2004 by the Pennyrile Area Development District as part of this planning 
study.  This report assesses potential environmental justice concerns related to the proposed 
project.  The entire document is included in Appendix E.   

According to the 2000 Census, there are six (6) Census Tracts and thirteen (13) Block Groups 
that encompass the US 641 study area in Lyon and Caldwell Counties.  Exhibits showing the 
location and data for the Census Tracts and Block Groups are included in Appendix E. 
Key issues are discussed in the following sections.  To address some issues in more detail, 
additional analysis is presented beyond the findings discussed in the report, and is based on a 
review of the data included in that report. 

A.  Minority Populations 
•  Black Population 

o The Lyon County population is 6.7% Black, as compared to the national average 
of 12.3% and Kentucky state average of 7.3%. 

•  The Census Tract 9601, Block Group 001 population is 15.3% Black, which is 
higher than the national and state averages.  This area lies just south of US 
62 and is therefore south of the study area through which some or all of the 
alternative US 641 corridors would pass. 

•  The Census Tract 9601, Block Group 002 population is 11.5% Black, which is 
higher than the state average.  This is the area through which some or all of 
the US 641 alternative corridors pass. 

•  The averages in Tract 9601, Block Groups 001 and 002 appear to be 
elevated because they include the population of the West Kentucky State 
Penitentiary Farm located in this area. 

•  Each of the other Census Tracts and Block Groups show no significant 
difference in population composition according to race within the area where 
the study corridors are located. 

o The Caldwell County population is 4.8% Black, as compared to the national 
average of 12.3% and Kentucky state average of 7.3%. 

•  In the study area, the Census Tract 9801 population is 0.7% Black, which 
falls well below the national and state averages. 

•  In the study area, the Census Tract 9802 population is 9.9% Black, which 
falls below the national average but is greater than the state average. 

•  However, the only Block Groups in Tract 9802 that could be immediately 
affected by the proposed project, Block Groups 004 and 005, have a Black 
population of 4.1% and 0.2%, respectively, both well below both the national 
and state averages. 

•  Each of the other Census Tracts and Block Groups show no significant 
difference in population composition according to race within the area where 
the study corridors are located. 
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•  American Indian 
o The Lyon County population is 0.3% American Indian, as compared to the 

national average of 0.9% and Kentucky state average of 0.2%. 

•  In the study area in Lyon County, the Census Tract 9601 population is 0.3% 
American Indian, which is below the national average, but higher than the 
state average. 

•  The largest concentrations of the American Indian population in Lyon County, 
Census Tract 9601, are in Block Groups 002 and 003, both in the immediate 
study area, at 0.3% and 0.6%, respectively.  Both exceed the state average. 

•  Also in Census Tract 9601, the Block Group 004 population is 1.0% American 
Indian, just higher than the national average.  However, this area lies south of 
I-24 west of Eddyville and would not be affected by the proposed project. 

•  Each of the other Census Tracts and Block Groups show no significant 
difference in population composition according to race within the area where 
the study corridors are located. 

o The Caldwell County population is 0.1% American Indian, as compared to the 
national average of 0.9% and Kentucky state average of 0.2%. 

•  In the study area in Caldwell County, the Census Tract 9801 and 9802 
populations are 0.1% and 0.2% American Indian, which is below the national 
average and below or equal to the state average.  The population in the block 
groups in those Census Tracts range from 0.0% to 0.2%, also below the 
national and below or equal to state averages. 

•  Each of the other Census Tracts and Block Groups show no significant 
difference in population composition according to race within the area where 
the study corridors are located. 

•  Asian, Hispanics, and Other 
o The Lyon County population is 0.7% Hispanic, as compared to the national 

average of 12.5% and Kentucky state average of 1.5%.  For Asian and other 
minorities, the populations are 0.2% and 1.0%, respectively; as compared to the 
national average of 3.6% and 8.0%, respectively, and Kentucky state average of 
0.7% and 1.6%, respectively.   

o The Caldwell County population is 0.6% Hispanic, as compared to the national 
average of 12.5% and Kentucky state average of 1.5%.  For Asian and other 
minorities, the populations are 0.2% and 1.0%, respectively.   

o The Asian, Hispanic, and other minority populations in both Lyon County and 
Caldwell County and in all Census Tracts and Block Groups are less than the 
national and statewide averages. 

Members of the project area community focus group were consulted to confirm the 
findings presented above.  They did not recognize any minority concentrations that 
seemed higher than average.  While it appears that this project would have little impact 
on minority communities in Lyon and Caldwell Counties, attention should be given to 
consider such populations during future phases of this project.   
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B.  Low Income Populations 
•  The poverty level (% of total population in poverty) in Lyon County is 10.3%, 

compared to the national average of 12.0% and Kentucky state average of 15.4%. 
o In Census Tract 9601, Block Group 003 has a poverty level of 12.9% and Block 

Group 005 has a poverty level of 12.9%, both greater than the national average 
but less than the state average. 

o These two Block Groups appear to be slightly above the national and county 
averages primarily due to a concentration of trailer parks in the Census block.  
This concentration of trailer parks will not be directly affected by the proposed 
project. 

•  The poverty level in Caldwell County is 15.6%, which is much greater than the 
national average of 12.0% and slightly higher than the Kentucky statewide average 
of 15.4%. 
o Census Tract 9802, located in the study area, has a high poverty level of 21.2%.  

In that Census Tract, Block Groups 003, 004, and 005 have poverty levels of 
18.8%, 34.0%, and 20.9%, respectively. 

o In the study area in Caldwell County, the poverty level of Block Group 002 of 
Census Tract 9801 (12.9%) was higher than the national average, but lower than 
the state and county averages. 

Members of the project area community focus group were consulted to confirm the 
conclusions about the study area.  They did not recognize any significant concentrations 
of the population below the poverty level that would be directly affected by the proposed 
project.  However, block groups within census tract 9802 should be given consideration 
in future phases of this project.   

C.  Age of Residents 
•  The percentage of the population over age 65 in both Lyon County (16.8%) and 

Caldwell County (18.0%) exceed the national average of 12.4% and Kentucky 
statewide average of 12.5%. 
o Some Block Groups in the study area have a slightly higher percentage of people 

aged 18 to 64 and a consistently higher percentage of the population over age 
65. 

o This is consistent with percentages of the population for each county because of 
the increased number of retirees who choose to live in the Lakes area. 

Members of the project area community focus group were consulted to confirm the 
conclusions about the study area.  They did not recognize any significant concentrations 
of individuals of a particular age group.  It appears that this project would have little 
impact on populations of a particular age group in Lyon and Caldwell Counties.  While 
the aged population is not a measure included in typical environmental justice analysis, 
such populations should be given consideration in future phases of this project.   

D.  Other Populations 
There are no populations identified by the community focus groups beyond the Census 
data obtained that would potentially be impacted by the US 641 project. This includes 
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the Amish or other religious communities, as well as any other issues of importance to 
the project area. 

E.  Study Findings 
It appears that the US 641 relocation/reconstruction will have little or no impact on 
minority communities in Lyon and Caldwell Counties.  Block groups with concentrations 
of low income residents should be given consideration as this study moves forward.   
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V.  PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 
As a result of the planning process and public involvement efforts, project goals were identified 
for the proposed reconstruction of US 641, based on a compilation of input from highway 
officials, local government agencies, interest groups, members of the general public, and the 
project team.  These goals address accessibility, economic benefit, connectivity, and safety and 
operational conditions of US 641.  These goals have been used in preparing the Purpose and 
Need for the proposed project during future project development efforts, including design and 
environmental activities. 
Following is a brief discussion of the Purpose and Need for the proposed US 641 project: 

•  The proposed project is needed to provide improved regional access along a 
reconstructed US 641 or an alternate route that will: 
o Allow the designation of the route for the legal operation of 102-inch wide trucks 

between Eddyville and Fredonia. 
Lyon and Caldwell Counties are served by two designated National Truck Network (NN) 
roadways:  I-24 and the Ford Parkway.  The NN is a designated system which allows 
trucks with increased dimensions, including 102-inch wide trucks.  In Kentucky, 
increased dimension trucks are allowed five (5) driving miles from a NN roadway as long 
as they are on state-maintained facilities and one (1) mile on non-state maintained 
publicly-owned, public use highways.  Fredonia, in Caldwell County, and Marion, in 
Crittenden County, both fall geographically outside these legal limits restricting the ability 
for local businesses to ship using 102-inch wide trucks.   
Limited truck access to Marion and surrounding areas is an issue for site development 
and the potential for bringing in new local jobs.  The potential to improve the economic 
vitality of Lyon, Caldwell, and Crittenden Counties and surrounding counties would be 
greater with improved truck access to and from the area.  Many local officials and 
community members have expressed strong support for the project.  The reconstruction 
of US 641 between Fredonia and Marion has recently completed the design stage.  If 
and when constructed, the section from Eddyville to Fredonia would become 
increasingly important to complete the connection to existing NN roadways.   

o Provide improved access to the National Truck Network and National Highway 
System to support economic development initiatives in the region. 
I-24 and the Ford Parkway are the only National Highway System (NHS) routes within 
Lyon and Caldwell Counties.  Developed in response to requirements included in the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA), the NHS includes designated 
roadways important to the nation’s economy, defense, and mobility.   
Designation of US 641 as a NN and/or NHS roadway is considered an important step in 
boosting economic development within the region.  Of particular emphasis, is providing 
connection to the Pennyrile WestPark Industrial Park, proposed north of the West 
Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm.  Consideration could be given to providing a fully-
controlled access roadway to the Park entrance, discussed in more detail in the next 
chapter.     

o Provide improved access from north of and in the vicinity of Eddyville to regional 
recreational and tourist areas, including Lake Barkley and Kentucky Lake.   
Kentucky Lake and Lake Barkley were created in 1938 and 1966, respectively.  Along 
with the Land Between the Lakes National Recreational Area, the region has grown to 
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be an important tourist destination.  Access to these recreational areas is provided by I-
24, the Ford Parkway, the Julian M. Carroll Parkway, US 68, US 641, and other state 
and local roads.  Of these, US 641 provides an important connection for those 
originating from the north including areas of Illinois and Indiana.   

•  Providing a direct connection to either I-24 or the Ford Parkway through an extension 
of the programmed US 641 project between Fredonia and Marion is needed to afford 
the opportunity for an improved corridor from I-24 near Eddyville to US 60 near 
Henderson. 

Currently, the combination of US 641 between Eddyville and Marion and US 60 between 
Marion and Henderson serve as an alternate route to the Ford Parkway and Edward T. 
Breathitt Parkway.  In the case of closure or delay on either parkway, additional strain 
may be placed on the US 641 corridor.  Increased capacity will help the roadway handle 
temporary spikes in traffic and reduce related traffic and congestion concerns.      

•  Improved roadway geometrics would help alleviate public concerns about safety and 
level of service along the existing US 641 corridor. 

Local residents have expressed concerns about safety and level of service, particularly 
as it relates to truck traffic along US 641.  When asked what problems currently exist 
along US 641, 33 percent of those surveyed responded that US 641 was a dangerous 
road.  Twenty-four percent responded that they were concerned with the large number of 
trucks along US 641, and another 17 percent felt the roadway was too narrow to handle 
large truck traffic.  The public also noted specific accident history along US 641 in 
Fredonia, which is confirmed by the crash analysis conducted as part of this study.   
Level of service along US 641 was calculated to be LOS D for both existing (2003) and 
future (2025) years, except for a small section passing though Fredonia.  In the future 
year, this section of US 641 is expected to be LOS E.  One contributing factor to poor 
level of service along the roadway is the limited passing sight distance along the route.  
The ability to pass can be further hindered with the presence of high truck traffic 
traveling through the area or to and from the quarry, for example.   
As proposed, the reconstructed US 641 would be a divided, four-lane facility, eliminating 
passing concerns.  Also, the corridor would bypass Fredonia and the identified high 
crash spot locations. 
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VI.  ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION PROCESS 
Following the existing conditions review and first round of public involvement, potential 
improvement alternatives were developed for the possible reconstruction of US 641.  These 
were based on an analysis of existing conditions and on input received from early public 
involvement. 

A.  Evaluation Process 
A tiered evaluation process was undertaken to determine a recommended alternative(s).  
Initially, 12 alternatives were developed, and these were evaluated as part of a Level 1 
Screening process.  Findings were presented to the project team (see Chapter VII) and 
minor adjustments were recommended.  In that meeting, the project team also added 
two (2) new alternatives, for a total of 14 alternatives, and recommended that six (6) of 
the 14 alternatives be eliminated from further evaluation. 
As part of the Level 2 Screening process, environmental and geotechnical assessments 
were conducted.  Local citizens, public officials and representatives of government 
resource agencies were then given the opportunity to react to the proposed 
improvement alternatives through a second round of public involvement activities.  
Results of the Level 2 Screening were summarized and presented to the project team for 
discussion (see Chapter X).  The result of this meeting was the recommendation of a 
preferred build alternative.  Figure 8 depicts the alternatives development and 
evaluation process, which is outlined in more detail in the following chapters.   

Figure 8.  Evaluation Process 
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B.  Proposed Improvement Alternatives 
As presented in Figure 9, 14 alternatives were developed for the possible reconstruction 
of US 641.  The first 12 alternatives were developed initially, while the latter two (2)  
were recommended at the project team meeting, as described in Chapter VII.  The 
alternatives are described as follows: 

•  Alternative 1: The southern terminus would be a new interchange proposed along 
the Ford Parkway at the Caldwell/Lyon County Line.  The corridor would follow the 
county line to an intersection with existing US 641.  The corridor would then turn due 
north.  At KY 70, the corridor would curve to the northwest around Fredonia to an 
intersection with the proposed US 641 Priority Section 1 north of existing US 641.   

•  Alternative 1A:  The southern terminus would be a new interchange proposed along 
the Ford Parkway at the Caldwell/Lyon County Line.  The corridor would follow the 
county line to the Fredonia Quarry and then proceed northwest through the northeast 
corner of Lyon County and into Caldwell County.  The corridor would continue north 
on the western side of Fredonia to a terminus with US 641 northwest of Fredonia.   

•  Alternative 2:  Starting at the existing US 641 and US 62 intersection and proceeding 
north along existing US 641, Alternative 2 would follow US 641 to just north of the 
entrance for the West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm.  The corridor would 
continue northwest to a point just south of the Caldwell/Lyon County Line.  The 
corridor would proceed north crossing the Caldwell/Lyon County Line and continue 
north on the western side of Fredonia to a terminus with US 641 northwest of 
Fredonia. 

•  Alternative 2A:  Starting at the existing US 641 and US 62 intersection and 
proceeding north along existing US 641, Alternative 2A would follow US 641 to the 
Fredonia Quarry.  The corridor would then turn due north.  At KY 70, the corridor 
would curve to the northwest around Fredonia to an intersection with the proposed 
US 641 Priority Section 1 north of existing US 641. 

•  Alternative 2B:  Alternative 2B would have a southern terminus at a new interchange 
along the Ford Parkway near MP 1.7.  The corridor would generally follow KY 3305 
toward US 62, intersecting US 62 at US 641.  Alternative 2B would then follow the 
same corridor as Alternative 2.   

•  Alternative 2C:  Alternative 2C would have a southern terminus at a new interchange 
along the Ford Parkway near MP 1.7.  The corridor would generally follow KY 3305 
toward US 62, intersecting US 62 at US 641.  Alternative 2C would then follow the 
same corridor as Alternative 2A.  

•  Alternative 3:  Alternative 3 would have a southern terminus along I-24 between the 
Paducah and Louisville railroad crossing and KY 810.  The corridor would continue 
northeast intersecting KY 93, KY 819, KY 295 and KY 373.  The corridor will 
continue in a northeast direction.  The corridor would cross KY 1943 turning due 
north and intersecting Alternative 2 just south of the Caldwell/Lyon County Line.  
Similar to Alternative 2, the corridor would proceed north crossing the Caldwell/Lyon 
County Line and continue north on the western side of Fredonia to a terminus with 
US 641 northwest of Fredonia.   
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Figure 9.  Proposed Improvement Alternatives 
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•  Alternative 3A:  Alternative 3A would have a southern terminus along I-24 between 
the Paducah and Louisville crossing and KY 810.  The corridor would continue 
northeast intersecting KY 93, KY 819, KY 295 and KY 373.  The corridor then turns 
more to the east and intersects existing US 641 just south of KY 1943.  The corridor 
then follows the same path as Alternative 2A.  The corridor would follow US 641 to 
the Fredonia Quarry.  The corridor would then turn due north.  At KY 70, the corridor 
would curve to the northwest around Fredonia to an intersection with the proposed 
US 641 Priority Section 1 north of existing US 641.   

•  Alternative 3B: Alternative 3B would have a southern terminus along US 62 at KY 
373.  The corridor would follow along KY 373 for approximately two (2) miles.  The 
corridor would then head in a northeast direction.  The corridor would cross KY 1943 
turning due north and intersecting Alternative 2 just south of the Caldwell/Lyon 
County Line.  Similar to Alternative 2, the corridor would proceed north crossing the 
Caldwell/Lyon County Line and continue north on the western side of Fredonia to a 
terminus with US 641 northwest of Fredonia. 

•  Alternative 3C:  Alternative 3C would have a southern terminus along US 62 at KY 
373.  The corridor would follow along KY 373 for approximately two (2) miles.  The 
corridor would then turn more to the east and intersect existing US 641 just south of 
KY 1943.  The corridor would follow the same path as Alternative 2A.  The corridor 
would follow US 641 to the Fredonia Quarry.  The corridor would then turn due north.  
At KY 70 the corridor would curve to the northwest around Fredonia to an 
intersection with the proposed US 641 Priority Section 1 north of the existing US 641. 

•  Alternative 3D:  Alternative 3D would have a southern terminus along US 62 at KY 
93.  The corridor would travel northwest intersecting KY 373 near the Paducah and 
Louisville Railroad crossing.  From there, Alternative 3D would follow the same path 
as Alternative 3B.   

•  Alternative 3E:  Alternative 3E would have a southern terminus along US 62 at KY 
93.  The corridor would travel northwest intersecting KY 373 near the Paducah and 
Louisville Railroad crossing.  From there Alternative 3E would follow the same path 
as Alternative 3C.  

•  Alternative 4:  Alternative 4 would have a southern terminus at the US 62 and Ford 
Parkway interchange.  US 62 would be reconfigured to make US 641 the primary 
direction.  The corridor would follow along the western edge of the West Kentucky 
State Penitentiary Farm.  The corridor would cross existing US 641 at the West 
Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm entrance.  The corridor would continue northwest 
to a point just south of the Caldwell/Lyon County Line.  The corridor would proceed 
north crossing the Caldwell/Lyon County Line and continue north on the western side 
of Fredonia to a terminus with US 641 northwest of Fredonia.   

•  Alternative 4A:  Alternative 4A would have a southern terminus at the US 62 and 
Ford Parkway interchange.  US 62 would be reconfigured to make US 641 the 
primary direction.  The corridor would follow along the western edge of the West 
Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm.  The corridor would merge into existing US 641 at 
the West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm entrance.  The corridor would then follow 
the same path as Alternatives 2A and 3A.  The corridor would follow US 641 to the 
Fredonia Quarry.  The corridor would then turn due north.  At KY 70, the corridor 
would curve to the northwest around Fredonia to an intersection with the proposed 
US 641 Priority Section 1 north of the existing US 641.  
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VII.  LEVEL 1 SCREENING 
The first step in evaluating the proposed alternatives, including the no build alternative, was to 
conduct a Level 1 Screening.  A Draft Level 1 Screening was developed prior to the Second 
Project Team Meeting and later finalized based on the discussions from this March 4, 2004 
meeting.     

A.  Screening Process 
The No Build Alternative and each of the 12 build alternatives were evaluated as part of 
the Level 1 Screening.  Criteria were developed, giving consideration to the project 
purpose and need (based on preliminary project goals and objectives), potential 
environmental and community impacts, planning level cost estimates, public input, and 
transportation and traffic issues.  Alternatives were then given a High, Medium-High, 
Medium, Low-Medium, and Low rating based on how well they met these criteria.  A 
draft version of the Level 1 Screening results was presented to the project team for 
discussion as described in the following section.   

B.  Second Project Team Meeting (March 4, 2004) 
The Second Project Team Meeting was conducted on Thursday, March 4, 2004 at the 
KYTC District 1 Office in Paducah, Kentucky.  The purpose of the meeting was to review 
early public and resource agency input received to date, discuss the proposed 
alternatives and Level 1 Screening, and plan future project activities including the 
second round meetings with local officials and the public.  A copy of the meeting minutes 
is included in Appendix C.  
Items discussed by those present at the meeting included the following: 

•  The Pennyrile WestPark Industrial Park site is supported by the Governor’s Office 
and is expected to continue.   

•  The Trail of Tears had not been a concern on the northern section of US 641 
currently in design and is not anticipated to be on the section under study. 

•  Based on the evaluation, the corridors interchanging with I-24 scored lower than 
several of the others.  There were concerns that this corridor, which was the most 
favored terminus from the public survey summary, would be eliminated from 
consideration too quickly.  To address this concern, it was agreed that corridors with 
a rating of medium would also be carried forward to a Level 2 Screening. 

•  Concern was expressed over the width of the corridor along existing US 641.  It was 
felt that 1000’ on either side would not be adequate if a preferred alignment were to 
be a reasonable distance behind existing residences along US 641.   

•  Two new corridors were recommended: (1) rebuilding the interchange at Exit 4 and 
(2) a new corridor parallel and immediately adjacent to the West Kentucky State 
Penitentiary Farm from the Exit 4 interchange to a point near the existing farm 
entrance.  The corridor then would follow existing alignments east or west of 
Fredonia.  The interchange would be reconfigured to make US 641 to the north the 
predominant movement and would have US 62 intersect US 641 in a “T” 
configuration.  The project team agreed that this alternative should be added and 
carried forward.   
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•  It was recommended by one (1) attendee that a fully-controlled facility to the 
Pennyrile WestPark Industrial Park from the south be considered.  North of the park 
would be a partially controlled facility similar to the Priority 1 Section north of 
Fredonia.   

•  It was recommended that the rating of Alternative Corridors 3 and 3A be 
reconsidered.  In particular, the project team felt that the community and 
environmental impacts, compatibility with project goals, and public support for the 
corridor had not been adequately evaluated for these two alternatives.  After some 
discussion, it was agreed that this was the case and that the consultant would modify 
the evaluation process for these corridors based on the input from the project team. 

•  In discussing which corridors would not be carried forward, the Chief District 
Engineer recommended that Alternative Corridors 2B and 2C also be reconsidered 
and revised.  After some discussion, it was decided by the project team that (1) the 
section of these alternatives from the Wendell H. Ford Western Parkway to US 62 
had potentially high negative community and environmental impacts and (2) these 
two alternatives should be removed from further consideration. 

•  In summary, based on the discussion at the meeting, the project team decided that: 
o Alternatives 2B, 2C, 3B, 3C, 3D, and 3E should not be carried forward; 
o Alternatives 1, 1A, 2, 2A, 3, and 3A should be carried forward; and 
o Two (2) new alternative corridors, starting at Exit 4 and paralleling the West 

Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm should be developed and carried forward. 

C.  Refined Level 1 Screening 
As recommended by the project team, two (2) additional alternative corridors were 
added, for a total of 14 “build” alternatives.  With additional alternatives and based on 
recommendations received at the project team meeting, the initial screening was refined.  
For the recommendation column, a rating of low, low-medium, medium, medium-high, or 
high was assigned to each proposed corridor based on how well it met the established 
screening criteria.  The Level 1 Screening is summarized in Table 8.  More detailed 
tables and explanation are provided in Appendix F.  
Based on the results of the Level 1 Screening and the recommendation of the project 
team, Alternatives 1, 1A, 2, 2A, 3, 3A, 4, and 4A were carried forward for the next round 
of public involvement.  
The other alternatives were eliminated for the following reasons: 

•  Alternative 2B:  High negative community and environmental impacts including 
relocations; close proximity of a new interchange to Exit 1 and Exit 4 along the Ford 
Parkway; and low public support.   

•  Alternative 2C:  High negative community and environmental impacts including 
relocations; close proximity of a new interchange to Exit 1 and Exit 4 along the Ford 
Parkway; and low public support. 
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Table 8.  Level 1 Screening Summary  

Transportation/Traffic

Length of 
Corridor (miles)

Travel Time 
(minutes)

Interchange 
Suitability

Project Phasing 
Suitability Safety Concerns

Number of 
Intersecting US 
and KY Routes

No Build 9.8 11.4 -- -- High 5

1 9.3 9.3 1.9 miles to US 
62 interchange High Low 7

1A 9.8 9.8 1.9 miles to US 
62 interchange High Low 5

2 9.4 9.4 -- Medium Medium 5

2A 9.9 9.9 -- High Medium 7

2B 10.1 10.1 1.7 miles to I-24 
interchange Medium Low 7

2C 10.6 10.6 1.7 miles to I-24 
interchange High Low 9

3 13.0 13.0 1.4 miles to weigh 
station Low Low 8

3A 14.4 14.4 1.4 miles to weigh 
station Medium Low 11

3B 10.6 10.6 -- Low Medium 5

3C 12.0 12.0 -- Medium Medium 8

3D 10.9 10.9 -- Low Medium 5

3E 12.3 12.3 -- Medium Medium 8

4 9.4 9.4 At existing 
interchange Medium Low 5

4A 9.9 9.9 At existing 
interchange High Low 7

Most favorable alternate in addressing the particular criterion.
Least favorable alternate in addressing the particular criterion.  

Alternative 
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Table 8.  Level 1 Screening Summary (cont.)  

 

Alternative Cost Environmental 
Impacts

Compatibility 
with Preliminary 

Project Goals

Public 
Comments 

Support 
Alternative

No Build $0 Low Low Low

1 $89,400,000 Low Medium Medium

1A $93,400,000 Low Medium Medium

2 $85,720,000 Medium High Medium

2A $91,704,000 Medium High Medium

2B $108,496,000 High High Low

2C $114,672,000 High High Low

3 $119,000,000 Medium Low Medium

3A $141,720,000 Low Medium Medium

3B $94,584,000 Medium Medium Low

3C $110,520,000 Low Low Medium

3D $97,176,000 High Low Low

3E $113,208,000 High Low Low

4 $85,200,000 Medium High Medium

4A $95,536,000 Low High Medium

Most favorable alternate in addressing the particular criterion.
Least favorable alternate in addressing the particular criterion.  

High

Low

Low

Low

Medium-High

Low-Medium

Low-Medium

Medium

Low

High

Medium-High

High

Low-Medium

High

Recommendation

Medium
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•  Alternative 3B:  Does not adequately meet project purpose to provide improved 
regional truck access to the NHS or NN since it does not connect directly to either 
I-24 or the Ford Parkway; low public support; less access to industrial development; 
less effective as an alternate truck route for US 641; high impact to prime farmlands; 
and less access to area roadways.     

•  Alternative 3C:  Does not adequately meet project purpose to provide improved 
regional truck access to the NHS or NN since it does not connect directly to either 
I-24 or the Ford Parkway; less access to industrial development and high number of 
stream crossings.  

•  Alternative 3D:  Does not adequately meet project purpose to provide improved 
regional truck access to the NHS or NN since it does not connect directly to either 
I-24 or the Ford Parkway; low public support; less access to industrial development; 
less effective as an alternate truck route for US 641; high negative community and 
environmental impacts including relocations; and less access to area roadways.    

•  Alternative 3E:  Does not adequately meet project purpose to provide improved 
regional truck access to the NHS or NN since it does not connect directly to either 
I-24 or the Ford Parkway; low public support; less access to industrial development; 
high negative community and environmental impacts including relocations; and high 
construction costs.        
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VIII.  ENVIRONMENTAL OVERVIEW  
This chapter provides a summary of the environmental issues identified in the project area 
based on a separate Environmental Overview Report completed July 2004.  The full version of 
the Environmental Overview Report is included in Appendix G.  Many environmental features 
identified within the project area are shown on Figure B-1 in Appendix B.   

Construction of the proposed project is not expected to change current land use in the project 
area.  Due to the terrain in the study corridors and the dominant agricultural base of much of the 
adjacent area, the project is not expected to induce significant new housing or commercial 
development, nor result in unanticipated additional pressure on public services.  Current land 
use applications and trends are expected to continue for the future, and the project is not 
expected to interfere with any zoning or development plans in the area since local officials in 
both Lyon and Caldwell Counties have expressed support for the project. 
Farmland is the most abundant resource in the study area, including a mixture of pasture, 
cropland, and subsistence gardens.  Some individual 
farmland properties may be negatively affected, 
depending on the corridor selected, but the farmland 
conversion would not represent a serious net loss of   
farmland along the corridor or for the region as a whole.  
However, efforts should be made in future phases to 
further define the effects of alternatives on individual 
agricultural complexes and reduce land conversion 
impacts by design modifications where practical.  
Future phases should be coordinated with the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service, and farmland impact 
assessment evaluations will be needed under the 
Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA). 
Air quality is not expected to be adversely impacted with the proposed project, nor is highway 
noise expected to influence project feasibility or alternative location designations.  The project 
area has been designated an attainment area for all transportation-related pollutants (CO, HC, 
NOx, and TSP).  However, future phases will require project-level emissions since the project 
does not originate from a conforming Statewide Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP).  The 
project will need to be added to the Six-Year Highway Plan and the STIP prior to advancement. 
Highway noise impacts are not expected to be a major concern on this project and are not 
expected to influence project feasibility or location decisions.  Most receptors are single isolated 
structures, and several of the receptors (residences) may be acquired for project construction. 
Aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems could experience adverse impacts from construction 
activities associated with stream channelization, culvert and bridge structures, and non-point 
source discharges.  The project lies within a well-developed karst region where few detailed 
investigations have been conducted; therefore, all springs and sinking streams should be 
inventoried and monitored prior to and during any major highway construction.  Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) and erosion and sediment control plans should be employed to 
prevent adverse impacts to sensitive resources. 
Potential wetland impacts could be more than the area threshold determined by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE).  Additional investigations should be conducted to confirm the 
presence of jurisdictional wetlands and establish practicable avoidance measures as necessary.  
If mitigation is necessary, coordination with the USACE will be required. 

Prime farmland along KY 91 in 
Caldwell County 
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Flood Insurance Rate Maps provided by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
for Caldwell County indicate that none of the US 641 alternatives encounter any floodplain 
areas.  According to FEMA, Lyon County does not have a Flood Insurance Rate Map.  
Therefore, any identified potential floodplain impacts should be addressed in accordance with 
current KYTC standard procedures.   

There are a few expanses of forest areas in or near the 
project corridors that support a complex community of 
wildlife species.  There are also some intermittent and 
perennial streams that are capable of supporting fish and 
aquatic macro-invertebrate communities.  Other types of 
potential wildlife habitats include agricultural fields, 
pastures, wooded areas, areas near settlements, fence 
rows, and grassy road rights-of-way.  Standing snags are 
an important habitat type for birds, waterfowl, dens for 
mammals, and possible hibernacula for bats.  Mature 
forests should be avoided since they contain the greatest 
amount of biodiversity and biomass, and abandoned 
fields also contain large amounts of diversity. 
The predominant wildlife species expected are species capable of co-existing with humans.  
There are no areas that are pristine or considered critical habitats for threatened or endangered 
species, and it is highly unlikely that the project will have sensitive species.  Additional fieldwork 
will be necessary to identify wildlife in the corridor to determine if they are threatened or 
endangered and to assess the quantity and quality of the habitats that do exist. 
The Kentucky Division of Forestry lists one big tree in Caldwell County, a Carolina buckthorn 
located approximately 1.75 miles south of the southernmost terminus of Alternatives 1 and 1A. 
According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), summer roost habitat and/or winter 
hibernacula exist in the project area for the federally endangered Indiana bat and gray bat.  The 
Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources indicates that four federally threatened 
and endangered species are known to occur in the Fredonia and Eddyville 7.5-minute USGS 
quadrangle.  These include the Indiana bat, gray bat, Bald Eagle, and pink mucket.  The 
Kentucky State Nature Preserves Commission indicates that 55 occurrences of plants and 
animals and no occurrences of monitored exemplary natural communities are located within five 
miles of the project area (see table in Appendix G).  Additional investigations will be necessary 
during the Preliminary Engineering and Environmental (PE/E) phases of the project. 
The Kentucky Heritage Council (KHC) files list records for eight properties identified within the 
study corridors.  A field review found that two of these sites were no longer extant and a third 
was in a ruinous condition and could not be evaluated 
under National Register of Historical Places criteria as a 
standing structure.  In addition to the five remaining KHC 
sites,  six more properties were identified within the study 
corridors for a total of eleven (11) potential structures within 
the project area that meet the 50 years of age or older 
criterion requiring evaluation for historic significance (see 
Appendix G for a description of the original eight sites and 
the additional six sites).  A determination of historic 
significance should be made as soon as possible, the 
presence of structures or sites eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places could materially affect Historic home near Fredonia 

Lake Barkley along I-24 
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project location decisions. 
One known archaeological site, Mill Bluff Spring, lies within or near the study area, and it should 
be avoided if possible.  Otherwise, none of the US 641 alternative corridors intersect any 
archaeological sites currently listed in or considered eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historical Places.  Initial project area research indicates that the project corridors bisect a variety 
of ecological zones that may contain a variety of prehistoric archaeological sites.  Therefore, 
project-specific Phase I archaeological investigations should be conducted in accordance with 
current KYTC procedures. 
One active underground storage tank (UST) site and four former UST sites have been 
designated for investigation as sites of potential environmental concern.  The active site is the 
Lyon County School Bus Garage at 101 Jenkins Road in Eddyville.  The four former UST sites 
are former gas stations that are likely to have had their USTs removed, but this could not be 
verified for all sites.  These sites were located at the southern terminus of Alternatives 2 and 2A 
and near the junction of US 641 and US 62.  If any of these sites would be affected by the 
proposed project, they should be evaluated for petroleum and toxic substances contamination. 
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IX.  GEOTECHNICAL OVERVIEW 
This chapter provides a summary of the environmental issues identified in the project area 
based on a separate Geotechnical Overview Report completed in July 2004.  This report, which 
includes topographic and geologic maps, is included in Appendix H.   

All eight proposed corridors lie within Lyon and Caldwell Counties.  Sections of the proposed 
corridors which lie along the eastern side of the study area would be located within the Fredonia 
Valley.  The Fredonia Valley is characterized by gently rolling hills, and the majority of the valley 
is comprised of farmland, pasture, or forest.  The sections of the proposed corridors along the 
western side of the study area would be located in moderately sloping terrain with narrow 
valleys.  The terrain is steeper and hillier west and directly north of Eddyville. 

A.  Potential Issues 
Within the project area, geotechnical issues identified for further consideration 
throughout future phases of this project include the following: 

•  Fault Zones: Two major fault zones were identified on the geologic maps.  One 
unnamed fault zone lies along the southern edge of the project area.  These faults 
are northeast-southwest trending.  The Tabb Fault System is an east-west trending 
series of faults less than one mile north of Fredonia.  It is advisable for the corridors 
to cross faults in a perpendicular manner.  Each of the proposed corridors appears to 
cross the faults at nearly perpendicular angles. 

•  Karst Activity: Numerous sinkholes were noted in the northern and eastern portions 
of the project area, mostly within the Fredonia Valley.  The majority of the bedrock 
underlying the Fredonia Valley is comprised of limestone capped with 5 to 10 feet of 
sandstone.  However, when the sandstone cap is absent, there is considerable karst 
activity.  In general, the entire Fredonia Valley is in a high risk karst area. 

•  Quarry: The Fredonia Quarry is located southeast of Fredonia along the east side of 
existing US 641.  The quarry is an open pit mining operation currently about 110 feet 
below the existing grade.  Mineral rights may have been split from the surface land 
ownership.  Also, blasting for road cuts near the quarry may present some concern 
for the miner’s safety. 

•  Gas and Oil Wells: There appear to be no active oil or gas wells within any of the 
eight proposed corridors.  However, four abandoned wells are shown on area maps: 
one west of Eddyville along the edges of Alternatives 3 and 3A, and three near the 
end of the project, north of US 641 and west of KY 902.  These four abandoned wells 
were not observed in the field; however, oil and gas rights may have been split from 
the surface land ownership.  Since there are no active wells, this should not be a 
major issue for this project. 

•  Mining:  Based on a review of topographic and geologic maps, no strip mining 
appears to have occurred within the project area.  Contact with the Kentucky 
Department of Mines and Minerals indicates that no major coal resources exist and 
no previous deep coal mining appears to have occurred in the project area.  
According to existing geologic maps, a mine shaft may have once been located north 
of Fredonia, probably a remnant of fluorspar deep mining activities.  Although the 
mine shaft is not located in the project area, it may indicate that deep mining has 
taken place.  During the processing of fluorspar, the generation of lead is a 
byproduct, so there is a likelihood of soil or water contamination. 
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B.  Conclusions 
From a geotechnical and constructability standpoint, the proposed corridor should avoid 
problem areas or potential geotechnical problems, as discussed above.  The project 
faces constructability issues (i.e., sinkholes) which are inherent to the local terrain.  
However, these issues cannot be eliminated and sound engineering solutions are 
available to address them. 
The most favorable corridor should avoid construction along existing US 641 and the 
railroad track north of Fairview.  Also, the most favorable corridor should avoid closed 
depressions (sinkholes) by proper alignment selection.  From a constructability 
standpoint, the most favorable corridors should be in the flatter terrain to reduce the 
amount of cuts and fills required and the likelihood of cut or fill slope instability problems. 
Portions of each route are located within karst areas.  Remediation of karst areas can be 
expensive, so it is best to avoid such areas.  The corridors have been ranked, from a 
geotechnical perspective, primarily based on the likelihood of karst activity, but also with 
regard to its overlap with existing US 641.  The ranking from most favorable to least 
favorable of the eight alternative corridors from a geotechnical perspective is as follows: 

•  Alternative 3 
•  Alternative 4 
•  Alternative 2 
•  Alternative 4A 
•  Alternative 3A 
•  Alternative 2A 
•  Alternative 1A 
•  Alternative 1 

C.  Recommendations 
From a geotechnical perspective, the following general conclusions and 
recommendations are applicable to the proposed corridor: 

•  Cut soils will likely be used as fill material for this project.  Also, some rock 
excavation in deep cut areas is expected.  Based on the local geology, the soil will 
probably be low to high plasticity mixtures of silt and clay.  Chert fragments will also 
be likely.  The rock from deep excavations will probably consist of limestone, shale, 
or sandstone.  Soil or shot rock fill should be placed according to requirements as 
specified in the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, Department of Highways, Standard 
Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction (latest edition). 

•  Shrink/swell of newly placed fill should not be of significant concern in most areas.  
Newly placed fill will need to be placed with proper moisture controls and 
compaction.  However, consolidation of soft, alluvial soils near the valley bottoms 
may present some settlement concerns for embankments or for box culverts or other 
drainage structures.  Undercutting and stabilization of soft/wet alluvial soils will likely 
be required when the roadway crosses alluvial areas. 

•  The majority of the cutting and filling for this project will likely be in soil and, 
therefore, the majority of the cut and fill slopes would be in soil.  The roadway 
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subgrade could be constructed with durable rock if a more stable road base is 
desired.  For preliminary planning purposes only, expect 2.5H:1V cut and/or fill 
slopes.  Shear strength testing of residual and compacted fill soils will be required.  
Rock toe buttresses may be required at the toe of slopes in deep alluvial soil areas. 

•  Depending on the final selected grades, a few cut slopes in rock are expected.  Cut 
slopes in massive, durable sandstone or limestone are typically stable on cut slope 
angles of ¼H:1V.  Cut slopes in durable shale, poor limestone, or fractured 
sandstone are typically less stable and require cut slopes of ½H:1V.  Pre-splitting will 
likely be required once the rock disintegration zone (RDZ) has been encountered.  
An overburden bench and flattened cut slopes will be required above the RDZ.  Rock 
coring and a geologic evaluation will be required before specific cut slope 
recommendations can be presented. 

•  Groundwater seeps or springs should be expected in down-dip cut areas, especially 
those cuts that intersect the soil/rock interface.  Special construction considerations 
will likely be required to collect and pipe groundwater in these areas if significant 
groundwater flows are anticipated or encountered. 

•  High plasticity soil will probably be used for the majority of the roadway subgrade.  
Chemical stabilization of the soil subgrade should be expected.  The subgrade could 
be constructed with durable rock if a more stable road base is desired.  Some shot 
rock fill material may be available, depending on the final selected grades.  Local 
geology suggests that some durable limestone or sandstone may be available in the 
project area.  However, there will probably not be sufficient volume to provide a 
durable rock roadbed without importing additional material. 

•  Box culverts (or other minor structures) can probably be located on shallow 
foundations bearing on either stiff soil or rock.  Bridge foundations will probably need 
to bear on rock, either shallow foundations on rock or through driven steel piling or 
drilled shafts.  Karst activity will complicate the installation of rock-bearing 
foundations.  Some modifications of designed foundations are anticipated if 
pinnacled rock and/or voids are detected in the rock beneath the foundations.  Also, 
large chert boulders can be present in the soil mass, which could deflect driven piles.  
A detailed geotechnical exploration is warranted in karst areas to assess conditions. 

•  The project site is located in western Kentucky about 100 miles east of the New 
Madrid Fault Zone.  Seismic loads are presented in the Kentucky Building Code 
(2002 Edition), Table 1608.2, page 232, for Caldwell County and page 233 for Lyon 
County.  In general, the project is located in a seismic zone, which indicates 
moderate to severe damage to structures during large earthquake events. 
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X.  Level 2 Screening 
A Level 2 Screening was conducted to further define the alternatives.  This process began with 
conducting the environmental and geotechnical overviews, as described in Chapters VIII and 
IX.  Following the conclusion of these studies, the second round of public and agency input was 
conducted and is described below.  The input received as part of these activities was 
summarized and presented to the project team for discussion, which resulted in the 
recommendation of a preferred corridor.  

A.  Local Officials and Agencies Meeting - Round II (July 26, 2004) 
As part of the public involvement portion of this study, two meetings were held on 
Tuesday, July 26, 2004, with local officials and potential stakeholders:  the first in the 
morning at the Lions Club in Fredonia and the second in the afternoon at the Lyon 
County Public Library in Eddyville.  In addition, a separate meeting was held in the 
afternoon at the Lyon County Public Library for the media.  The purpose was to present 
information and get input on public survey results following the September, 2003 public 
meetings; early resource agency input; 14 project alternatives considered to date; level 
one screening of all 14 alternatives; the final eight (8) alternatives to be carried forward 
for further evaluation; and the results of the environmental overview and geotechnical 
overview of those eight alternatives.  Copies of the meeting minutes are included in 
Appendix C.   
1.  Local Officials and Agencies Meeting - Fredonia 
A total of 24 persons attended the local officials meeting in Fredonia to discuss the 
Alternatives Study, including project team members.  Topics discussed during the 
meeting included: 

•  Review of input received to date, including public survey summary, areas to avoid, 
proposed corridors, and resource agency input; 

•  Environmental justice results; 

•  Proposed alternatives; 

•  Review of environmental and geotechnical overviews;  

•  Next steps; and 

•  Local issues. 
Some of the comments and local issues identified were as follows: 

•  There is concern over why this project is not fully funded.  

•  Alternative 1 does not provide a good connection. 

•  Alternative 3 is preferred, but would take prime farmland. 

•  There is not a big concern with the southern terminus being US 62 as opposed to I-
24 or the Ford Parkway.  

•  Fredonia is concerned with taking business from the city.  Alternative 3 would help 
business less than the eastern bypass alternative. 

•  The quarry would have to find a connection to Alternative 3.  A lot of this business is 
going south. 
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•  Alternative 2A is a win-win for everyone: it helps the industrial park, quarry, and 
Fredonia.  4A could also meet these criteria. 

2.  Local Officials and Agencies Meeting - Eddyville 
A total of 19 persons attended the local officials meeting in Eddyville to discuss the 
alternatives study, including project team members.  Topics discussed during the 
meeting included: 

•  Review of input received to date, including public survey summary, areas to avoid, 
proposed corridors, and resource agency input; 

•  Environmental justice results; 

•  Proposed alternatives; 

•  Review of environmental and geotechnical overviews;  

•  Next steps; and 

•  Local issues. 
Some of the comments and local issues identified were as follows: 

•  It was clarified that Alternative 4 would have direct access to the Ford Parkway while 
Alternative 2 would terminate at US 62.   

•  Alternative 3 is not favored.    

•  Alternative 4 would pass through a property where the Nature Conservancy is 
working with the property owner to restore its natural habitat.    

•  It was noted that the ultimate typical section would be a four-lane partially controlled 
facility.   

•  It was suggested all utility companies be involved in the agency coordination. 

•  It was noted that wetlands would be evaluated more thoroughly in the next phase of 
work.   

•  More than one corridor could be carried forward to the next phase; however, as part 
of the NEPA process, the objective is to eliminate corridors that don’t adequately 
meet the purpose and need of the project or that have a major environmental issue. 
Even if other corridors are carried forward, the study could still recommend a 
preferred alternative, subject to further investigation. 

3.   Media Meeting - Eddyville 
A total of 10 persons attended the media meeting in Eddyville to discuss the alternatives 
study, including project team members.  Topics discussed during the meeting included: 

•  Review of input received to date, including public survey summary, areas to avoid, 
proposed corridors, and resource agency input; 

•  Environmental justice results; 

•  Proposed alternatives; 

•  Review of environmental and geotechnical overviews;  
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•  Next steps; and 

•  Local issues. 
Some of the comments and local issues identified were as follows: 

•  A couple of questions related to funding were raised.  It was noted that right-of-way, 
utilities and construction dollars for the section north of Fredonia have not been 
authorized.  For the section south of Fredonia, a five (5) mile section is included in 
the KYTC Six-Year Highway Plan for design, but this money hasn’t been authorized 
as yet.   It was also explained that the most recent Six-Year Highway Plan hasn’t 
been approved by the General Assembly.  This can be confusing because the most 
recent unapproved version does have variations from the previous approved plan.    

•  As part of the recommendations of this study, a phasing plan for implementation will 
be identified, since the entire project can’t be built at one time.   

•  It was noted that more than one corridor could be carried forward to the next phase 
of work.  However, as part of the NEPA process, the objective is to eliminate the 
corridors that don’t adequately meet the purpose and need of the project or that have 
potentially significant environmental concerns.  The study could recommend that 
more than one alternative be carried forward into the next phase, but  still 
recommend a preferred alternative, subject to further evaluation.     

B.  Public Information Meetings – Round II (August 2004) 
On Monday, August 23, 2004, and Tuesday, August 24, 2004, Public Involvement 
Meetings were held at the Lyon County Public Library in Eddyville, Kentucky and 
Fredonia Lions Club in Fredonia, Kentucky, respectively.  The meetings were held from 
5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. CDT.  The purposes of the meetings were to allow the public to 
review their previous input on the proposed project, view the Level 1 Screening process 
to discover how the recommended alternatives were chosen, and express their opinions 
on their favorite and least favorite alternatives.  A total of 80 persons registered their 
attendance at the two-hour public session in Eddyville, not including the thirteen KYTC, 
ADD, and consultant staff.  A total of 90 persons registered their attendance in Fredonia, 
not including the thirteen KYTC, ADD, and consultant staff.  Minutes for each meeting 
are included in Appendix C.  

The public involvement meetings were arranged with multiple project information 
stations, and KYTC, ADD, and consultant staff members were available to answer 
questions and discuss issues.  Upon arrival, attendees were given a survey 
questionnaire, project brochure, proposed alternative corridors map, public survey 
summary, and information regarding KYTC roadway projects.     
A section of the room was set up in a straight line arrangement of project exhibits, 
including the following titles: 

•  What are the preliminary project goals? 

•  What is the history of the US 641 Alternatives Study? 

•  How many cars and trucks are on area roadways today (2003) and what is the level 
of service? 

•  If there are no new road improvements, how many cars and trucks will be on area 
roadways in 2025 and what is the level of service? 
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•  What areas did the public want to avoid? 

•  What corridors were proposed by the 
public? 

•  September 2003 Public Meetings – 
Survey Response Summary 

•  What corridor alternatives were proposed 
following the public meetings? 

•  Level 1 Screening – Project Goals 

•  Level 1 Screening – Environmental 

•  Level 1 Screening – Cost 

•  Level 1 Screening – Summary 

•  What corridor alternatives were 
considered for further evaluation? 

Attendees were asked to complete the survey questionnaire prior to leaving the meeting, 
or return it to the KYTC at a later date in the postage-paid envelope provided.  A table 
was available to attendees to fill out their survey form and read over the project 
materials.  Refreshments were also provided. 
1.  General Comments 
Attendees were invited to discuss any questions or concerns with KYTC and consultant 
staff.  General comments included the following: 

•  A number of individuals expressed concern that one or more of the proposed 
alternatives would go through their home and/or farmland. 

•  Several attendees expressed interest in the preferred alternative providing access to 
the proposed Pennyrile WestPark Industrial Park north of the West Kentucky State 
Penitentiary Farm. 

•  The cost of the proposed alternative was a major consideration for many people 
when deciding on their preferred alternative. 

•  One individual wanted the proposed 
alternative to be relocated away from the 
existing US 641 to reduce the risk of 
relocations along the existing route. 

•  A number of individuals expressed strong 
opposition towards the proposed project. 

•  One individual that lives on US 641 stated 
that the existing road was safe for truck 
traffic. 

•  Several attendees commented that 
Alternative 1 would destroy the most 
prime farmland in the study area. 

Project exhibits displayed in Eddyville 
prior to the start of the public meeting 

Public Meeting at the Lions Club in 
Fredonia 
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•  One individual did not want the proposed alternative to bypass Fredonia due to fear 
of the family gas station losing significant business. 

•  A missing cemetery was identified on the exhibits by one attendee.  The location was 
identified on a handout map and provided to the consultant. 

2.  Public Comment Survey Responses 
As part of the public meeting handout, the KYTC supplied a survey form so that citizens 
of the area could provide input on the project.  The KYTC collected surveys from the two 
public meetings in Fredonia and Eddyville. 
Responses to the four questions on the public comment survey are tabulated in Table 9 
and summarized below: 

•  The largest percentage (40%) of the survey respondents, including local officials, 
preferred Alternative 2 as the improvement route for US 641.  The second most 
preferred route was Alternative 1 (20%). 

•  Few respondents noted any areas within the preferred corridor alternatives which 
should be avoided.  

•  Of the 149 responses, 46 respondents (31%) would drive their preferred corridor on 
a daily basis, while 37 (25%) respondents would drive the corridor on a weekly basis. 

•  Almost half of the respondents (47%) chose Alternative 1 as the least favored 
improvement alternative for US 641.  Alternative 3 came in second as the least 
preferred route (27%). 

C.  Resource Agency Coordination – Round II (August 2004) 
Input was solicited from many local, state, and federal resource agencies a second time 
through written requests.  Each agency was sent a project brochure and map of the 
eight (8) corridor alternatives to review.  Response letters from the 27 responding 
resource agencies are located in Appendix I and are summarized below: 

•  Crittenden County Fiscal Court:  In response to a request for input, the Crittenden 
County Fiscal Court passed a resolution in support of the US 641 project.  The 
resolution was passed on September 30, 2004.  It stated that it was in the best 
interest of the citizens of Crittenden County for the KYTC to establish a four-lane 
highway to replace existing US 641.  The benefits would include enhancement to 
public safety, economic development and quality of life.  The Crittenden County 
Fiscal Court endorsed as their first choice, Alternative 3; second choice, Alternative 
2; and third choice, Alternative 4.      

•  Atmos Energy Corporation:  Atmos Energy serves the cities of Fredonia, Marion and 
Eddyville and also the Fredonia Quarry and the West Kentucky State Penitentiary 
with natural gas.  The relocation routes will affect their existing right-of-ways.  A brief 
description of their lines and their proximity to the proposed alternatives were listed 
for review.  In particular, Alternatives 1 and 3 both cross Atmos Energy lines. 
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Table 9.  Public Survey Response Summary – Round II (August 2004) 

1.  Which improvement alternative do you prefer for US 641? (Check One)1

Alternative 1 1A 2 2A 3 3A 4 4A No 
response

Number of 
Responses 30 4 64 12 8 4 21 11 8

Percent of 
Total 20% 3% 43% 8% 5% 3% 14% 7% 5%

1.  Which improvement alternative do you prefer for US 641? (Check One)2

Alternative 1 1A 2 2A 3 3A 4 4A No 
response

Number of 
Responses 28 3 56 11 6 2 16 9 8

Percent of 
Total 20% 2% 40% 8% 4% 1% 12% 6% 6%

2.  Are there any areas within your preferred corridor alternative which should be avoided?
Few responses were recorded. 

3.  If your preferred corridor alternative existed today, how often would you drive it?

Alternative Every 
Day

Once per 
week 3

Once per 
month Rarely Never No 

response
Number of 
Responses 46 37 11 22 5 28

Percent of 
Total 31% 25% 7% 15% 3% 19%

4.  Which improvement alternative do you NOT prefer for US 641? (Check One)1

Alternative 1 1A 2 2A 3 3A 4 4A No 
response

Number of 
Responses 65 15 8 8 48 16 11 9 17

Percent of 
Total 43% 10% 5% 5% 32% 11% 7% 6% 11%

4.  Which improvement alternative do you NOT prefer for US 641? (Check One)2

Alternative 1 1A 2 2A 3 3A 4 4A No 
response

Number of 
Responses 59 5 2 4 34 1 1 2 17

Percent of 
Total 47% 4% 2% 3% 27% 1% 1% 2% 14%

Notes
1 Several responses included multiple alternatives
2 Only one-answer responses are included
3 Responses included those who stated "2 or 3 times per week" in the Other box
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•  Crittenden County Economic Development Corporation (CCEDC):  The CCEDC 
strongly endorses Alternative 2A.  The CCEDC identified no adverse effects if this 
Alternative were chosen.  With the forthcoming development of the 5-county 
Pennyrile WestPark Industrial Park on 800 acres on state-owned property adjacent 
to the West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm, it is economically vital that the new 
US 641 be in close proximity to this site.  Attracting large companies will hinge 
greatly on 4-lane highway access. 

•  City of Marion Planning Commission:  Mr. Ford, representing both the City of Marion 
Planning Commission and CCEDC strongly supported Alternative 2A.  He felt that 
Alternative 2A will support the Pennyrile WestPark Industrial Park as well as small 
business owners located in Fredonia and Marion.   

•  Dorsey Ridley, Kentucky State Senator, 4th District:  Senator Ridley had two 
comments regarding the alternative routes proposed for the project: 1) it appears that 
Alternative 2 would affect the fewest individuals and require the smallest number of 
relocations, by bringing the route around to the west, it would make for easier right-
of-way acquisition; 2) beyond the Fredonia area, he was quite concerned about how 
the project will co-exist with both the quarry and the West Kentucky State 
Penitentiary Farm.  For environmental and safety reasons it might appear that using 
the present corridor in this area would be prudent. 

•  Kentucky Department of Corrections, Western Kentucky Corrections Complex 
(WKCC):  Alternatives 1, 4, and 4A may compromise the mission of the WKCC.  A 
four-lane highway running adjacent to or crossing prison property may provide 
access to dangerous contraband (e.g., drugs and weapons) and provide the potential 
for escape through easier facilitation.  WKCC opposes these three alternatives. 

•  Kentucky Department of Travel, Commerce Cabinet:  It appears that each proposed 
route, with the exception of Alternative 3, will make travel to Mineral Mounds State 
Park much easier for the traveler.  Each route has what appears to be a minimal 
impact upon natural habitat and historic sites in the area.  This is the case to a lesser 
extent with Alternative 1, Alternative 1A, and Alternative 2A.  The Kentucky 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, Kentucky Historical Society, and the Kentucky 
Heritage Council should be contacted for an opportunity to provide input relating to 
their interest.  The efforts to improve the Kentucky roadways are greatly appreciated. 

•  The Nature Conservancy:  Alternatives 4 and 4A would divide a 600-acre farm the 
Conservancy is currently partnering with.  Alternatives 1 and 1A would divide a 1000-
acre property they also work with to establish good conservation practices on their 
property.  Consideration should be given to not fragmenting these and other large 
tracts of land. 

•  Kentucky State Police, Mayfield Post:  The Commander of the Kentucky State Police 
(KSP) Mayfield Post supports the goal of improving connectivity.  A reconstructed or 
relocated US 641 should benefit the agency and the public by decreasing the 
number of accidents by improving the roadway character.  The KSP is not aware of 
any issues that might have a negative impact on the proposal. 

•  Cabinet for Health and Family Services:  The Cabinet currently leases property in the 
study area; however, didn’t feel the project would create a hardship on their staff or 
clients.  Felt the project would ultimately have a positive impact on the traffic flow in 
the area.   
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•  Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, Division of Environmental Analysis:  The Noise 
status and Air Quality status of the project likely would not be a problem.  If the 
project is to be federally funded then limited base studies would be required to 
determine any Air and Noise impacts.  Stream and Wetland impacts should be 
limited/avoided.  These areas if impacted would require 401 and 404 permits.  
Several listed endangered species potentially located in the project area will likely 
require a biological assessment.  Mitigation will be required if any of the specific 
habitat areas are impacted and/or unavoidable.  Specific details concerning 
HAZMAT and storage tanks would need to be obtained through a site assessment 
although one known site is present, four other former service station sites could pose 
problems.  A cultural historic base study will be required due to the potential impact 
to resources in the project vicinity.  An Archaeological survey will be required in order 
to determine if any potentially eligible sites are present in the area of concern. 

•  Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources (KDFWR), Commerce Cabinet: 
The Kentucky Fish and Wildlife Information System indicates that there are several 
Federal threatened and endangered species within a  10-mile radius of the project 
site and several state threatened and endangered species within a 2-mile radius of 
the site.  A list of these species was enclosed.  KDFWR provided specific 
recommendations on how to address this issue.  KDFWR also noted that the project 
may have impacts on wetlands and waterways and also made specific 
recommendations on how to address those issues. 

•  Kentucky Department of Natural Resources:  The project is located in an area of 
known oil and gas exploration.  Oil and gas operators should be contacted regarding 
possible impacts. 

•  Kentucky Division for Air Quality, Natural Resources and Environmental Protection 
Cabinet:  Kentucky Division for Air Quality Regulations 401 KAR 63:010 (Fugitive 
Emissions) and 401 KAR 63:005 (Open Burning) apply to the proposed project.  The 
project must also meet the conformity requirements of the Clean Air Act as amended 
and transportation planning provisions of Title 23 and Title 49 of United States Code.  
Every effort should be made to maintain compliance with these regulations and 
requirements.  The Division also suggests an investigation into compliance with 
applicable regulations in the local governments.  

•  Department for Natural Resources, Environmental and Public Protection Cabinet:  
The department has identified one active rock quarry located in the project area.  
This quarry is permitted under the name of Martin Marietta Materials, Inc (Permit No. 
017-9403).   

•  Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, Division of Traffic, Permits Branch:  The Permits 
Branch makes the same recommendations as previously mentioned, these include:  
1) This project should provide for a partially controlled access facility, with access 
control fencing and all possible access points set on the plans in accordance with 
603 KAR 5:120; 2) The design speed should be the same as the anticipated posted 
speed when the project is completed; and 3) The Permits Branch should be notified if 
the proposed route is to be placed on the National Highway System. 

•  Division of Conservation, Environmental and Public Protection Cabinet:  The Division 
noted that no agricultural districts were established in the project area.  [Note: 
Following receipt of this letter, an application was filed to establish an agricultural 
district along US 641 southeast of Fredonia]  Both prime farmland and farmland of 
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statewide importance could be impacted by this project.  Recommended best 
management practices (BMPs) be utilized to prevent non-point source water 
pollution.   

•  Kentucky Airport Zoning Commission:  The proposed alternatives will have no 
adverse affect to air navigation.  However, if construction equipment exceeds 200 
feet above ground level, then a permit will have to be issued by the Commission. 

•  Federal Aviation Administration:  If construction activities exceed 200 feet in height 
above the ground level, notice will need to be given to FAA.   

•  Department of Health & Human Services, United States Public Health Service:  The 
department did not have any project specific comments, but did identify the following 
areas of potential public health concern: 1) air quality, 2) water quality and quantity, 
3) contamination of wetlands and floodplains, 4) hazardous materials and wastes, 5) 
non-hazardous solid waste and other materials, 6) noise, 7) occupational health and 
safety, 8) land use and housing, and 9) environmental justice.   

•  Kentucky Department of Agriculture:  The agency has no specific concerns or issues 
concerning the project. 

•  Kentucky Department of Military Affairs:  There are no impacts from the proposed 
project that concern this agency. 

•  Kentucky Department of Parks:  The proposed project will not directly impact any of 
the Department’s facilities.  

•  Kentucky Department of Vehicle Enforcement, Justice and Public Safety Cabinet:  
There are no concerns from a vehicle enforcement standpoint. 

•  Kentucky Division of Materials, Geotechnical Branch:  The Branch has no further 
comments concerning the project at this time. 

•  Kentucky Education Cabinet:  The Cabinet does not have any comments to offer at 
this time. 

•  United States Coast Guard, Bridge Branch:  A Coast Guard bridge permit would not 
be required on this project.   

D.  Level 2 Screening Matrix 
A Level 2 Screening matrix, presented in Table 10, was developed to summarize key 
findings from the Environmental Overview, Geotechnical Overview, Round II public 
input, and Round II resource agency feedback.  Each of these components is described 
in more detail in previous sections.  In addition, the final eight (8) alternatives were 
ranked in accordance with how well they adhered to the Purpose and Need. 
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Table 10. Level 2 Screening Matrix                   

E.  Final Project Team Meeting (November 22, 2004) 
The Final Project Team Meeting was held on November 22, 2004 at the KYTC District 2 
Conference Room in Madisonville, Kentucky.  Attendees at the meeting included staff 
from the PADD, KYTC Districts 1 and 2, KYTC Division of Planning, and the project 
consultant.  The purpose of the meeting was to review input to date, discuss the 
proposed alternatives, and make final recommendations for the study.  The meeting 
minutes are included in Appendix C.   
As discussed in Chapter VII and shown in Figure 10, the final proposed alternatives 
presented for consideration by the project team include: 

•  Alternative 1:  Traveling east around Fredonia with a southern termini at the Ford 
Parkway; 

•  Alternative 1a: Traveling west around Fredonia with a southern termini at the Ford 
Parkway; 

•  Alternative 2:  Traveling west around Fredonia with a southern termini at the existing 
US 62/US 641 intersection; 

•  Alternative 2a:  Traveling east around Fredonia with a southern termini at the existing 
US 62/US 641 intersection;  

•  Alternative 3:  Traveling west of Fredonia with a southern termini at I-24; 

Alternative Level 1 Screening 
Recommendation

Revised Purpose 
and Need1

Environmental 
Overview - 
Impacts2

Geotechnical 
Overview3

Public Input - 
Round II4

Resource 
Agency 

Feedback5
Recommendation

No Build Medium Low Low -- -- -- Recommended for 
further study

1 High Medium Medium 1 4 Low Not recommended for 
further study

1A Medium-High Medium Low 2 3 Medium Not recommended for 
further study

2 High Low Medium 6 8 High Not recommended for 
further study

2A High Low Medium 3 7 High Not recommended for 
further study

3 Low-Medium Low High 8 2 Low Not recommended for 
further study

3A Medium Medium High 4 1 Medium Not recommended for 
further study

4 Medium-High High Medium 7 6 Low Recommended for 
further study

4A High High Medium 5 5 Low Not recommended for 
further study

Notes: 1)  The Purpose and Need was revised to include recommending a direct connection to either I-24 or the Ford Parkway.
2)  Included impacts to potential historic structures, underground storage tanks, and archaeological sites.
3)  As ranked in the Geotechnical Overview Report with 8 representing the most favorable alternative.
4)  As ranked by the public considering both questions 1 and 4 with 8 representing the most favorable alternative.  
5)  Specific comments for and against each alternative are summarized in Section C.

Most favorable alternate in addressing the particular criterion.
Least favorable alternate in addressing the particular criterion.  
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Figure 10.  Level 2 Screening Proposed Alternative Corridors 
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•  Alternative 3a:  Traveling east around Fredonia with a southern termini at I-24; 

•  Alternative 4:  Traveling west around Fredonia with a southern termini at Exit 4 along 
the Ford Parkway; and 

•  Alternative 4a:  Traveling east around Fredonia with a southern termini at Exit 4 
along the Ford Parkway. 

The information included in the Level 2 Screening was presented to the project team for 
discussion.  The following special considerations were discussed in varying levels of 
detail:  

•  Potential impacts on prime farmland;  

•  A newly proposed agricultural district located southeast of Fredonia and just north of 
the West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm property;  

•  Avoidance of Mill Bluff Spring;  

•  Nature Conservancy concerns about wildlife habitat protection; 

•  Avoiding or minimizing locating on or near karst/sinkholes in the area;  

•  Avoidance of and access to the Fredonia quarry;  

•  Relative impacts on the West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm;  

•  Forecasted  traffic along US 641 for the build condition; 

•  Multimodal/Intermodal considerations;  

•  The importance of providing access to the Pennyrile WestPark Industrial Park just 
north of the West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm; and  

•  Avoiding or minimizing utility impacts and/or involvement. 

•  As a result of these discussions, the conclusion was reached that the public in the 
study area favors (1) staying along existing US 641 as much as possible on the 
southern end of the proposed project and (2) providing a western bypass of Fredonia 
on the northern end of the proposed project.  It was also agreed by the project team 
that there is a strong need to provide good truck access to the Pennyrile WestPark 
Industrial Park. 

At the conclusion of the meeting, Alternative 4 and the No Build Alternative were 
recommended for further study.  The other seven (7) alternatives were not 
recommended for further study and specific reasons for dismissal are discussed in the 
following section. 

F.  Project Team Recommendations   
Based upon consideration of project purpose and need, transportation issues, access 
needs, potential environmental and community impacts, and public/agency input, the 
project team agreed that the following alternatives would not be considered for further 
study: 

•  Alternative 1: May not serve the project purpose adequately because the southern 
terminus is too far from Eddyville and I-24; has major potential prime farmland 
impacts; most opposed alternative by public; opposed by 95% of local 
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officials/stakeholders; probability of geotechnical problems due to karst topography; 
opposed by West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm for security reasons; and 
crosses Atmos Energy gas lines. 

•  Alternative 1A: May not serve the project purpose adequately because the southern 
terminus is too far from Eddyville and I-24; major potential prime farmland impacts; 
passes through potential new agricultural district; has second highest number of 
potential impacts on historic sites; probability of geotechnical problems due to karst 
topography; opposed by West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm for security 
reasons; and may cross Atmos Energy gas lines. 

•  Alternative 2: Although it is the most favored alternative by local 
officials/stakeholders and the public, it does not adequately meet the project purpose 
to provide improved regional truck access and access to the NHS or Truck Network 
since it does not connect directly to either I-24 or the Ford Parkway; has second 
highest number of potential relocations; has highest number of potential impacts on 
historic sites; and has second highest potential impacts on sewer lines and utility 
lines. 

•  Alternative 2A: Does not adequately meet the project purpose to provide improved 
regional truck access and access to the NHS or Truck Network since it does not 
connect directly to either I-24 or the Ford Parkway; has highest number of potential 
relocations; has highest potential impacts on sewer lines and utility lines; has major 
potential farmland impacts near Fredonia; and passes through potential new 
agricultural district. 

•  Alternative 3: Does not provide access to the Pennyrile WestPark Industrial Park; 
has relatively high potential relocation impacts; could have a major impact on prime 
farmland since it has one of the two longest sections located on new alignment; and 
one of the two longest routes which translates into the highest construction cost and 
increased state maintenance mileage in the future. 

•  Alternative 3A: Has relatively high potential relocation impacts; could have a major 
impact on prime farmland since it has one of the two longest sections located on new 
alignment; one of the two longest routes which translates into the highest 
construction cost and increased state maintenance mileage in the future; would 
impact prime farmland and pass through a potential new agricultural district east of 
Fredonia; and possibility of karst topography east of Fredonia. 

•  Alternative 4A: Has major potential farmland impacts and passes through potential 
new agricultural district near Fredonia.   

The project team recommended Alternative 4, to include minor revisions, be carried 
forward along with the No Build Alternative to the next phase of development.  This 
recommendation is discussed in more detail in Chapter XI.  
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XI.  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter provides conclusions and recommendations for improvements to US 641 from 
Eddyville to Fredonia and tying into an improved section of US 641 north of Fredonia currently 
in the design phase.  The recommendations made in this chapter are the result of the 
Alternatives Study process for the US 641 corridor. 

A.  Project Purpose and Need  
The purpose and need, discussed in detail in the previous chapter, for the proposed US 
641 improvement is as follows: 

•  Provide improved regional access along a reconstructed highway or an alternate 
route that will: 
o Allow the designation of the route for the legal operation of 102-inch wide trucks 

between Eddyville and Fredonia; 
o Provide improved access to the National Truck Network and National Highway 

System to support economic development initiatives in the region; and 
o Provide improved access from north of and in the vicinity of Eddyville to regional 

recreational and tourist areas, including Lake Barkley and Kentucky Lake. 

•  Provide a direct connection to either I-24 or the Ford Parkway through an extension 
of the programmed US 641 project between Fredonia and Marion.  This would 
provide an improved corridor from I-24 near Eddyville to US 60 near Henderson that 
could serve as an alternate corridor to the Edward T. Breathitt (Pennyrile) Parkway 
and the Ford Parkway; and  

•  Help to alleviate public concerns about safety and level of service along the existing 
US 641 corridor by providing a reconstructed highway or an alternate route with 
improved roadway geometrics for motorists traveling between Eddyville and 
Fredonia.    

B.  Preferred Alternative 
Alternative 4 was selected as the preferred alternative; however, the project team 
agreed that a revised version should be taken into the next phase of project 
development to better address public concerns.  Specifically, Alternative 4 should be 
modified to minimize the impacts on farmland and wildlife habitats and be positioned to 
the south and west of Fredonia as close as deemed practical.   
To minimize impacts on farmland and wildlife habitats, Alternative 4 was revised to 
utilize more of existing US 641.  The Alternative 4-Revised section just south of Fredonia 
was shifted east merging with the existing corridor southwest of the Fredonia Quarry.  
The corridor closely follows existing US 641 south until it diverges east near the 
Paducah and Louisville Railway.  The corridor alignment also provides improved access 
to the Pennyrile WestPark Industrial Park and the Fredonia Quarry.   
Alternative 4-Revised is closer to Fredonia as a result of the revisions and allows the Mill 
Bluff Spring to be avoided.  The Kentucky Department of Corrections was opposed to 
the close proximity of Alternative 4 to the West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm.  The 
shift of the corridor closer to US 641 helps address their concerns.  Alternative 4-
Revised would allow US 641 to be re-aligned near the existing Ford Parkway 
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interchange (Exit 4) and US 62 to be re-aligned as a T-intersection with US 641.  
Alternative 4-Revised in presented in Figure 11.    

In addition to Alternative 4-Revised, the No Build Alternative is recommended to be 
carried forward to the next phase.  However, it should be noted that it does not meet the 
project purpose because it does not (1) allow the designation of the route for the legal 
operation of 102-inch wide trucks between Eddyville and Fredonia, (2) provide improved 
access to the National Truck Network and National Highway System, (3) provide 
improved access to regional  recreational and tourist areas, (4) provide a direct 
connection to either I-24 or the Ford Parkway from the northern section, and (5) address 
safety and level of service concerns, particularly in the Fredonia area.      

C.  Potential Design Criteria and Considerations 
Potential design criteria and considerations for the proposed US 641 route are noted 
here for planning purposes only.  Construction sections, typical section, and access 
control considerations, traffic forecast, and multimodal considerations are addressed.  
These criteria are general recommendations based upon the information gathered 
through this planning phase of study.  Specific geometric parameters should be defined 
during future design phases of the project when more detailed information is available. 
1.  Construction Sections   
The project team agreed that the proposed project should be built from south to north, 
with the first section from the Ford Parkway to a tie-in point along existing US 641 near 
KY 1943 at MP 2.668.  The second section would generally follow along US 641 to the 
beginning of the west bypass of Fredonia at approximately MP 5.000.  The third section 
from MP 5.000 would be on new alignment to an intersection point at KY 902.  The final 
section would continue along new alignment ending at Priority Section 1 already 
designed north of Fredonia.  These priority sections are described in Table 11.  

Table 11.  Construction Sections  

Segment Begin 
Milepoint

Segment 
Description

Begin 
Description

End 
Milepoint End Description Length 

(miles)

1 N/A New location Wendell H. Ford 
Parkway (Exit 4) 2.668 US 641 at KY 

1943 3.2

2 2.668 Along existing 
US 641 KY 1943 5.000

0.355 mile north 
of Coleman-
Doles Road

2.3

3 5.000 New location

US 641 at 0.355 
mile north of 

Coleman-Doles 
Road

N/A KY 902 2.9

4 N/A New Location KY 902 N/A Priority 1 Section 
at US 641 1.5
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Figure 11.  Preferred Alternative – Alternative 4-Revised  
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2.  Typical Section 
The typical section would match the northern section now designed for US 641 between 
Fredonia and Marion.  This will likely include: 

•  Four (4) 12-foot lanes with usable shoulder widths of 10 feet; 

•  Sixty-foot median;  

•  A design speed of 70 miles per hour; and 

•  Minimum stopping sight distance of approximately 730 feet.  
Figure 12 displays an example typical section provided by Florence and Hutchinson, the 
lead design firm on the Priority 1 section of US 641, between Fredonia and Eddyville.   
3.  Access Control Recommendations 
If feasible, a full access control facility should be considered from the Ford Parkway to 
existing US 641 near the Pennyrile WestPark Industrial Park, with partial access control, 
where possible, for the remaining portion of the proposed project.  Access control 
fencing should be provided and all possible access points set in accordance with 603 
KAR 5:120.  
4.  Traffic Forecast 
A traffic forecast report2 was prepared in October, 2002, for Priority Section 1 of US 641 
in Crittenden County.  Using the Kentucky Statewide Travel Demand Model, traffic along 
the improved section of US 641 north of Fredonia would be approximately 15,300 vpd in 
2027.  This is assuming that improvements are made throughout the US 60/US 641 
corridor between Henderson and Eddyville.   
Based on the 2025 No Build traffic forecast derived in Chapter II, US 641 south of 
Fredonia experiences a drop in traffic of approximately 500 vpd when compared to the 
section north of Fredonia.  A similar reduction would be expected for the build scenario 
given the increase in traffic is attributed to through traffic.  Therefore the following 
conclusions can be drawn: 

•  Traffic along US 641 between Eddyville and Fredonia is forecasted to be 
approximately 14,800 vpd in 2027. 

•  Traffic along US 641 south, and potentially north, of the Pennyrile WestPark 
Industrial Park would likely increase over the above value if developed as 
anticipated.  Additional study would be required to determine the full effects on traffic 
as a result of this development.        

                                                
2 Traffic Forecast Report, Crittenden County, US 641 Relocation.  Prepared by Jordon, Jones & Goulding, 
Inc.  Prepared for Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, Division of Multimodal Programs.  October 29, 2002. 
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5.  Multimodal Considerations 
Two key issues related to multimodal and intermodal transportation were identified 
through the course of this study and should be considered as this project moves into 
future phases.   

•  Consideration should be given to rail service into and out of the proposed Pennyrile 
WestPark Industrial Park.  This could include coordinating to provide rail service 
within the right-of-way of the proposed US 641 project, avoid the need for new rail 
crossings if possible, and/or ensure that rail overpasses are considered where 
appropriate.   

•  No special bicycle/pedestrian facilities were identified as being needed at this time; 
however, there was discussion at the final project team meeting that the shoulders 
could be used for bicycles on any new roadway segments where the access was not 
fully controlled, but bicycle/pedestrian accommodations should be considered in 
accordance with KYTC policy during the next phases of project development. 

D.  Phase Costs 
The estimated total cost for Alternative 4-Revised is $90,810,000.  Cost estimates for 
each of the four (4) construction sections previously identified are summarized below 
and shown by phase in Table 12: 

•  Section 1 – $35,600,000 

•  Section 2 – $20,010,000 

•  Section 3 – $23,200,000 

•  Section 4 – $12,000,000 

Table 12.  Phase Costs 

E.  Further Study 
Further consideration and study is recommended to determine the feasibility of a 
connector facility between the US 641 preferred corridor and KY 91.  Through the study 
process, it was determined that motorists traveling to and from the east via the Ford 

Priority 
Segment

Length of 
Segment 
(miles)

Design   
($mil)

Right-of-Way 
($mil)

Utility      
($mil)

Construction 
($mil)

Total           
($mil)

1 3.2 $0.96 $2.24 $2.24 $30.16 $35.60 

2 2.3 $0.69 $1.61 $1.61 $16.10 $20.01 

3 2.9 $0.87 $2.03 $2.03 $18.27 $23.20 

4 1.5 $0.45 $1.05 $1.05 $9.45 $12.00 

Total 9.9 $2.97 $6.93 $6.93 $73.98 $90.81
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Parkway will regularly travel KY 91 between Fredonia and Princeton.  A connection 
between the improved US 641 and KY 91 would allow motorists, particularly truck traffic, 
to continue to make this movement, while utilizing an improved corridor.        

F.  Summary of Environmental Issues for Future Phases 
A number of issues related to environmental factors and sensitive land uses were 
identified through the course of this study that should be considered as this project 
moves into future phases.  These issues have been discussed in greater detail 
throughout earlier portions of this report; however, several important issues include: 

•  Agriculture and Farmlands:  Farmland is the most abundant resource in the study 
area.  Several landowners along US 641 have applied for designation as an 
agricultural district.  Coordination with these and other landowners will be important 
in future phases to minimize impacts to farmsteads in the project area. 

•  Threatened and Endangered Species: Threatened and endangered species should 
be carefully monitored.   The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) lists four (4) 
threatened and endangered species as possibly occurring in the project area.  They 
are the Indiana bat, gray bat, Bald Eagle, and pink mucket.   

•  Water Quality and Aquatic Habitats: Special consideration should be given to the 
karst topography of the region.  All springs and sinking streams should be 
inventoried and monitored prior to construction.  Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
and erosion and sediment control plans should be employed to prevent adverse 
impacts to sensitive resources.     

•  Cemeteries and Unmarked Graves:  There are a number of cemeteries documented 
or observed within the project area.    Other cemeteries may be unmarked and are 
likely to be encountered during construction in this area. 

•  Archaeological Consideration:  Mill Bluff Spring lies in close proximity to the preferred 
alternative.  Alternative alignments should avoid this site. 

•  Cultural Resources:  Consideration should be given to five (5) potential structures in 
close proximity to the recommended alternative that meet the 50 years of age or 
older criteria.  A determination of historic significance will be needed for these sites.     

G.  Construction Considerations 
A number of issues were identified through the course of this study that should be 
considered as part of future construction phases.  Potential issues related to the 
construction of the proposed corridor include: 

•  Threatened and Endangered Species: With bat habitat known to exist within the 
project area, tree clearing would need to be conducted between November 15th and 
March 31st in order to avoid impacting the summer roosting period and fall swarming 
period.        

•  Erosion and Sedimentation Control: Measures should be utilized to control erosion 
and sedimentation during, and after, the commencement of earth-disturbing 
activities.  The construction of this project may initially increase the amount of 
erosion.  There may also be an increase in non-point source pollution after the 
construction of this project.  Careful consideration should be given to erosion control 
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methods and to decreasing the amount of non-point source pollution that reaches 
surface and ground water. 

•  Air Quality Impacts during Construction: Construction period air quality impacts will 
need to be evaluated to (1) expose the potential short-term effects of site 
preparation, demolition, materials storage and construction and (2) determine if any 
appropriate mitigation commitments are to be incorporated into the project plans. 

•  Geologic Conditions: If deemed necessary, a more detailed study of karst 
topography within the study area, particularly the structural low condition south of 
Fredonia, should be considered as the project develops.    

•  Quarry: The Fredonia Quarry is located southeast of Fredonia along the east side of 
existing US 641.  Blasting for road cuts near the quarry may present some concern 
for the miner’s safety.  Coordination with the quarry during construction is 
recommended.     
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Typical section along US 641 in Lyon & Caldwell Counties

Intersection of US 641 and US 62Intersection of US 641 and US 62

Looking north along US 641 at US 62 



New Bethel Church adjacent to US 641, south of Fredonia

Martin Marietta Aggregates Quarry Facility outside FredoniaCemetery with West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm in 
background

US 641 between Eddyville and Fredonia



Victory Baptist Church along US 641 north of Eddyville Typical Section along US 641 north of Eddyville

Farmland adjacent to US 641 between Eddyville and Fredonia Access along US 641 near Fredonia



Historic Home near US 641 in FredoniaWelcome sign for Fredonia

Looking south on US 641 in Fredonia Looking south on US 641 in Fredonia



KY 70, East of FredoniaPrime farmland along KY 91 in Caldwell County

Pond adjacent to KY 1943Historic Home near Fredonia



Northbound KY 373 PAL Bridge

I-24 Weigh Station at Route 810

Cemetery along KY 295 north of Eddyville

Tractor traveling west along US 62 east of US 641



Begin MP Begin Route End MP End Route State System National Truck 
Network (NN)

National Highway 
System (NHS) Functional Classification Truck Weight 

Class

33.880 Livingston - Lyon County Line 54.842 Lyon - Caldwell County Line State Primary Yes Yes Rural Interstate AAA

0.000 I-24 5.610 Lyon - Caldwell County Line State Primary Yes Yes Rural Principal Arterial AAA

0.000 US 62 5.715 Lyon - Caldwell County Line State Primary No No Rural Minor Arterial AAA

0.000 Livingston - Lyon County Line 10.465 KY 3305 State Primary No No Rural Minor Arterial AAA
10.465 KY 3305 14.183 Lyon - Caldwell County Line State Secondary No No Rural Major Collector AAA

7.576 KY 274 12.942 KY 1055 State Secondary No No Rural Major Collector AA
12.942 KY 1055 16.509 US 62 State Secondary No No Rural Major Collector AAA
16.509 US 62 20.394 KY 819/KY 810 Rural Secondary No No Rural Minor Collector A

0.000 KY 93 3.820 Lyon - Caldwell County Line State Secondary No No Rural Major Collector AAA

0.000 US 62 3.694 US 62 Rural Secondary No No Rural Minor Collector A
3.694 US 62 7.194 -- Rural Secondary No No Rural Major Collector AAA
7.194 -- 9.434 Lyon - Crittenden County Line Rural Secondary No No Rural Major Collector A

0.000 US 62 3.623 KY 1943 Rural Secondary No No Rural Minor Collector AAA

6.127 KY 293 8.714 NW End  of Water Street in Old Eddyville Rural Secondary No No Rural Minor Collector A

4.450 US 62 7.796 KY 93/KY 819 Rural Secondary No No Rural Local A

1.766 KY 293 6.292 US 62 Rural Secondary No No Rural Minor Collector A

0.000 KY 93/KY 810 4.448 Bill Thompson Road Rural Secondary No No Rural Minor Collector A
4.448 Bill Thompson Road 8.031 KY 93 Rural Secondary No No Rural Local A

0.000 KY 3171 1.505 Pleasant Valley Road Rural Secondary No No Rural Local A

0.000 KY 295 2.558 KY 373/Joe Peek Road Rural Secondary No No Rural Local A
2.558 KY 373/Joe Peek Road 6.994 US 641 Rural Secondary No No Rural Minor Collector A

Table B-1.  Highway Systems 

I-24 MP 33.880 to MP 54.842

WK 9001 MP 0.000 to MP 5.610

US 641 MP 0.000 to MP 5.715

US 62 MP 0.000 to MP 14.183

KY 730 MP 6.127 to MP 8.714

KY 810 MP 4.450 to MP 7.796

KY 818 MP 1.766 to MP 6.292

KY 819 MP 0.000 to MP 8.031

KY 93 MP 7.576 to MP 20.394

KY 293 MP 0.000 to MP 3.820

KY 295 MP 0.000 to MP 9.434

KY 373 MP 0.000 to MP 3.623

KY 1199 MP 0.000 to MP 1.505

KY 1943 MP 0.000 to MP 6.994

Lyon County

Source:  KYTC Highway Information System (HIS) Data, 2003



Begin MP Begin Route End MP End Route State System National Truck 
Network (NN)

National Highway 
System (NHS) Functional Classification Truck Weight 

Class

0.000 US 641 0.380 Eddyville Prison Farm Boundary Supplemental Road No No Rural Local A

0.000 US 62 2.350 Beck Road Supplemental Road No No Rural Local A

0.000 KY 93 1.811 US 62 Rural Secondary No No  Rural Local A
Caldwell County

54.842 Lyon - Caldwell County Line 57.389 Caldwell - Trigg County Line State Primary Yes Yes Rural Interstate AAA

5.610 Lyon - Caldwell County Line 11.109 -- State Primary Yes Yes Rural Principal Arterial AAA
11.109 -- 11.700 KY 91 Interchange State Primary Yes Yes Urban Principal Arterial AAA
11.700 KY 91 Interchange 21.764 Caldwell - Hopkins County Line State Primary Yes Yes Rural Principal Arterial AAA

0.000 Lyon - Caldwell County Line 4.629 Caldwell - Crittenden County Line State Primary No No Rural Minor Arterial AAA

0.000 Lyon - Caldwell County Line 18.277 Caldwell - Hopkins County Line State Secondary No No Rural Major Collector AAA

6.664 US 62 (Plum Street) 7.037 US 62 (Market Street) State Secondary No No Urban Minor Arterial Street AAA

0.000 US 641 0.492 KY 91 State Secondary No No Rural Major Collector AAA
0.492 KY 91 5.411 KY 1077 Rural Secondary No No Rural Minor Collector A 

13.905 KY 139 23.389 KY 70 State Secondary No No Rural Major Collector AAA

0.000 Lyon - Caldwell County Line 3.206 KY 903 State Secondary No No Rural Major Collector AAA

0.000 Crittenden - Caldwell County Line 7.745 KY 1077 Rural Secondary No No Rural Minor Collector A
Crittenden County

0.000 Caldwell - Crittenden County Line 7.494 US 60 State Primary No No Rural Minor Arterial AAA

0.000 US 62 1.803 -- Rural Secondary No No Rural Major Collector A 

0.000 KY 70 6.116 Crittenden - Caldwell County Line Rural Secondary No No Rural Minor Collector A

KY 3305 MP 0.000 to MP 1.811

KY 3169 MP 0.000 to MP 0.380

KY 3171 MP 0.000 to MP 2.350

Table B-1.  Highway Systems (cont.)

Lyon County (cont.)

KY 91 MP 13.905 to MP 23.389

KY 293 MP 0.000 to MP 3.206

I-24 MP 54.842 to MP 57.389

WK 9001 MP 5.610 to MP 21.764

US 641 MP 0.000 to MP 4.629

US 62 MP 0.000 to MP 18.277

KY 902 MP 0.000 to MP 6.116

KY 902 MP 0.000 to MP 7.745

US 641 MP 0.000 to MP 7.494

KY 295 MP 0.000 to MP 1.803

US 62-1 MP 6.664 to MP 7.037

KY 70 MP 0.000 to MP 5.411

Source:  KYTC Highway Information System (HIS) Data, 2003



33.880 54.842 No No None Yes No No No

0.000 3.700 No No None Yes Yes No No
3.700 5.600 No No 357,964 Yes Yes No No
5.600 5.610 No No None Yes Yes No No

0.000 5.715 No No None Yes No No No

0.000 10.470 No No 357,964 Yes Yes No No
10.470 12.200 No No 357,964 No Yes No No
12.200 14.183 No No None No Yes No No

7.576 20.394 No No None No No No No

0.000 3.820 No No None No No No No

0.000 9.434 No No None No No No No

0.000 3.623 No No None No No No No

6.127 8.714 No No None No No No No

4.450 7.796 No No None No No No No

1.766 6.292 No No None No No No No

0.000 8.031 No No None No No No No

0.000 1.505 No No None No No No No

0.000 6.994 No No None No No No No

Table B-2.  Other Highway Systems

Defense Highway 
Network

Extended Weight 
System

WK 9001 MP 0.000 to MP 5.610

Forest Highway 
System

Scenic Byway 
System

Lyon County

KY 818 MP 1.766 to MP 6.292

KY 819 MP 0.000 to 8.031

Begin MP End MP
Appalachian 
Development 

Highway System
Bike Route System Coal Haul (annual 

tons)

US 641 MP 0.000 to MP 5.715

US 62 MP 0.000 to MP 14.183

I-24 MP 33.880 to MP 54.842

KY 730 MP 6.127 to MP 8.714

KY 810 MP 4.450 to 7.796

KY 293 MP 0.000 to MP 3.820

KY 93 MP 7.576 to MP 20.394

KY 295 MP 0.000 to MP 9.434

KY 373 MP 0.000 to MP 3.623

KY 1199 MP 0.000 to MP 1.505

KY 1943 MP 0.000 to MP 6.994

Source:  KYTC Highway Information System (HIS) Data, 2003



0.000 0.380 No No None No No No No

0.000 2.350 No No None No No No No

0.000 1.811 No No None No No No No
Caldwell County

54.842 57.389 No No None Yes No No No

5.610 21.700 No No 357,964 Yes Yes No No
21.700 21.764 No No 57,484 Yes Yes No No

0.000 4.629 No No None Yes No No No

0.000 19.209 No No None No No No No
18.209 18.277 No Yes None No No No No

6.664 7.037 No No None No No No No

0.000 5.411 No No None No No No No

13.905 23.389 No No None No No No No

0.000 3.206 No No None No No No No

0.000 7.745 No No None No No No No
Crittenden County

0.000 7.494 No No None Yes No No No

0.000 1.803 No No None No No No No

0.000 6.116 No No None No No No No

Begin MP End MP
Appalachian 
Development 

Highway System
Bike Route System Scenic Byway 

System
Coal Haul (annual 

tons)
Defense Highway 

Network

KY 3171 MP 0.000 to MP 2.350

KY 3305 MP 0.000 to MP 1.811

KY 3169 MP 0.000 to MP 0.380

Extended Weight 
System

Forest Highway 
System

KY 293 MP 0.000 to MP 3.206

I-24 MP 54.842 to MP 57.389

WK 9001 MP 5.610 to MP 21.764

US 641 MP 0.000 to MP 4.629

US 62 MP 0.000 to MP 18.277

Table B-2.  Other Highway Systems (cont.)

Lyon County (cont.)

KY 902 MP 0.000 to MP 6.116

KY 902 MP 0.000 to MP 7.745

US 641 MP 0.000 to MP 7.494

KY 295 MP 0.000 to MP 1.803

US 62-1 MP 6.664 to MP 7.037

KY 70 MP 0.000 to MP 5.411

KY 91 MP 13.905 to MP 23.389

Source:  KYTC Highway Information System (HIS) Data, 2003



33.880 45.180 11.300 4 12 10 Paved 65 Divided Highway Flat High Flexible
45.180 54.842 9.662 4 12 10 Paved 65 Divided Highway Flat High Rigid

0.000 3.675 3.675 4 12 10 Paved 65 Divided Highway Rolling High Flexible
3.645 5.610 1.965 4 12 10 Paved 65 Divided Highway Flat High Flexible

0.000 0.108 0.108 2 12 10 Combinaton 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
0.108 5.715 5.607 2 11 4 Combinaton 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible

0.000 0.200 0.200 2 13 1 Curbed 55 Divided Highway Rolling High Rigid
0.200 3.800 3.600 2 12 6 Combination 55 Divided Highway Rolling High Flexible
3.800 4.127 0.327 2 12 8 Paved 55 Divided Highway Rolling High Flexible
4.127 4.800 0.673 2 12 8 Paved 55 Divided Highway Flat High Flexible
4.800 6.780 1.980 4 12 10 Paved 55 Divided Highway Flat High Flexible
6.780 8.670 1.890 4 12 10 Paved 55 Divided Highway Rolling High Flexible
8.670 9.317 0.647 4 12 10 Paved 45 Divided Highway Rolling High Flexible
9.317 9.340 0.023 4 12 10 Paved 55 Divided Highway Rolling High Flexible
9.340 10.350 1.010 2 12 10 Paved 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
10.350 10.465 0.115 2 12 10 Paved 55 Divided Highway Rolling High Flexible
10.465 10.545 0.080 2 12 6 Paved 55 Divided Highway Rolling High Flexible
10.545 11.971 1.426 2 12 6 Paved 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
11.971 12.455 0.484 2 12 10 Paved 55 Divided Highway Rolling High Flexible
12.455 14.183 1.728 2 12 8 Paved 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible

7.576 8.900 1.324 2 10 4 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
8.900 13.536 4.636 2 10 8 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
13.536 14.123 0.587 2 12 8 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
14.123 16.509 2.386 2 11 8 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
16.509 20.394 3.885 2 9 3 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Rolling Mixed Bitumous

0.000 0.615 0.615 2 11 10 Paved 55 Divided Highway Flat High Flexible
0.615 0.708 0.093 2 11 4 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Flat High Flexible
0.708 0.742 0.034 2 9 3 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Flat High Flexible
0.742 3.820 3.078 2 9 3 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible

0.000 1.700 1.700 2 9 3 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Rolling Mixed Bitumous
1.700 2.100 0.400 2 9 3 Combination 35 Undivided Highway Rolling Mixed Bitumous
2.100 2.320 0.220 2 12 2 Stabilized 35 Divided Highway Rolling Mixed Bitumous
2.320 2.740 0.420 2 9 3 Combination 35 Undivided Highway Rolling Mixed Bitumous
2.740 9.434 6.694 2 9 3 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Rolling Mixed Bitumous

0.000 3.623 3.623 2 9 3 Stabilized 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible

6.127 8.220 2.093 2 10 4 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
8.220 8.450 0.230 2 10 3 Stablized 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
8.450 8.714 0.264 2 9 3 Stablized 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible

KY 293 MP 0.000 to MP 3.820

KY 295 MP 0.000 to MP 9.434

KY 373 MP 0.000 to MP 3.623

KY 730 MP 6.127 to MP 8.714

Lane Width (feet) Roadway Type

KY 93 MP 7.576 to MP 20.394

I-24 MP 33.880 to MP 54.842

Table B-3. Geometric Characteristics

Terrain Type Pavement TypeBegin MP End MP Length (miles) Shoulder Type Speed Limit 
(mph)

Shoulder Width 
(feet)Number of Lanes

Lyon County

WK 9001 MP 0.000 to MP 5.610

US 641 MP 0.000 to MP 5.715

US 62 MP 0.000 to MP 14.183

Source:  KYTC Highway Information System (HIS)  Data, 2003



4.450 7.796 3.346 2 9 2 Stabilized 55 Undivided Highway Rolling Mixed Bitumous

1.766 6.292 4.526 2 9 3 Stabilized 55 Undivided Highway Rolling Mixed Bitumous

0.000 8.031 8.031 2 9 2 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Rolling Mixed Bitumous

0.000 1.505 1.505 2 8 3 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Rolling Mixed Bitumous

0.000 3.417 3.417 2 9 3 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Rolling Mixed Bitumous
3.417 6.994 3.577 2 8 3 Stabilized 55 Undivided Highway Rolling Mixed Bitumous

0.000 0.380 0.380 2 9 3 Stabilized 55 Undivided Highway Rolling Mixed Bitumous

0.000 2.350 2.350 2 9 3 Stabilized 55 Undivided Highway Rolling Mixed Bitumous

0.000 0.850 0.850 2 9 3 Stabilized 55 Undivided Highway Rolling Mixed Bitumous
0.850 1.811 0.961 2 9 3 Stabilized 35 Undivided Highway Rolling Mixed Bitumous

Caldwell County

54.842 57.389 2.547 4 12 10 Paved 65 Divided Highway Rolling High Rigid

5.610 9.963 4.353 4 12 10 Paved  65 Divided Highway Rolling High Flexible
9.963 10.293 0.330 4 12 10 Paved  65 Divided Highway Rolling Composite
10.293 21.764 11.471 4 12 10 Paved  65 Divided Highway Rolling High Flexible

0.000 2.177 2.177 2 10 4 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Rolling Composite
2.177 2.218 0.041 2 10 4 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Flat High Flexible
2.218 2.319 0.101 2 10 4 Combination 35 Undivided Highway Flat High Flexible
2.319 2.425 0.106 2 12 4 Combination 35 Undivided Highway Flat High Flexible
2.425 2.530 0.105 2 12 3 Curbed 35 Undivided Highway Flat High Flexible
2.530 2.877 0.347 2 12 4 Combination 35 Undivided Highway Flat High Flexible
2.877 3.308 0.431 2 11 4 Stabilized 35 Undivided Highway Flat High Flexible
3.308 3.505 0.197 2 11 4 Stabilized 55 Undivided Highway Flat High Flexible
3.505 4.629 1.124 2 11 4 Stabilized 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible

0.000 1.150 1.150 2 12 10 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Flat High Flexible
1.150 3.644 2.494 2 12 10 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
3.644 3.666 0.022 2 12 10 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Flat High Flexible
3.666 4.390 0.724 2 12 10 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
4.390 4.500 0.110 2 12 10 Combination 55 Divided Highway Rolling High Flexible
4.500 4.610 0.110 2 12 10 Combination 55 Divided Highway Flat High Flexible
4.610 5.200 0.590 2 12 10 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Flat High Flexible
5.200 5.300 0.100 2 12 10 Combination 45 Undivided Highway Flat High Flexible
5.300 5.780 0.480 2 12 10 Combination 35 Undivided Highway Flat High Flexible
5.780 5.931 0.151 2 12 10 Combination 35 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible

KY 3169 MP 0.000 to MP 0.380

Table B-3. Geometric Characteristics (cont.)

Begin MP Pavement Type

Lyon County (cont.)

Shoulder Width 
(feet)

I-24 MP 54.842 to MP 57.389

WK 9001 MP 5.610 to MP 21.764

US 641 MP 0.000 to MP 4.629

KY 3305 MP 0.000 to MP 1.811

KY 3171 MP 0.000 to MP 2.350

US 62 MP 0.000 to MP 5.931

Speed Limit 
(mph) Roadway TypeEnd MP Length (miles) Number of Lanes Terrain TypeLane Width (feet)

KY 810 MP 4.450 to MP 7.796

KY 818 MP 1.766 to MP 6.292

KY 1199 MP 0.000 to MP 1.505

KY 1943 MP 0.000 to MP 6.994

KY 819 MP 0.000 to MP 8.031

Shoulder Type

Source:  KYTC Highway Information System (HIS)  Data, 2003



5.931 5.932 0.001 2 12 10 Combination 35 Undivided Highway Flat High Flexible
5.932 6.250 0.318 2 12 3 Combination 35 Undivided Highway Flat High Flexible
6.250 6.664 0.414 2 12 2 Curbed 35 Undivided Highway Flat High Flexible
6.664 6.700 0.036 2 12 0 Curbed 35 Couplet Flat High Flexible
6.700 6.770 0.070 2 11 0 Curbed 35 Couplet Flat High Flexible
6.770 6.942 0.172 2 11 0 Curbed 25 Couplet Flat High Flexible
6.942 6.987 0.045 2 12 0 Curbed 25 Couplet Flat High Flexible
6.987 7.019 0.032 1 16 0 Curbed 25 Couplet Flat High Flexible
7.019 7.037 0.018 2 12 0 Curbed 25 Couplet Flat High Flexible
7.037 7.100 0.063 2 11 2 Curbed 25 Undivided Highway Flat High Flexible
7.100 7.122 0.022 2 11 2 Curbed 35 Undivided Highway Flat High Flexible
7.122 7.347 0.225 2 11 2 Curbed 35 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
7.347 7.633 0.286 2 10 0 Curbed 35 Undivided Highway Rolling Mixed Bituminous
7.633 8.046 0.413 2 10 6 Combination 35 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
8.046 8.466 0.420 2 10 6 Combination 45 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
8.466 18.277 9.811 2 10 6 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible

6.664 7.037 0.373 2 12 0 Curbed 25 Urban Minor Arterial 
Street Flat High Flexible

0.000 0.152 0.152 2 9 4 Stabilized 35 Undivided Highway Flat High Flexible
0.152 0.195 0.043 2 9 4 Stabilized 35 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
0.195 0.492 0.297 2 9 4 Stabilized 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
0.492 5.411 4.919 2 9 3 Stabilized 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible

13.905 19.229 5.324 2 9 4 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
19.229 23.389 4.16 2 9 4 Stabilized 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible

0.000 3.206 3.206 2 9 4 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible

0.000 7.745 7.745 2 9 3 Stabilized 55 Undivided Highway Rolling Mixed Bitumous
Crittenden County

0.000 2.960 2.960 2 10 3 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
2.960 3.630 0.670 2 10 3 Combination 45 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
3.630 5.030 1.400 2 10 3 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
5.030 5.430 0.400 2 12 10 Paved 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
5.430 6.520 1.090 2 10 3 Combination 55 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
6.520 6.750 0.230 2 10 3 Combination 45 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
6.750 6.986 0.236 2 11 4 Stabilized 45 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
6.986 7.210 0.224 2 11 4 Stabilized 35 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
7.210 7.380 0.170 2 12 0 Curbed 35 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible
7.380 7.494 0.114 2 14 0 Curbed 35 Undivided Highway Rolling High Flexible

0.000 1.610 1.610 2 9 3 Stabilized 55 Undivided Highway Rolling Mixed Bituminous
1.610 1.803 0.193 2 9 3 Stabilized 25 Undivided Highway Rolling Mixed Bituminous

0.000 6.116 6.116 2 9 3 Stabilized 55 Undivided Highway Rolling Mixed Bituminous
KY 902 MP 0.000 to MP 6.116

US 641 MP 0.000 to MP 7.494

KY 295 MP 0.000 to MP 1.803

KY 293 MP 0.000 to MP 3.206

KY 902 MP 0.000 to MP 7.745

US 62-1 MP 6.664 to MP 7.037

KY 91 MP 13.905 to MP 23.389

KY 70 MP 0.000 to MP 5.411

Table B-3. Geometric Characteristics (cont.)

End MP Length (miles) Number of Lanes

US 62 MP 5.391 to MP 18.277

Roadway Type Terrain Type Pavement Type

Caldwell County (cont.)

Lane Width (feet) Shoulder Width 
(feet) Shoulder Type Speed Limit 

(mph)Begin MP

Source:  KYTC Highway Information System (HIS)  Data, 2003



Bridge No. Bridge MP Bridge Length (feet) Bridge Width (feet) Horizontal Clearance 
(feet) Sufficiency Rating Structural Function Feature Intersected

B00035 37.929 206.000 43.200 39.200 76.800 Functionally Obsolete P&L Railway
B00036 38.355 195.000 43.500 39.600 92.200 Functionally Obsolete KY 93
B00037 39.505 305.000 43.200 39.700 95.400 -- US 62
B00039 40.836 185.000 43.200 39.200 96.500 -- Knob Creek
B00041 42.657 287.000 43.200 39.500 88.800 Functionally Obsolete Port Authority Rd
B00044 46.651 407.000 41.800 38.500 97.000 -- Eddy Creek
B00048 53.417 142.000 42.500 38.500 97.000 -- Dry Fork Creek

B00049 0.001 272.000 38.000 34.000 96.300 -- I-24 @ MP 41.603
B00051 1.745 29.000 0.000 21.500 72.600 Functionally Obsolete Riley Rd
B00052 3.408 221.000 52.700 38.000 93.900 -- P&L RR-Elkhorn Tavern Rd
B00030 3.702 226.000 39.800 38.300 92.300 -- US 62

B00001 0.512 153.000 33.700 28.300 58.300 -- P&L Railway
B00002 2.094 43.000 36.000 23.000 62.000 Functionally Obsolete Branch of Skinframe Creek
B00003 2.533 79.000 26.000 23.000 51.000 Functionally Obsolete Skinframe Creek

B00018 1.069 35.000 0.000 28.000 64.200 -- Flat Creek
B00017 3.690 33.000 0.000 30.000 74.700 -- Branch of Flat Creek
B00021 11.604 243.000 35.700 30.200 63.000 -- P&L Railway

B00006 1.729 28.000 0.000 18.000 91.800 -- Fork of Dry Creek
B00005 1.953 62.000 22.000 19.000 64.100 Functionally Obsolete Dry Creek
B00007 3.693 24.000 0.000 18.000 84.700 -- Levi Jones Branch
B00008 9.288 245.000 30.800 26.000 80.800 -- Eddy Creek
B00042 13.733 323.000 48.000 44.000 97.800 -- I-24 @ MP 43.711
B00025 14.488 36.000 0.000 22.000 84.800 -- Lick Creek
B00050 15.592 245.000 33.700 30.000 64.700 -- Western KY Parkway @ .855
B00010 18.900 26.000 0.000 17.000 73.300 -- Panther Creek
B00011 19.743 42.000 26.000 23.000 82.300 -- Panther Creek

B00043 0.313 271.000 68.000 64.000 97.300 -- I-24 @ MP 44.693
B00053 1.374 71.000 31.300 28.000 90.500 -- Glass Creek

B00038 2.840 234.000 31.200 27.800 79.500 -- I-24 @ MP 40.720
B00013 9.434 253.000 23.200 20.000 74.900 Functionally Obsolete Livingston Creek

B00015 0.706 26.000 0.000 24.000 96.600 -- Crab Creek

B00033 5.510 216.000 29.200 28.200 82.600 -- I-24 @ MP 36.406

B00031 2.440 42.000 24.100 22.900 96.000 -- Panther Creek

B00027 2.040 97.000 23.900 22.500 68.900 Structurally Deficient Crab Creek
B00028 3.417 53.000 24.300 22.800 84.100 -- Skinframe Creek

Table B-4. Bridge Data

KY 819 MP 0.000 to MP 8.031

US 62 MP 0.000 to MP 14.183

KY 373 MP 0.000 to MP 3.623

KY 293 MP 0.000 to MP 3.820

KY 295 MP 0.000 to MP 9.434

WK 9001 MP 0.000 to MP 5.610

I-24 MP 33.880 to MP 54.842

KY 93 MP 7.576 to MP 20.394

Lyon County

US 641 MP 0.000 to MP 5.715

KY 1943 MP 0.000 to MP 6.994

KY 810 MP 4.450 to MP 7.796

Source:  KYTC Highway Information System (HIS) Data, 2003



Bridge No. Bridge MP Bridge Length (feet) Bridge Width (feet) Horizontal Clearance 
(feet) Sufficiency Rating Structural Function Feature Intersected

B00028 6.618 28.000 0.000 76.000 74.400 Functionally Obsolete Luther Sells Road
B00029 11.357 189.000 33.000 30.000 80.300 -- P&L Railway
B00030 14.572 26.000 0.000 76.000 76.900 -- Wiley Creek
B00031 15.825 31.000 0.000 76.000 76.900 -- Ward Creek
B00032 19.209 31.000 0.000 76.000 76.900 -- East Fork
B00033 21.752 207.000 33.000 30.000 80.200 -- Tradewater River

B00042 1.433 48.000 25.500 23.000 66.800 Functionally Obsolete Easley Creek
B00071 4.620 98.000 43.500 40.300 81.300 -- Livingston Creek

B00070 9.779 40.000 33.000 30.000 89.900 -- Wiley Creek
B00013 12.113 96.000 28.000 26.000 72.400 -- Fork of Phelps Creek
B00073 14.758 47.000 33.000 30.200 89.400 -- East Fk Tradewater River
B00080 18.223 26.000 0.000 48.000 97.700 -- Fork-East Fork Creek
B00079 18.261 161.000 43.200 40.000 94.800 -- Tradewater River

B00020 0.415 23.000 0.000 27.000 76.700 -- Cato Creek
B00019 3.892 27.000 0.000 29.000 90.400 -- Sinking Fork Creek
B00018 4.323 23.000 0.000 27.000 93.000 -- Friendship Branch
B00017 7.628 23.000 0.000 27.000 93.400 -- Goose Creek
B00037 12.235 318.000 33.000 30.000 75.100 -- Western Kentucky Parkway
B00077 13.924 21.000 0.000 40.000 97.600 -- Tudor Creek
B00081 14.570 77.000 44.500 40.800 97.600 -- Skinframe Creek
B00040 18.046 23.000 0.000 28.000 93.400 -- Fork of Skinframe Creek
B00041 22.326 26.000 0.000 25.000 68.700 -- Easley Creek

B00007 7.341 263.000 31.500 28.000 76.800 -- Western Kentucky Parkway
B00008 8.156 32.000 0.000 22.000 95.200 -- Stevens Creek
B00009 8.771 28.000 0.000 22.000 80.500 -- Rocky Creek
B00010 12.890 23.000 0.000 22.000 81.000 -- Eagle Creek
B00050 17.912 429.000 24.000 22.400 67.700 -- Donaldson Creek

B00067 11.579 24.000 0.000 26.100 100.000 -- Ootan Branch

B00061 5.361 80.000 48.100 45.000 81.300 -- Crooked Creek

B00042 1.629 23.000 0.000 18.000 83.400 -- Larpin Branch
B00043 2.269 22.000 0.000 20.000 83.400 -- Unname Stream
B00044 3.345 40.000 0.000 20.000 68.000 -- Caldwell Spring Creek
B00045 4.943 99.000 24.000 20.000 79.600 -- Dry Fork Creek
B00046 6.100 152.000 24.000 20.000 77.200 -- Livingston Creek

Caldwell County

KY 91 MP 13.905 to MP 23.389

KY 293 MP 0.000 to MP 3.206

US 641 MP 0.000 to MP 4.629

WK 9001 MP 5.610 to MP 21.764

US 62 MP 0.000 to MP 18.277

KY 902 MP 0.000 to MP 7.745

US 641 MP 0.000 to MP 7.494

KY 902 MP 0.000 to MP 6.116

Crittenden County

Table B-4. Bridge Data (cont.)

Source:  KYTC Highway Information System (HIS) Data, 2003



33.880 39.505 5.625 33.6 25900 A 3.9% 59600 B
39.505 41.603 2.098 33.6 24400 A 3.9% 56100 B
41.603 44.693 3.090 26.9 16100 A 3.9% 37000 A
44.693 54.842 10.149 26.9 15400 A 3.9% 35400 A

0.000 3.702 3.702 30.3 10300 A 2.6% 18100 A
3.702 5.610 1.908 30.3 7610 A 2.6% 13400 A

0.000 0.108 0.108 16.8 3080 C 2.2% 5000 D
0.108 0.512 0.404 16.8 3080 D 2.2% 5000 D
0.512 2.668 2.156 16.8 3190 D 2.2% 5100 D
2.668 5.715 3.047 16.8 3200 D 2.2% 5200 D

0.000 0.200 0.200 14.7 4280 D 1.0% 5300 D
0.200 3.736 3.536 14.7 4280 C 1.0% 5300 D
3.736 4.765 1.029 14.7 6180 D 1.0% 7700 D
4.765 4.800 0.035 14.7 5270 D 1.0% 6600 D
4.800 6.096 1.296 14.7 5270 A 1.0% 6600 A
6.096 6.780 0.684 14.7 8180 A 1.0% 10200 A
6.780 8.148 1.368 13.2 2 8930 A 1.0% 11100 A
8.148 8.670 0.522 13.2 2 9920 A 1.0% 12300 A
8.670 8.919 0.249 13.2 2 9920 A 1.0% 12300 B
8.919 9.340 0.421 11.7 7030 A 1.0% 8800 A
9.340 10.465 1.125 11.7 7030 D 1.0% 8800 D

10.465 10.525 0.060 11.6 4820 C 1.0% 6000 C
10.525 11.971 1.446 11.6 4820 B 1.0% 6000 C
11.971 12.213 0.242 11.6 4820 B 1.0% 6000 B
12.213 12.455 0.242 7.9 1 3740 A 1.0% 4700 B
12.455 14.183 1.728 7.9 1 3740 B 1.0% 4700 C

7.576 10.458 2.882 7.9 1 1750 B 2.4% 3000 C
10.458 12.942 2.484 7.9 1 2250 B 2.4% 3800 C
12.942 13.536 0.594 7.9 1 3210 C 2.4% 5400 C
13.536 14.123 0.587 7.9 1 3580 B 2.4% 6000 C
14.123 14.784 0.661 7.9 1 3580 C 2.4% 6000 C
14.784 16.509 1.725 7.9 1 4130 C 2.4% 7000 C
16.509 17.421 0.912 9.4 1080 A 2.4% 1800 B
17.421 20.394 2.973 0.4 409 A 2.4% 700 A

0.000 0.313 0.313 7 2990 B 2.0% 4600 C
0.313 0.712 0.399 7 7.0 1 A 2.0% 2100 B
0.712 2.476 1.764 7 1100 A 2.0% 1700 B
2.476 3.820 1.344 7 1040 A 2.0% 1600 B

Table B-5.  Traffic Characteristics

Begin MP End MP Length (miles) % Trucks 2003 ADT 2003 LOS Annual Growth 
Rate

US 641 MP 0.000 to MP 5.715

US 62 MP 0.000 to MP 14.183

KY 93 MP 7.576 to MP 20.394

KY 293 MP 0.000 to MP 3.820

2025 ADT 2025 LOS

I-24 MP 33.880 to MP 54.842

WK 9001 MP 0.000 to MP 5.610

Lyon County



0.000 2.840 2.840 9.7 1 591 A 1.8% 900 A
2.840 3.694 0.854 9.7 1 1120 A 1.8% 1700 B
3.694 8.586 4.892 7.9 1 1090 A 1.8% 1600 B
8.586 9.434 0.848 7.9 1 723 A 1.8% 1100 A

0.000 0.668 0.668 3.4 683 A 1.6% 1000 A
0.668 2.900 2.232 3.4 539 A 1.6% 800 A
2.900 3.623 0.723 3.4 3.4 1 A 1.6% 500 A

6.127 8.714 2.587 9.7 1 910 A 1.0% 1100 A

4.450 5.516 1.066 6.8 517 A 2.3% 800 A
5.516 7.796 2.280 6.8 2 89 A 2.3% 100 A

1.776 4.554 2.778 9.7 1 354 A 2.2% 600 A
4.554 6.292 1.738 9.7 1 531 A 2.2% 900 A

0.000 2.440 2.440 4.8 44 A 1.0% 100 A
2.440 3.284 0.844 4.8 55 A 1.0% 100 A
3.284 5.784 2.500 4.8 68 A 1.0% 100 A
5.784 8.031 2.247 4.8 167 A 1.0% 200 A

0.000 1.505 1.505 5.0 2 124 A 2.6% 200 A

0.000 2.558 2.558 9.7 2 131 A 1.9% 200 A
2.558 4.415 1.857 9.7 1 169 A 1.9% 300 A
4.415 5.572 1.157 9.7 1 103 A 1.9% 200 A
5.572 6.994 1.422 9.7 1 198 A 1.9% 300 A

0.000 0.380 0.380 5.0 2 405 A 2.6% 700 A

0.000 0.600 0.600 5.0 2 380 A 2.1% 600 A
0.600 2.350 1.750 5.0 2 247 A 2.1% 400 A

0.000 1.811 1.811 5.0 2 476 A 2.6% 800 A

Table B-5.  Traffic Characteristics (cont.)

2025 LOS2003 ADT 2003 LOS Annual Growth 
Rate

KY 730 MP 6.127 to MP 8.714

KY 810 MP 4.450 to MP 7.796

Lyon County (cont.)

KY 818 MP 1.766 to MP 6.292

KY 373 MP 0.000 to MP 3.623

KY 295 MP 0.000 to MP 9.434

2025 ADTBegin MP End MP Length (miles) % Trucks

KY 819 MP 0.000 to 8.031

KY 3305 MP 0.000 to MP 1.811

KY 1199 MP 0.000 to MP 1.505

KY 1943 MP 0.000 to MP 6.994

KY 3169 MP 0.000 to MP 0.380

KY 3171 MP 0.000 to MP 2.350



Caldwell County

54.842 55.629 0.787 26.9 15400 A 3.5% 32800 B
55.629 57.389 1.760 26.9 15700 A 3.5% 33500 A

5.610 11.700 6.090 30.3 7610 A 2.0% 11800 A
11.700 13.116 1.416 30.3 2 10600 A 2.0% 16400 A
13.116 21.764 8.648 27.2 8840 A 2.0% 13700 A

0.000 1.587 1.587 16.8 3330 D 2.2% 5400 D
1.587 2.218 0.631 16.8 3090 D 2.2% 5000 D
2.218 2.366 0.148 16.8 3090 E 2.2% 5000 E
2.366 2.530 0.164 16.8 3090 E 2.2% 5000 E
2.530 2.877 0.347 16.8 3090 E 2.2% 5000 E
2.877 3.308 0.431 16.8 3400 E 2.2% 5500 E
3.308 4.629 1.321 16.8 3400 D 2.2% 5500 D

0.000 1.150 1.150 7.9 1 3610 A 1.0% 4500 B
1.150 3.644 2.494 7.9 1 3640 B 1.0% 4500 B
3.644 3.666 0.022 7.9 1 5340 C 1.0% 6600 C
3.666 4.500 0.834 7.9 1 5340 C 2.5% 9100 D
4.500 5.780 1.280 7.9 1 14600 E 2.5% 25000 F
5.780 5.931 0.151 7.9 1 12900 D 2.5% 22100 F
5.931 6.530 0.599 7.9 1 14400 E 2.5% 24600 F
6.530 6.664 0.134 7.9 1 14900 E 2.5% 25500 F
6.664 7.037 0.373 7.9 1 7800 B 1.0% 9800 B
7.037 7.107 0.070 7.9 1 5760 C 1.0% 7200 C
7.107 7.345 0.238 7.9 1 6310 C 1.0% 7900 D
7.345 7.534 0.189 7.9 1 937 A 1.0% 1200 B
7.534 7.733 0.199 7.9 1 3500 C 1.0% 4400 C
7.733 8.250 0.517 7.9 1 3620 C 1.0% 4500 D
8.250 8.793 0.543 7.9 1 2420 B 1.0% 3000 C
8.793 9.908 1.115 7.9 1 1810 B 1.0% 2300 B
9.908 12.458 2.550 7.9 1 1200 B 1.0% 1500 B

12.458 16.150 3.692 7.9 1 907 A 1.0% 1100 A
16.150 18.277 2.127 7.9 1 1170 B 1.0% 1500 B

6.664 7.037 0.373 5.6 1 5150 B 1.0% 6400 B

0 0.492 0.492 10.9 849 A 2.0% 1300 A
0.492 3.668 3.176 10.9 849 A 2.0% 1300 B
3.668 5.411 1.743 10.9 539 A 2.0% 800 A

Table B-5.  Traffic Characteristics (cont.)

US 62-1 MP 6.664 to MP 7.037

KY 70 MP 0.000 to MP 5.411

I-24 MP 54.842 to MP 57.389

WK 9001 MP 5.610 to MP 21.764

US 641 MP 0.000 to MP 4.629

US 62 MP 0.000 to MP 18.277

Annual Growth 
Rate 2025 ADTBegin MP End MP Length (miles) % Trucks 2025 LOS2003 ADT 2003 LOS



Caldwell County (cont.)

13.905 15.776 1.871 9.3 2810 B 1.7% 4000 B
15.776 20.231 4.455 9.3 2480 B 1.7% 3600 B
20.231 23.389 3.158 9.3 2240 B 1.7% 3200 B

0.000 3.206 3.206 7.9 1 1280 B 1.4% 1700 B

0.000 2.090 2.090 6 420 A 1.0% 500 A
2.090 3.231 1.141 9.7 1 390 A 1.0% 500 A
3.231 6.141 2.910 9.7 1 198 A 1.0% 200 A
6.141 7.745 1.604 9.7 1 147 A 1.0% 200 A

Crittenden County

0.000 1.175 1.175 16.8 3400 D 1.5% 4700 D
1.175 2.960 1.785 10.2 4070 D 1.5% 5600 E
2.960 3.188 0.228 10.2 4070 E 1.5% 5600 E
3.188 3.630 0.442 8.3 1 4200 E 1.5% 5800 E
3.630 5.030 1.400 8.3 1 4200 D 1.5% 5800 E
5.030 5.038 0.008 8.3 1 4200 D 1.5% 5800 D
5.038 5.430 0.392 8.3 1 4200 C 1.5% 5800 C
5.430 5.464 0.034 8.3 1 4200 D 1.5% 5800 D
5.464 5.708 0.244 8.3 1 4200 D 1.5% 5800 E
5.708 6.520 0.812 8.3 1 4940 D 1.5% 6800 E
6.520 6.986 0.466 8.3 1 4940 E 1.5% 6800 E
6.986 7.028 0.042 8.3 1 4940 E 1.5% 6800 E
7.028 7.494 0.466 8.3 1 6170 E 1.5% 8500 E

0.000 1.803 1.803 9.2 684 A 1.2% 900 A

0.000 6.116 6.116 9.7 1 151 A 1.3% 200 A
Source: KYTC Highway Information Systems (HIS) Data, 2003 and Wilbur Smith Associates, 2004
1  Default value - 2002 Traffic Forcasting Report, KYTC Division of Multimodal Programs
2  Estimated value

Table B-5.  Traffic Characteristics (cont.)

US 641 MP 0.000 to MP 7.494

KY 295 MP 0.000 to MP 1.803

Length (miles) % Trucks 2025 LOS2003 ADT 2003 LOS Annual Growth 
Rate 2025 ADT

KY 902 MP 0.000 to MP 6.116

KY 293 MP 0.000 to MP 3.206

Begin MP End MP

KY 91 MP 13.905 to MP 23.389

KY 902 MP 0.000 to MP 7.745



Begin End Length Number Divided Rural Avg. Veh. Critical
MP MP (Miles) of Lanes Undivided Urban Crash Rate Fatal Injury PDO Total HMVM Fatal Injury PDO Total Rate Factor

Lyon County
33.880 39.505 5.625 25900 4 Divided Rural 49 61.599 1 15 56 72 2.13 0.47 7.05 26.33 33.85 0.55
39.505 41.603 2.098 24400 4 Divided Rural 49 70.527 0 13 31 44 0.75 0.00 17.39 41.48 58.87 0.83
41.603 44.693 3.090 16100 4 Divided Rural 49 70.846 2 7 34 43 0.73 2.75 9.64 46.81 59.20 0.84
44.693 54.842 10.149 15400 4 Divided Rural 49 61.156 1 27 65 93 2.28 0.44 11.83 28.49 40.76 0.67

0.000 3.702 3.702 10300 4 Divided Rural 58 85.192 0 7 26 33 0.56 0.00 12.57 46.70 59.28 0.70
3.702 5.610 1.908 7610 4 Divided Rural 58 102.968 1 6 23 30 0.21 4.72 28.30 108.50 141.52 1.37

0.000 0.512 0.512 3080 2 Undivided Rural 252 543.217 0 0 0 0 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.512 2.668 2.156 3190 2 Undivided Rural 252 386.027 0 5 13 18 0.10 0.00 49.79 129.46 179.26 0.46
2.668 5.715 3.047 3200 2 Undivided Rural 252 363.895 0 4 9 13 0.14 0.00 28.10 63.22 91.32 0.25

0.000 3.736 3.736 4280 2 Divided Rural 252 338.776 1 10 29 40 0.23 4.28 42.83 124.22 171.34 0.51
3.736 4.765 1.029 6180 2 Divided Rural 252 391.590 0 4 10 14 0.09 0.00 43.08 107.71 150.79 0.39
4.765 4.800 0.035 5270 2 Divided Rural 252 1225.676 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
4.800 6.096 1.296 5270 4 Divided Rural 123 218.486 0 3 3 6 0.10 0.00 30.09 30.09 60.17 0.28
6.096 6.780 0.684 8180 4 Divided Rural 123 229.079 0 10 23 33 0.08 0.00 122.42 281.56 403.97 1.76
6.780 8.148 1.368 8930 4 Divided Rural 123 193.451 0 9 18 27 0.18 0.00 50.46 100.92 151.38 0.78
8.148 8.919 0.771 9920 4 Divided Rural 123 212.972 0 3 14 17 0.11 0.00 26.87 125.37 152.24 0.71
8.919 9.340 0.421 7030 4 Divided Rural 123 272.008 0 9 13 22 0.04 0.00 208.28 300.85 509.13 1.87
9.340 10.350 1.010 7030 2 Undivided Rural 252 383.831 0 9 11 20 0.10 0.00 86.82 106.11 192.93 0.50
10.350 10.465 0.115 7030 2 Divided Rural 252 670.755 0 3 2 5 0.01 0.00 254.16 169.44 423.61 0.63
10.465 10.545 0.080 4820 2 Divided Rural 252 885.820 0 1 2 3 0.01 0.00 177.63 355.25 532.88 0.60
10.545 11.971 1.426 4820 2 Undivided Rural 252 386.071 0 3 9 12 0.10 0.00 29.90 89.69 119.58 0.31
11.971 12.213 0.242 4820 2 Divided Rural 252 594.716 0 0 0 0 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
12.213 12.455 0.242 3740 2 Divided Rural 252 645.573 0 0 2 2 0.01 0.00 0.00 151.35 151.35 0.23
12.455 14.183 1.728 3740 2 Undivided Rural 252 390.425 0 1 7 8 0.09 0.00 10.60 74.19 84.79 0.22

7.576 10.458 2.882 1750 2 Undivided Rural 252 409.487 0 5 9 14 0.07 0.00 67.90 122.22 190.13 0.46
10.458 12.942 2.484 2250 2 Undivided Rural 252 401.281 0 8 7 15 0.08 0.00 98.04 85.78 183.82 0.46
12.942 13.536 0.594 3210 2 Undivided Rural 252 515.050 0 2 4 6 0.03 0.00 71.84 143.69 215.53 0.42
13.536 14.784 1.248 3580 2 Undivided Rural 252 419.776 0 1 3 4 0.07 0.00 15.33 45.99 61.32 0.15
14.784 16.509 1.725 4130 2 Undivided Rural 252 383.601 1 8 14 23 0.10 9.61 76.91 134.60 221.12 0.58
16.509 17.421 0.912 1080 2 Undivided Rural 252 627.774 0 1 1 2 0.01 0.00 69.54 69.54 139.08 0.22
17.421 20.394 2.973 409 2 Undivided Rural 252 587.074 0 1 2 3 0.02 0.00 56.33 112.66 168.99 0.29

0.000 0.313 0.313 2990 2 Divided Rural 252 638.427 0 1 3 4 0.01 0.00 73.19 219.56 292.75 0.46
0.313 0.615 0.302 1360 2 Divided Rural 252 863.458 0 0 2 2 0.01 0.00 0.00 333.53 333.53 0.39
0.615 0.712 0.097 1360 2 Undivided Rural 252 1443.383 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.712 2.476 1.764 1100 2 Undivided Rural 252 512.603 0 3 4 7 0.03 0.00 105.90 141.19 247.09 0.48
2.476 3.820 1.344 1040 2 Undivided Rural 252 562.756 0 1 2 3 0.02 0.00 49.00 98.00 147.01 0.26

0.000 2.100 2.100 591 2 Undivided Rural 252 583.379 1 1 0 2 0.02 55.19 55.19 0.00 110.37 0.19
2.100 2.320 0.220 591 2 Divided Rural 252 1453.960 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2.300 2.840 0.540 591 2 Undivided Rural 252 958.381 0 0 1 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 214.62 214.62 0.22
2.840 3.694 0.854 1120 2 Undivided Rural 252 633.849 0 0 3 3 0.01 0.00 0.00 214.83 214.83 0.34
3.694 8.586 4.892 1090 2 Undivided Rural 252 404.982 0 5 3 8 0.08 0.00 64.23 38.54 102.76 0.25
8.586 9.434 0.848 723 2 Undivided Rural 252 740.075 0 1 5 6 0.01 0.00 111.72 558.58 670.29 0.91

US 62

US 641

I-24

WK 9001

Table B-6. Vehicle Crash Segment Analysis

Route ADT Critical Veh. 
Crash Rate

Vehicle Crashes Rates per HMVM

KY 295

KY 93

KY 293

Source: Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, HIS Database and CRASH Database, 1999-2002, 2003



Begin End Length Number Divided Rural Avg. Veh. Critical
MP MP (Miles) of Lanes Undivided Urban Crash Rate Fatal Injury PDO Total HMVM Fatal Injury PDO Total Rate Factor

0.000 0.668 0.668 683 2 Undivided Rural 252 828.100 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.668 2.900 2.232 539 2 Undivided Rural 252 589.018 0 1 1 2 0.02 0.00 56.93 56.93 113.87 0.19
2.900 3.623 0.723 357 2 Undivided Rural 252 1050.823 0 0 1 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 265.36 265.36 0.25

KY 730 6.127 8.714 2.587 910 2 Undivided Rural 252 487.119 0 3 1 4 0.03 0.00 87.28 29.09 116.38 0.24

4.450 5.516 1.066 517 2 Undivided Rural 252 770.015 0 0 2 2 0.01 0.00 0.00 248.56 248.56 0.32
5.516 7.796 2.280 89 2 Undivided Rural 252 1172.058 0 1 0 1 0.00 0.00 337.54 0.00 337.54 0.29

1.776 4.554 2.778 354 2 Undivided Rural 252 628.097 1 3 5 9 0.01 69.65 208.95 348.24 626.84 1.00
4.554 6.292 1.738 531 2 Undivided Rural 252 641.396 0 1 0 1 0.01 0.00 74.22 0.00 74.22 0.12

0.000 2.440 2.440 44 2 Undivided Rural 252 1603.865 0 1 1 2 0.00 0.00 637.98 637.98 1275.95 0.80
2.440 3.284 0.844 55 2 Undivided Rural 252 2560.541 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3.284 5.784 2.500 68 2 Undivided Rural 252 1274.265 0 0 2 2 0.00 0.00 0.00 805.80 805.80 0.63
5.784 8.031 2.247 167 2 Undivided Rural 252 895.735 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

KY 1199 0.000 1.505 1.505 124 2 Undivided Rural 252 1218.922 0 0 1 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 367.02 367.02 0.30

0.000 2.558 2.558 131 2 Undivided Rural 252 938.832 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2.558 4.415 1.857 169 2 Undivided Rural 252 965.240 0 2 0 2 0.00 0.00 436.49 0.00 436.49 0.45
4.415 5.572 1.157 103 2 Undivided Rural 252 1519.731 0 0 1 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 574.75 574.75 0.38
5.572 6.994 1.422 198 2 Undivided Rural 252 1011.437 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

KY 3169 0.000 0.380 0.380 405 2 Undivided Rural 252 1337.206 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.000 0.600 0.600 380 2 Undivided Rural 252 1110.969 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.600 2.350 1.750 247 2 Undivided Rural 252 845.986 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

KY 3305 0.000 1.811 1.811 476 2 Undivided Rural 252 656.235 0 2 3 5 0.01 0.00 158.91 238.37 397.28 0.61

54.842 55.629 0.787 15400 4 Divided Rural 49 94.692 0 1 3 4 0.18 0.00 5.65 16.95 22.61 0.24
55.629 57.389 1.760 15700 4 Divided Rural 49 78.629 0 3 5 8 0.40 0.00 7.44 12.39 19.83 0.25

5.610 11.109 5.499 7610 4 Divided Rural 58 83.917 0 15 24 39 0.61 0.00 24.55 39.28 63.83 0.76
11.109 11.700 0.591 7610 4 Divided Urban 104 214.133 0 0 1 1 0.07 0.00 0.00 15.23 15.23 0.07
11.700 13.116 1.416 10600 4 Divided Rural 58 102.190 0 1 12 13 0.22 0.00 4.56 54.76 59.32 0.58
13.116 21.764 8.648 8840 4 Divided Rural 58 77.017 1 10 44 55 1.12 0.90 8.96 39.42 49.28 0.64

0.000 1.587 1.587 3330 2 Undivided Rural 252 405.698 0 2 6 8 0.08 0.00 25.92 77.76 103.69 0.26
1.587 2.877 1.290 3090 2 Undivided Rural 252 430.102 0 8 10 18 0.06 0.00 137.46 171.83 309.29 0.72
2.877 4.629 1.752 3400 2 Undivided Rural 252 396.413 0 5 19 24 0.09 0.00 57.49 218.47 275.96 0.70

Rates per HMVM

Table B-6. Vehicle Crash Segment Analysis (cont.)

Route ADT Critical Veh. 
Crash Rate

Vehicle Crashes

KY 3171

KY 810

KY 818

KY 373

KY 819

KY 1943

I-24

Caldwell County

WK 9001

US 641

Source: Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, HIS Database and CRASH Database, 1999-2002, 2003



Begin End Length Number Divided Rural Avg. Veh. Critical
MP MP (Miles) of Lanes Undivided Urban Crash Rate Fatal Injury PDO Total HMVM Fatal Injury PDO Total Rate Factor

0.000 1.150 1.150 3610 2 Undivided Rural 252 426.348 0 2 5 7 0.06 0.00 33.00 82.49 115.49 0.27
1.150 3.644 2.494 3640 2 Undivided Rural 252 368.096 0 4 7 11 0.13 0.00 30.18 52.81 82.99 0.23
3.644 4.390 0.746 5340 2 Undivided Rural 252 430.159 0 3 4 7 0.06 0.00 51.58 68.77 120.36 0.28
4.390 4.500 0.110 5340 2 Divided Rural 252 751.875 0 1 0 1 0.01 0.00 116.60 0.00 116.60 0.16
4.500 4.610 0.110 14600 2 Divided Rural 252 540.377 0 0 0 0 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
4.610 5.780 1.170 14600 2 Undivided Rural 252 335.889 1 5 33 39 0.25 4.01 20.05 132.32 156.38 0.47
5.780 5.931 0.151 12900 2 Undivided Rural 252 512.067 0 4 11 15 0.03 0.00 140.65 386.79 527.44 1.03
5.931 6.530 0.599 14400 2 Undivided Rural 252 371.203 0 3 11 14 0.13 0.00 23.82 87.35 111.17 0.30
6.530 6.664 0.134 14900 2 Undivided Rural 252 508.663 0 1 4 5 0.03 0.00 34.30 137.22 171.52 0.34
6.664 6.987 0.323 7800 2 Couplet Rural 252 478.810 0 2 21 23 0.04 0.00 54.37 570.91 625.28 1.31
6.987 7.019 0.032 7800 1 Couplet Rural 163 845.011 0 0 1 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 274.41 274.41 0.32
7.019 7.037 0.018 7800 2 Couplet Rural 252 1399.126 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
7.037 7.107 0.070 5760 2 Undivided Rural 252 869.915 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
7.107 7.345 0.238 6310 2 Undivided Rural 252 550.968 0 0 2 2 0.02 0.00 0.00 91.22 91.22 0.17
7.345 7.534 0.189 937 2 Undivided Rural 252 1249.591 0 0 3 3 0.00 0.00 0.00 1160.29 1160.29 0.93
7.534 7.733 0.199 3500 2 Undivided Rural 252 706.687 0 1 3 4 0.01 0.00 98.34 295.02 393.36 0.56
7.733 8.250 0.517 3620 2 Undivided Rural 252 517.682 0 2 3 5 0.03 0.00 73.19 109.79 182.99 0.35
8.250 8.793 0.543 2420 2 Undivided Rural 252 573.293 0 0 6 6 0.02 0.00 0.00 312.74 312.74 0.55
8.793 9.908 1.115 1810 2 Undivided Rural 252 507.197 1 0 3 4 0.03 33.94 0.00 101.82 135.75 0.27
9.908 12.458 2.550 1200 2 Undivided Rural 252 456.660 0 6 9 15 0.04 0.00 134.30 201.45 335.75 0.74
12.458 16.150 3.692 907 2 Undivided Rural 252 447.169 1 3 10 14 0.05 20.45 61.36 204.54 286.36 0.64
16.150 18.277 2.127 1170 2 Undivided Rural 252 480.294 0 2 6 8 0.04 0.00 55.05 165.14 220.18 0.46

0.000 3.668 3.668 849 2 Undivided Rural 252 454.776 0 1 3 4 0.05 0.00 21.99 65.98 87.98 0.19
3.668 5.411 1.743 539 2 Undivided Rural 252 637.615 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

13.905 15.776 1.871 2810 2 Undivided Rural 252 406.112 0 8 9 17 0.08 0.00 104.22 117.25 221.47 0.55
15.776 20.231 4.455 2480 2 Undivided Rural 252 356.917 0 8 12 20 0.16 0.00 49.59 74.39 123.99 0.35
20.231 23.389 3.158 2240 2 Undivided Rural 252 384.086 0 7 8 15 0.10 0.00 67.78 77.46 145.24 0.38

KY 293 0.000 3.206 3.206 1280 2 Undivided Rural 252 427.409 1 6 2 9 0.06 16.69 100.14 33.38 150.22 0.35

0.000 2.090 2.090 420 2 Undivided Rural 252 652.234 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2.090 3.231 1.141 390 2 Undivided Rural 252 836.295 0 1 0 1 0.01 0.00 153.92 0.00 153.92 0.18
3.231 6.141 2.910 198 2 Undivided Rural 252 757.289 0 1 3 4 0.01 0.00 118.87 356.62 475.50 0.63
6.141 7.745 1.604 147 2 Undivided Rural 252 1094.205 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.000 1.175 1.175 3400 2 Undivided Rural 252 429.894 0 10 16 26 0.06 0.00 171.45 274.32 445.76 1.04
1.175 3.188 2.013 4070 2 Undivided Rural 252 374.416 0 14 18 32 0.12 0.00 117.04 150.48 267.52 0.71
3.188 5.708 2.520 4200 2 Undivided Rural 252 359.262 0 12 16 28 0.15 0.00 77.66 103.54 181.20 0.50
5.708 7.028 1.320 4940 2 Undivided Rural 252 389.783 0 4 15 19 0.10 0.00 42.02 157.56 199.57 0.51
7.028 7.494 0.466 6170 2 Undivided Rural 252 463.499 0 3 7 10 0.04 0.00 71.47 166.75 238.22 0.51

KY 295 0.000 1.803 1.803 684 2 Undivided Rural 252 584.519 0 0 0 0 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

KY 902 0.000 7.745 7.745 151 2 Undivided Rural 252 594.230 0 0 0 0 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Table B-6. Vehicle Crash Segment Analysis (cont.)

KY 70

KY 91

KY 902

Crittenden County

US 641

Vehicle Crashes Rates per HMVM

US 62

Route ADT Critical Veh. 
Crash Rate

Source: Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, HIS Database and CRASH Database, 1999-2002, 2003



Begin End Length Number Divided/ Rural/ Avg. Veh. Critical Veh. Critical
MP MP (Miles) of Lanes Undivided Urban Crash Rate Crash Rate Fatal Injury PDO Total Fatal Injury PDO Total Rate Factor

34.000 34.100 0.100 25900 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.157 0 2 6 8 37.81 0.00 0.05 0.16 0.21 1.35
35.289 35.389 0.100 25900 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.157 0 2 3 5 37.81 0.00 0.05 0.08 0.13 0.84
36.500 36.600 0.100 25900 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.157 0 2 2 4 37.81 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.11 0.67
36.900 37.000 0.100 25900 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.157 1 1 2 4 37.81 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.11 0.67
37.279 37.379 0.100 25900 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.157 0 1 3 4 37.81 0.00 0.03 0.08 0.11 0.67
38.000 38.100 0.100 25900 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.157 0 1 4 5 37.81 0.00 0.03 0.11 0.13 0.84
38.450 38.550 0.100 25900 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.157 0 2 3 5 37.81 0.00 0.05 0.08 0.13 0.84
39.467 39.567 0.100 25150 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.159 0 4 5 9 36.72 0.00 0.11 0.14 0.25 1.54
39.700 39.800 0.100 24400 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.161 0 3 1 4 35.62 0.00 0.08 0.03 0.11 0.70
39.905 40.005 0.100 24400 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.161 0 1 8 9 35.62 0.00 0.03 0.22 0.25 1.57
40.038 40.138 0.100 24400 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.161 0 2 2 4 35.62 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.11 0.70
40.200 40.300 0.100 24400 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.161 0 1 3 4 35.62 0.00 0.03 0.08 0.11 0.70
41.500 41.600 0.100 24400 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.161 0 0 7 7 35.62 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.20 1.22
42.000 42.100 0.100 16100 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.190 0 1 8 9 23.51 0.00 0.04 0.34 0.38 2.01
42.148 42.248 0.100 16100 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.190 0 1 3 4 23.51 0.00 0.04 0.13 0.17 0.90
42.957 43.057 0.100 16100 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.190 0 1 6 7 23.51 0.00 0.04 0.26 0.30 1.57
44.693 44.793 0.100 15400 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.194 0 1 5 6 22.48 0.00 0.04 0.22 0.27 1.38
44.900 45.000 0.100 15400 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.194 0 2 2 4 22.48 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.18 0.92
45.200 45.300 0.100 15400 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.194 0 1 3 4 22.48 0.00 0.04 0.13 0.18 0.92
46.300 46.400 0.100 15400 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.194 0 3 1 4 22.48 0.00 0.13 0.04 0.18 0.92
46.900 47.000 0.100 15400 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.194 0 3 5 8 22.48 0.00 0.13 0.22 0.36 1.84
47.019 47.119 0.100 15400 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.194 0 0 4 4 22.48 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.18 0.92
49.981 50.081 0.100 15400 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.194 0 3 4 7 22.48 0.00 0.13 0.18 0.31 1.61
50.901 51.001 0.100 15400 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.194 0 1 3 4 22.48 0.00 0.04 0.13 0.18 0.92
53.400 53.500 0.100 15400 4 Divided Rural 0.05 0.194 0 2 3 5 22.48 0.00 0.09 0.13 0.22 1.15

0.000 0.100 0.100 10300 4 Divided Rural 0.06 0.256 0 1 5 6 15.04 0.00 0.07 0.33 0.40 1.56
3.626 3.726 0.100 8955 4 Divided Rural 0.06 0.273 0 0 6 6 13.07 0.00 0.00 0.46 0.46 1.68
4.000 4.100 0.100 7610 4 Divided Rural 0.06 0.294 0 0 8 8 11.11 0.00 0.00 0.72 0.72 2.45
5.000 5.100 0.100 7610 4 Divided Rural 0.06 0.294 0 1 4 5 11.11 0.00 0.09 0.36 0.45 1.53
5.200 5.300 0.100 7610 4 Divided Rural 0.06 0.294 0 2 2 4 11.11 0.00 0.18 0.18 0.36 1.22
5.510 5.610 0.100 7610 4 Divided Rural 0.06 0.294 0 1 4 5 11.11 0.00 0.09 0.36 0.45 1.53

0.000 0.100 0.100 4280 2 Divided Rural 0.25 0.845 0 1 5 6 6.25 0.00 0.16 0.80 0.96 1.14
2.700 2.800 0.100 4280 2 Divided Rural 0.25 0.845 0 2 2 4 6.25 0.00 0.32 0.32 0.64 0.76
3.170 3.270 0.100 4280 2 Divided Rural 0.25 0.845 0 1 3 4 6.25 0.00 0.16 0.48 0.64 0.76
3.679 3.779 0.100 5230 2 Divided Rural 0.25 0.782 0 4 5 9 7.64 0.00 0.52 0.65 1.18 1.51
4.100 4.200 0.100 6180 2 Divided Rural 0.25 0.734 0 1 4 5 9.02 0.00 0.11 0.44 0.55 0.75
4.665 4.765 0.100 6180 2 Divided Rural 0.25 0.734 0 2 3 5 9.02 0.00 0.22 0.33 0.55 0.75
6.001 6.101 0.100 6000 4 Divided Rural 0.12 0.479 0 2 3 5 8.76 0.00 0.23 0.34 0.57 1.19
6.450 6.550 0.100 8180 4 Divided Rural 0.12 0.420 0 1 8 9 11.94 0.00 0.08 0.67 0.75 1.79
6.580 6.680 0.100 8180 4 Divided Rural 0.12 0.420 0 4 6 10 11.94 0.00 0.33 0.50 0.84 1.99
6.700 6.800 0.100 8555 4 Divided Rural 0.12 0.413 0 5 8 13 12.49 0.00 0.40 0.64 1.04 2.52
8.100 8.200 0.100 9425 4 Divided Rural 0.12 0.397 0 4 5 9 13.76 0.00 0.29 0.36 0.65 1.65
8.881 8.981 0.100 8475 4 Divided Rural 0.12 0.414 0 1 9 10 12.37 0.00 0.08 0.73 0.81 1.95
9.000 9.100 0.100 7030 4 Divided Rural 0.12 0.447 0 5 9 14 10.26 0.00 0.49 0.88 1.36 3.05
9.500 9.600 0.100 7030 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.701 0 4 2 6 10.26 0.00 0.39 0.19 0.58 0.83
9.828 9.928 0.100 7030 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.701 0 2 3 5 10.26 0.00 0.19 0.29 0.49 0.70
9.981 10.081 0.100 7030 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.701 0 0 5 5 10.26 0.00 0.00 0.49 0.49 0.70
10.400 10.500 0.100 5925 2 Divided Rural 0.25 0.746 0 4 3 7 8.65 0.00 0.46 0.35 0.81 1.09
10.600 10.700 0.100 4820 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.807 0 1 3 4 7.04 0.00 0.14 0.43 0.57 0.70

Vehicle Crashes Rates per MVMRoute ADT MVM

US 62

WK 9001

Table B-7. Vehicle Crash Spot Analysis

Lyon County

I-24

Source: Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, HIS Database and CRASH Database, 1999-2002, 2003



Begin End Length Number Divided/ Rural/ Avg. Veh. Critical Veh. Critical
MP MP (Miles) of Lanes Undivided Urban Crash Rate Crash Rate Fatal Injury PDO Total Fatal Injury PDO Total Rate Factor

12.942 13.042 0.100 3210 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.952 0 4 3 7 4.69 0.00 0.85 0.64 1.49 1.57
16.400 16.500 0.100 4130 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.857 0 4 3 7 6.03 0.00 0.66 0.50 1.16 1.35

KY 293 0.000 0.100 0.100 2990 2 Divided Rural 0.25 0.981 0 1 3 4 4.37 0.00 0.23 0.69 0.92 0.93

9.991 10.091 0.100 7610 4 Divided Rural 0.06 0.294 0 3 3 6 11.11 0.00 0.27 0.27 0.54 1.83
13.016 13.116 0.100 10600 4 Divided Rural 0.06 0.253 0 1 3 4 15.48 0.00 0.06 0.19 0.26 1.02
16.000 16.100 0.100 8840 4 Divided Rural 0.06 0.274 0 2 3 5 12.91 0.00 0.15 0.23 0.39 1.41

2.700 2.800 0.100 3090 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.967 0 1 4 5 4.51 0.00 0.22 0.89 1.11 1.15
3.000 3.100 0.100 3400 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.929 0 1 4 5 4.96 0.00 0.20 0.81 1.01 1.08
3.200 3.300 0.100 3400 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.929 0 2 6 8 4.96 0.00 0.40 1.21 1.61 1.74
3.302 3.402 0.100 3400 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.929 0 1 4 5 4.96 0.00 0.20 0.81 1.01 1.08

5.055 5.155 0.100 14600 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.552 0 2 9 11 21.32 0.00 0.09 0.42 0.52 0.93
5.400 5.500 0.100 14600 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.552 1 3 5 9 21.32 0.05 0.14 0.23 0.42 0.76
5.600 5.700 0.100 14600 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.552 0 1 11 12 21.32 0.00 0.05 0.52 0.56 1.02
5.722 5.822 0.100 13750 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.562 0 2 7 9 20.08 0.00 0.10 0.35 0.45 0.80
5.898 5.998 0.100 13650 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.564 0 2 10 12 19.93 0.00 0.10 0.50 0.60 1.07
6.031 6.131 0.100 14400 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.555 0 1 6 7 21.02 0.00 0.05 0.29 0.33 0.60
6.600 6.700 0.100 7800 2 Couplet Rural 0.25 0.676 0 1 7 8 11.39 0.00 0.09 0.61 0.70 1.04
6.720 6.820 0.100 7800 2 Couplet Rural 0.25 0.676 0 0 8 8 11.39 0.00 0.00 0.70 0.70 1.04
6.864 6.964 0.100 7800 2 Couplet Rural 0.25 0.676 0 1 8 9 11.39 0.00 0.09 0.70 0.79 1.17
6.987 7.087 0.100 7800 1 Couplet Rural 0.15 0.490 0 1 3 4 11.39 0.00 0.09 0.26 0.35 0.72
7.300 7.400 0.100 3624 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.904 0 0 4 4 5.29 0.00 0.00 0.76 0.76 0.84
9.996 10.096 0.100 1200 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 1.508 0 2 2 4 1.75 0.00 1.14 1.14 2.28 1.51

20.318 20.418 0.100 2240 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 1.115 0 2 2 4 3.27 0.00 0.61 0.61 1.22 1.10
23.289 23.389 0.100 2240 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 1.115 0 2 2 4 3.27 0.00 0.61 0.61 1.22 1.10

0.000 0.100 0.100 3400 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.929 0 1 4 5 4.96 0.00 0.20 0.81 1.01 1.08
0.500 0.600 0.100 3400 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.929 0 2 2 4 4.96 0.00 0.40 0.40 0.81 0.87
0.800 0.900 0.100 3400 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.929 0 2 4 6 4.96 0.00 0.40 0.81 1.21 1.30
1.000 1.100 0.100 3400 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.929 0 2 3 5 4.96 0.00 0.40 0.60 1.01 1.08
2.300 2.400 0.100 4070 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.863 0 1 3 4 5.94 0.00 0.17 0.50 0.67 0.78
2.512 2.612 0.100 4070 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.863 0 3 3 6 5.94 0.00 0.50 0.50 1.01 1.17
2.900 3.000 0.100 4070 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.863 0 2 2 4 5.94 0.00 0.34 0.34 0.67 0.78
3.900 4.000 0.100 4200 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.852 0 1 3 4 6.13 0.00 0.16 0.49 0.65 0.77
5.661 5.761 0.100 4570 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.824 0 5 1 6 6.67 0.00 0.75 0.15 0.90 1.09
5.800 5.900 0.100 4940 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.799 0 0 4 4 7.21 0.00 0.00 0.55 0.55 0.69
6.700 6.800 0.100 4940 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.799 0 1 4 5 7.21 0.00 0.14 0.55 0.69 0.87
7.437 7.537 0.100 6170 2 Undivided Rural 0.25 0.735 0 2 6 8 9.01 0.00 0.22 0.67 0.89 1.21

Rates per MVM

Table B-7. Vehicle Crash Spot Analysis

Caldwell County

WK 9001

Route ADT Vehicle Crashes MVM
Lyon County (cont.)

KY 93

US 641

US 641

US 62

KY 91

Crittenden County

Source: Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, HIS Database and CRASH Database, 1999-2002, 2003



Figure B-1. Environmental Footprint



 
The Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC), in cooperation with the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), is issuing this notice to advise the public that the KYTC is initiating a  
study for the following proposed highway project: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This study will address alternatives and issues related to the development of a reconstructed or 
relocated US 641 highway between Eddyville in Lyon County and Fredonia in Caldwell County.  
The new route will complete an improved connection between Eddyville, which has direct access 
to I-24 and the Wendell H. Ford Western Kentucky Parkway, and Marion and US 60 in Crittenden 
County.  It will provide regional access to the National Truck Network and the National Highway 
System, stimulate economic growth in the region, and address safety and capacity concerns. 
 
During this study, comments will be gathered from appropriate federal, state, and local agencies, 
as well as other interested persons and the general public, in accordance with requirements set 
forth in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and subsequent federal regulations 
and guidelines developed by the Executive Office of the President's Council on Environmental 
Quality and the United States Department of Transportation for the implementation of the NEPA 
process. 
 
This study will include a scoping process for the early identification of potential alternatives for 
and environmental issues related to the proposed project.  At this time, the level of environmental 
documentation that will 
ultimately be prepared is 
not known.  However, if 
an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) is 
prepared for the 
proposed project in the 
future, the information 
gained through the 
scoping process in this 
planning study may be 
used as input to the 
scoping process for the 
development of that EIS.  
If an EIS is prepared in 
the future, written 
comments on the scope 
of alternatives and 
impacts will still be 
considered at that time, 
after the filing of the 
Notice of Intent (NOI). 
 
Comments, questions, or 
expressions of interest 
for the proposed project 
should be directed in 
writing to Annette 
Coffey, P.E., Director, 
Division of Planning (A-2), 
Kentucky Transportation 
Cabinet, 125 Holmes 
Street, Frankfort, KY 
40622 or Evan 
Wisniewski, Federal 
Highway Administration, 
330 West Broadway, 
Frankfort, KY 40601. 
 

US 641 
Reconstruction or Relocation of US 641 from Eddyville to Fredonia  

In 
Lyon and Caldwell Counties, Kentucky 
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MINUTES 
Project Scoping Meeting: Alternatives Study 

Lyon-Caldwell Counties 
Relocate/Reconstruct US 641 from Eddyville  

in Lyon County to Fredonia in Caldwell County 
 

June 23, 2003 
1:00 p.m. CDT 

Highway District 1 Office, Paducah, Kentucky 
 

A project team meeting for the US 641 Alternatives Study in Lyon and Caldwell 
Counties was conducted on Monday, June 23, 2003 in Paducah, Kentucky.  The 
purpose of the meeting was to discuss the project history and purpose, scope of work 
and related activities, preliminary data/exhibits, project issues, and public involvement 
needs and ideas.  Participants at the meeting included representatives from KYTC 
Districts 1 and 2, Pennyrile Area Development District (PADD), KYTC Central Office, 
and consultant staff from Wilbur Smith Associates (WSA).  Individual attendees at the 
meeting included the following: 
 

Craig Morris   Pennyrile Area Development District 
 Tim Choate   KYTC, District 1, TEBM, Pre-Construction 
 Allen Thomas  KYTC, District 1, Planning 
 Jeff Thompson  KTYC, District 1, Planning 
 Chris Kuntz   KYTC, District 1, Design 
 Johnny Wall   KYTC, District 1, Utilities 
 Everett Green  KYTC, District 2, TEBM, Pre-Construction 
 Kevin McClearn  KYTC, District 2, Pre-Construction/Planning 
 Nick Hall   KYTC, District 2, Planning 
 Stephen Hoefler  KYTC Central Office, Highway Design 
 Jim Wilson   KYTC Central Office, Planning 
 Brad Johnson  Wilbur Smith Associates 

Carl Dixon     Wilbur Smith Associates 
  
A summary of the key comments and discussion items for this meeting is provided 
below in the order of the meeting agenda.  A copy of the agenda for the meeting is 
attached to this document. 
1)  Welcome and Introductions 
Jim Wilson began the meeting by asking everyone to introduce themselves.     
2)  Purpose of Meeting 
Jim Wilson stated that the purpose of the project was to extend the section of US 641 
currently in design from the Fredonia area to Eddyville.  Aerial photography of the 
southern terminus of the current priority project was provided for exhibit.  That section is 
currently in Phase II Design and the work is being done by Florence and Hutcheson.     
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3)  Project History 
Tim Choate continued the discussion by providing a history of the project.  He said at 
first, money was provided for a northern bypass of Marion.  Both northern and southern 
bypass options were explored, but neither was favored by the public.  Local support 
was for an improved connection to Marion, not a bypass around the city.  As a result, 
funding was switched from the Marion Bypass to the US 641 improvement project. The 
first priority segment is currently in Phase II Design.  Tim described the roadway as 
tying into Marion to the south, following a path east of existing US 641 and terminating 
northwest of Fredonia near Livingston Creek in Caldwell County.  
Tim identified traffic forecasts for the 2027 No Build Alternate to be 6,700 ADT and for 
the 2027 Build Alternate to be 5,300 ADT.  He went on to say that working with Rob 
Bostrom and the Kentucky Statewide Traffic Model, they determined as many as 
10,000 trips could be diverted from the Edward T. Breathitt Parkway and Wendell H. 
Ford Parkway when improvements to US 60 are completed from Marion to Henderson, 
if combined with US 641 improvements. 
Tim noted that the Pennyrile Area Development District had conducted a study of the 
US 641 corridor and one of the recommended corridors from that study is being closely 
followed in the initial segment.   
A question was raised regarding the descriptions from the Six Year Highway Plan for 
the US 641 project.  It was agreed that the segment descriptions were confusing and 
should be clarified in future updates to the Six Year Highway Plan so as to not omit a 
segment of roadway.  As it stands, the project is being handled in two phases although 
three phases are described in the Six Year Plan.   
Carl Dixon asked about the availability of aerial coverage for the US 641 corridor.  
Some coverage is available west of Fredonia, but does not cover Fredonia, south of 
Fredonia, and the rest of study area. 
Tim noted that the northern section is being designed as a four-lane, partially controlled 
access facility with a 60-foot median.  It was noted that local proponents for the project 
are expecting a four-lane roadway, but traffic forecasts could only justify a two-lane 
facility (on four-lane right-of-way) at present.  No one was aware if a four-lane facility 
had been promised to the local community and Jim was going to check into this further.    
4)  Scope of Work 
Carl Dixon briefly reviewed Wilbur Smith Associates’ Scope of Work.  He noted that 
Palmer Engineering and Qore would be subconsultants handling the environmental and 
geotechnical overviews.  He confirmed with Craig Morris that PADD would assist with 
the environmental justice data collection and analysis by providing demographic data 
on minorities and economically disadvantaged persons.  In response to a comment 
from District 2, it was confirmed that, as part of the scope of work, WSA would consider 
US 60 from Marion to Henderson as an improved section.   
Carl reviewed the project schedule, noting that the Public Involvement Plan was due 
one week following the Project Team Meeting.  At present there are two rounds of 
meetings with local officials/stakeholders and two rounds of public meetings, all to be 
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held in Fredonia and Eddyville.  It was decided that the first Local Officials/Stakeholders 
Meetings should be scheduled before July 21st.  Jim Wilson indicated that he would 
coordinate with Craig Morris to set up these meetings. Carl said that a preliminary draft 
is due by January 2004, and the final report is to be completed by May 2004. 
5) Preliminary Data/Exhibits 
Brad Johnson reviewed the handouts distributed to everyone at the beginning of the 
meeting.  He noted the importance of better defining the study area and identifying 
mapping errors or omissions.  Data presented was noted as preliminary and would be 
further defined and verified as the project progresses.  
The study area was discussed, and the approximate boundaries were decided as 
follows.  The northernmost point of the study boundary would be the southern terminus 
of the current design project, north of Fredonia.  To the west, the study boundary would 
parallel the Livingston County line to the Lyon-Marshall County line and extend 
southward past I-24.  The southern boundary would parallel I-24 about 1,000 feet  or so 
south of the interstate.  The eastern boundary would be located on the WK Parkway 
about 1 or 2 miles into Caldwell County and it would head straight northward to 
somewhere east of Fredonia. 
District 1 staff brought to the consultant’s attention an anticipated high accident 
segment at Bennett’s Curve on US 641 in Fredonia which was not showing up on the 
“Critical Rate Factors for Highway Crashes” map.  They, along with Craig Morris, 
thought that the boundary for Mineral Mounds State Park was incorrect.  Craig Morris 
agreed to send WSA a map verifying the boundary.  It was also noted that karst 
topography exists west of US 641, and Tim noted that this is one of the reasons that 
existing US 641 is located on the east side of Eddyville. 
6) Project Issues 
Craig Morris presented a concept idea for a large industrial project that PADD and 
several local officials have been pursuing.  If fully realized, the project would be a 500 to 
800-acre “super site” intended for one user such as a major automotive plant that could 
employee as many as 2,000 employees.  The primary portion of land would be acquired 
from the northern part of the West Kentucky Farm Center which is owned and operated 
by the Commonwealth of Kentucky Department of Corrections.  Two other adjoining 
sites are owned by out-of-state property owners.  The site is east of US 641 and has 
access to all necessary utilities.  The site is also near the Fredonia Valley Railroad 
which interchanges with the Paducah and Louisville Railway.  A draft feasibility study 
has been conducted by PADD.  Over the next couple of months, PADD should have a 
better idea of whether the project will be carried forward.  
Following discussion on the industrial facility, Tim Choate presented a concept plan for 
a new Interstate 66/69 route north of Eddyville.  This plan would address geometric 
design deficiencies of the existing Wendell Ford Parkway and I-24 interchange.  If US 
641 tied into this route, then the overall concept plan would address the desire for US 
641 to tie into I-24.  To help address concerns of Eddyville locals, the existing portion of 
the Wendell Ford Parkway between I-24 and the northern interstate bypass could be 
turned into an access-by-permit section of roadway allowing for future development.   
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A short discussion followed related to the project goals.  They were identified as follows: 
1)  Provide connectivity between I-24 and US 60; 
2) Provide regional access to the National Truck Network and National Highway 

System (since Marion is not currently served by a legal route for 102-inch wide 
trucks);   

3)  Stimulate economic development in the region; and, 
4)  Address safety and capacity concerns. 

Carl Dixon asked if anyone anticipated environmental justice concerns.  Craig Morris 
felt these would be minimal and right-of-way relocation would not be a problem.  
However, in the discussion, the issue of prime farmland was raised.  The group felt this 
would be a key issue and needed to be considered.   
7) Public Involvement 
Carl Dixon asked where public meetings were typically held.  A community center, 
name unknown, was available in Fredonia and held approximately 50 to 60 people.  In 
Eddyville, meetings could be held in the new Lyon County Court House.  It was agreed 
that the public meetings should be open-format on either a Tuesday or Thursday from 
5:00 PM to 7:00 PM.  It was decided that a slide presentation that would continuously 
loop throughout the meeting would be prepared.  
Tim Choate noted that there was already a local committee formed in Marion who are 
pursuing the US 641 project, and they should be involved in any meetings.  It was 
agreed that Marion and Crittenden County local officials and stakeholders would be 
invited to the local officials/stakeholders meeting in Fredonia. 
It was also suggested that representatives from Martin Marietta, Department of 
Corrections, and State Parks be involved in the project.   
8) Questions and Answers 
Tim Choate asked what the outcome from the Alternatives Study would be.  Carl Dixon 
responded by saying the goal of the consultant is to recommend a single corridor, but 
this is not always possible because of the limits on the available environmental data.  
On occasion, more than one corridor would need to be considered in the design phase 
if there is not sufficient environmental data to select a final corridor.  Jim Wilson said 
that, if such an issue arose, it was possible that the study scope of work could be 
modified for some additional data and analysis to help in making the final decision. 
Tim noted that he would like to see any or all connectors related to the project be 
included as part of the Alternatives Study.   
Finally, Craig noted what he saw as three important legs resulting from an improved US 
641.  First, motorists wishing to head east from Fredonia would continue to use KY 91.  
Motorists traveling south to Eddyville would continue to use existing US 641.  If US 641 
were reconstructed to provide a connection to I-24, then motorists would use this new 
facility to go west.    
With no further comments, the meeting concluded at approximately 3:20 p.m. 
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AGENDA 
Project Scoping Meeting: Alternatives Study 

Lyon-Caldwell Counties 
Relocate/Reconstruct US 641 from Eddyville 

in Lyon County to Fredonia in Caldwell County 
June 23, 2003 
1:00 p.m. CDT 

Highway District 1 Office, Paducah, Kentucky 
 
 

1. Welcome and Introductions      Division of Planning 

2. Purpose of Meeting       Division of Planning 

3. Project History       Division of Planning/ 
a. Origin        Highway District 1 
b. Purpose        
c. Priority 1 Section: Status/Features 

4. Scope of Work        WSA 
a. Tasks 
b. Responsible parties 
c. Schedule 

5. Preliminary Data/Exhibits      WSA 

6. Project Issues        Group Discussion 
a. Study Area 
b. District/Local Issues 
c. Project Goals 
d. Environmental Justice 

7. Public Involvement       Group Discussion 
a. Special groups 
b. Tasks 
c. Schedule 

8. Q & A         Group Discussion 

9. Adjourn        Division of Planning 
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MINUTES 
Local Officials/Stakeholders Meeting 

Alternatives Study to Relocate/Reconstruct US 641 
from Eddyville to Fredonia 

Lyon and Caldwell Counties 
Public Library 

Eddyville, Kentucky 
July 29, 2003 – 10:30 a.m. 

 
A local officials/stakeholders meeting for the US 641 Alternatives Study in Lyon and 
Caldwell Counties was conducted on Tuesday, July 29, 2003, in Eddyville, Kentucky.  
The purpose was to discuss the project history and purpose; scope of work and related 
activities; preliminary data/exhibits; project issues; and public involvement needs.  
Participants at the meeting included local officials, agency representatives, 
stakeholders, and staff from the Pennyrile Area Development District (PADD), Kentucky 
Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) Districts 1 and 2, KYTC Central Office, and the project 
consultant, Wilbur Smith Associates (WSA).  Meeting attendees included the following: 
Rudy Bennett Kuttawa City Council 
Jim Boyd  Lyon County Judge-Executive 
Steve Davidson Crittenden County Economic Development Corporation 
Mike Cherry  District 4 State Representative 
Steve Cruce  Lyon County Magistrate 
Russell Edwards Eddyville Business Owner 
Charles Ferguson Lyon County Magistrate 
Bart Frazer  Marion, Kentucky 
Zac Greenwell Marion, Kentucky 
Ron Hughes  Marion, Kentucky 
Kay McCollum Kentucky’s Western Watershed 
Lee McCollum Mayor, City of Kuttawa 
Jim Moore  Caldwell Lyon Partnership 
Bill Robertson City of Kuttawa 
John Rudolph Lyon County Extension Service 
Judi Sutton  Mayor, City of Eddyville 
Nora Traum  Kentucky’s Western Watershed 
Chris Sutton  Pennyrile ADD 
Craig Morris  Pennyrile ADD 
Jess Reagan  Pennyrile ADD 
Wayne Mosley KYTC District 1, Chief District Engineer 
Jeff Thompson KYTC District 1, Planning 
Kevin McClearn KYTC District 2, Planning/Pre-Construction 
Daryl Greer  KYTC Central Office, Planning 
Stephen Hoefler KYTC Central Office, Design 
Carl D. Dixon  Wilbur Smith Associates 
Samantha Wright Wilbur Smith Associates 
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A summary of the key comments and discussion items for this meeting is provided 
below in order of the meeting agenda.  A copy of the agenda for the meeting is attached 
to this document. 
1) Welcome 
Daryl Greer began the meeting with a statement of welcome and appreciation for local 
interest in the project.  He indicated that the purpose of the meeting was to introduce 
the project need and to get input on the project from local attendees. 
2) Introductions 
Daryl then asked the attendees for introductions and reminded everyone to sign the 
sign-in sheet for the meeting.  Attendees are listed above. 
3) Project History 
Carl Dixon introduced the history of the US 641 project.  Steve Hoefler indicated that the 
Fredonia-to-Marion portion of the project is in the design phase.  Preliminary corridors 
indicate the route will be located to the east of and generally parallel to existing US 641, 
with four lanes and partial control of access.  Representative Cherry said that funds are 
currently in the Six Year Highway Plan for right-of-way phase in FY 2004 and 
construction could begin in FY 2005; however, the only “real funds” are for the first two 
years of the Plan, i.e., FY 2003 and FY 2004, so steps will be needed in the next 
session of the General Assembly to make sure that the funds for construction are 
included in the next version of the Six Year Highway Plan. 
Carl explained that the project under consideration at this meeting was the study of US 
641 south of Fredonia.  The study of this portion of US 641 is expected to consider 
corridors from Fredonia south to I-24 or the Wendell H. Ford (Western Kentucky) 
Parkway.  This project is in the planning stage and no future phases of this project are 
funded at this time. 
4) Scope of Work 
Carl briefly reviewed the Scope of Work for Wilbur Smith Associates.  Tasks for this 
study include: data collection and analysis; public input-and-involvement meetings; 
identification of goals for the project; and development and analysis of potential corridor 
alternatives.  Carl noted that Palmer Engineering and Qore would be subconsultants 
handling the environmental and geotechnical overviews.  He also reviewed the project 
schedule, noting that public involvement meetings would likely be held in late 
September, 2003.  A preliminary draft report is due in January, 2004. 
Samantha Wright reviewed meeting handouts provided to attendees.  Data presented 
were noted as preliminary, with further verification expected as the project progresses.  
Discussion items included the project study area, current traffic volumes and preliminary 
environmental issues.  Other exhibits displayed at the meeting showed volume-to-
service flow ratios, adequacy ratings and critical crash rates.    
Changes and updates to the project materials recommended by the meeting attendees 
included the following: 
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•  The city limits for Kuttawa have been expanded to the west, as indicated in the Lyon 
County Eddyville-Kuttawa Comprehensive Plan.  A copy of the Comprehensive Plan 
was provided to WSA for further information. 

•  The Mineral Mounds State Park property is located only on the south/west side of I-
24.  The shaded area to the north/east should be removed on the environmental 
overview maps. 

 a) Project Purpose and Goals 
Representative Mike Cherry indicated that the original intent of a connection from 
Fredonia to either I-24 or the Parkway was to provide 102-inch-wide truck access 
to Crittenden County, which currently does not have such access. 
However, there are also other project purposes and/or benefits.  One would be to 
serve the site of a proposed Caldwell/Lyon/Crittenden County industrial park on 
some portion of the penitentiary farm, located southeast of Fredonia.  At present, 
the local economy is largely based around tourism, although there are efforts to 
expand this base into other industries. 
The Mineral Mounds State Park could also benefit from improved access to the 
region, potentially expanding the tourism base in the area. 

 Through the meeting discussions, the following preliminary goals for a potential 
new route were identified: 

•  Improve access for economic development; 

•  Increase service to industrial areas; and 

•  Improve access to recreational areas and lakes.  
 b) Project Issues 
 John Rudolph with the Lyon County Extension Office indicated that the project 

area includes traditional farmland and there will probably be resistance from 
some family farm owners, especially those with “family lineage” farms and strong 
roots to the land in this area. 
Representative Cherry said that the timeframe for the project would depend on 
the funding allocation in the next update of the Six Year Highway Plan.  He 
stressed the need to move this project forward as quickly as possible. 

 Craig Morris with PADD recommended that the study consider both full-access 
control and partial-access control for the new route. 

 Other highway projects in the area should be considered in doing this study, such 
as the US 62 widening to four lanes. 

 There may be potential problems with karst around Fredonia. 
 c) Project Termini 
 Potential corridor locations discussed at the meeting included the following: 

•  A corridor east of Fredonia would feed three (3) arteries on the east side of 
town and provide access to Princeton. 
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•  Tying in the corridor near the weigh stations is too far away to be beneficial to 
Eddyville. 

•  For recreation and tourism access, the corridor should terminate between 
Eddyville and Kuttawa, or at the existing US 641 intersection.  When built, this 
improved route would provide better access not only to Marion and Fredonia, 
but also to and from the US 60/Henderson/Owensboro/Evansville area for 
those coming to the Lakes for recreation. 

Mayor Lee McCollum indicated that Kuttawa depends on tourist traffic and any 
improved route in the area would be beneficial. 

5) Public Involvement 
Public involvement needs for this project include the following: 

•  Information related to the current design project between Fredonia and Marion will be 
of interest to the public.  Preliminary alignments or other current information should 
be displayed for this project at the public information meetings. 

•  Public involvement efforts should consider input from farm owners as well as those 
living in town. 

•  There is an Amish population in Marion, and there may be some buggies and tractors 
using the existing US 641 corridor south of Fredonia.  It may be beneficial to check 
on this and, if so, involve this population in the public information activities. 

•  No minority or low-income populations were identified in the study area. 
Carl Dixon indicated that the first round of public involvement activities for this project is 
likely to be planned for mid to late September, 2003.  The next meeting with the local 
officials will likely be held around Thanksgiving of this year.  Daryl Greer said that local 
officials and agencies should also expect to receive correspondence requesting input 
and comments on the proposed project in the coming months. 
6) Questions and Answers 
One question was raised regarding the cross section of the potential connector route.  
WSA will be studying existing and future traffic needs as part of this study, which will 
help identify the number of lanes and suggested cross section.   
7) Adjourn 
With no further comments or questions, the meeting was adjourned at approximately 
12:00 noon. 
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MINUTES 
Local Officials/Stakeholders Meeting 

Alternatives Study to Relocate/Reconstruct US 641 
from Eddyville to Fredonia 

Lyon and Caldwell Counties 
Lion’s Club 

Fredonia, Kentucky 
July 29, 2003 – 2:00 p.m. 

 
A local officials/stakeholders meeting for the US 641 Alternatives Study in Lyon and 
Caldwell Counties was conducted on Tuesday, July 29, 2003, in Fredonia, Kentucky.  
The purpose was to discuss the project history and purpose; scope of work and related 
activities; preliminary data/exhibits; project issues; and public involvement needs.  
Participants at the meeting included local officials, agency representatives, 
stakeholders, and staff from the Pennyrile Area Development District (PADD), Kentucky 
Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) Districts 1 and 2, KYTC Central Office, and the project 
consultant, Wilbur Smith Associates (WSA).  Meeting attendees included the following: 
 
Bobby Beck   Mayor, City of Fredonia 
Jim Boyd   Lyon County Judge-Executive 
Mike Cherry   District 4 State Representative 
Robert DeBoe  Western Kentucky Correctional Complex 
Victor “Pippi” Hardin Crittenden County Judge-Executive 
Paul Herron, Jr.  State Senator 
Ron Hughes   Marion, Kentucky 
Jim Moore   Caldwell Lyon Partnership 
Jared Nelson   Times Leader 
Dale Watson   Western Kentucky Correctional Complex 
Chris Sutton   Pennyrile ADD 
Craig Morris   Pennyrile ADD 
Wayne Mosley  KYTC District 1, Chief District Engineer 
Tim Choate   KYTC District 1, Pre-Construction 
Jeff Thompson  KYTC District 1, Planning 
Sarah Woods  KYTC District 1 
Kevin McClearn  KYTC District 2, Planning/Pre-Construction 
Daryl Greer   KYTC Central Office, Planning 
Stephen Hoefler  KYTC Central Office, Design 
Carl D. Dixon   Wilbur Smith Associates 
Samantha Wright  Wilbur Smith Associates 
  
Following is a summary of the key comments and discussion items for this meeting is 
provided in order of the meeting agenda.  A copy of the agenda for the meeting is 
attached to this document. 
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1) Welcome 
Daryl Greer began the meeting with a statement of welcome and appreciation for local 
interest in the project.  He indicated that the purpose of the meeting was to introduce 
the project need and to get input on the project from local attendees. 
2) Introductions 
Daryl then asked the attendees for introductions and reminded everyone to sign the 
sign-in sheet for the meeting.  Attendees are listed above. 
3) Project History 
Carl Dixon explained that the project under consideration at this meeting was the study 
of US 641 south of Fredonia.  The study of this portion of US 641 is expected to 
consider corridors from Fredonia south to I-24 or the Wendell H. Ford (Western 
Kentucky) Parkway.  This project is in the planning stage and no future phases of this 
project are funded at this time. 
Tim Choate, with KYTC District 1, said that the Fredonia-to-Marion portion of the project 
is in the design phase.  Right-of-way plans are expected to be complete by the first of 
December, 2003, with the acquisition process beginning as soon as the first of the year, 
2004.  US 641 will be constructed on new alignment east of and parallel to the existing 
road.  Tim noted that this was one of the alternates considered in the Pennyrile ADD 
public involvement study done a few years ago.  Preliminary cross sections indicate that 
the route will be four lanes with partial control of access.  Consideration has been given 
to initial construction of two lanes on four-lane right-of-way, with the remaining two lanes 
to be constructed in the future. 
4) Scope of Work 
Carl briefly reviewed the Scope of Work for Wilbur Smith Associates.  Tasks for this 
study include: data collection and analysis; public input-and-involvement meetings; 
identification of goals for the project; and development and analysis of potential corridor 
alternatives.  Carl noted that Palmer Engineering and Qore would be subconsultants 
handling the environmental and geotechnical overviews. 
Samantha Wright reviewed meeting handouts provided to attendees.  Data presented 
were noted as preliminary, with further verification expected as the project progresses.  
Discussion items included the project study area, current traffic volumes and preliminary 
environmental issues.  Other exhibits displayed at the meeting showed volume-to-
service flow ratios, adequacy ratings and critical crash rates.    
Changes and updates to the project materials recommended by the meeting attendees 
included the following: 

•  The quarry operation in Fredonia should be added to the environmental issues map. 

•  There are “wildlife refuge area” signs posted at the Department of Corrections farm 
complex.  This area should be checked for its wildlife status and potentially added to 
the environmental issues map. 
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 a) Project Purpose and Goals 
Pippi Hardin, Crittenden County Judge-Executive, offered a number of purposes 
that the proposed route could serve: 

•  Address the loss of industry due to the lack of oversized truck access and 
provide economic growth for the region, not only for Crittenden County, but for 
all of West Kentucky by providing improved access from the Henderson area 
to the south; 

•  Provide a connection to services in Paducah; and 

•  Serve as an alternate to the future I-66 and I-69 corridors. 
Judge Hardin stated that “improving this road is not a matter of life-and-death for 
Crittenden County, it’s more important than that.” 

 b) Project Issues 
 Mayor Bobby Beck of Fredonia stated that the proposed route would be 

beneficial to the whole area.  
Judge-Executive Hardin indicated that the no-passing zones, farm equipment, 
truck traffic, and quarry traffic make the existing US 641 route dangerous. 
Robert DeBoe with the Western Kentucky Correctional Complex indicated that 
the existing US 641 route is not safe for his 210 staff who drive it.  The proposed 
route would provide improved access to the complex and the farm. 

 Farmland impacts will be a concern with the public.  Splitting of farms should be 
minimized as part of this project.  

 c) Project Termini 
 Potential corridor locations discussed at the meeting included the following: 

•  A new route to the west of US 641 would avoid farmland in the area. 

•  A new route should not come through Fredonia, but should not be located too 
far outside the city limits due to the costs of additional infrastructure.  

•  Because escapees are a reality, the proposed route should not be located 
through the middle of the penitentiary farm, but to the east or the west. 

•  On the southern end, a terminus near Eddyville or Kuttawa would be best. 

•  Judge Hardin said that the best location for Crittenden County would be an 
alternate west of Eddyville or Kuttawa, ideally near the weight stations, but 
they are not locked into that.  He said that the east side toward Princeton 
would not be the best for Crittenden County, but they will live with what the 
study recommends.  Their main interest is an improved road. 

•  South of Fredonia, a new route could tie into the existing US 641 corridor near 
the corner of the penitentiary farm and continue southwest to US 62 near the I-
24 interchange.  A cloverleaf at US 62 would eliminate the need for a stop or 
signal at the interchange. 
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5) Public Involvement 
Public involvement needs for this project include the following: 

•  No minority or low-income populations were identified in the study area. 

•  Mayor Beck indicated that the Lion’s Club facility would be available for public 
involvement activities and future meetings. 

Carl Dixon indicated that the first round of public involvement activities for this project is 
likely to be planned for mid to late September, 2003.  The next meeting with the local 
officials will likely be held around Thanksgiving of this year.  A draft report for this study 
is expected in January, 2004. 
Daryl Greer indicated that this is a planning study and the resulting recommendations 
will be general.  He encouraged local officials to encourage others to come to the 
upcoming public involvement activities.  Daryl Greer said that local officials and 
agencies should also expect to receive correspondence requesting input and comments 
on the proposed project in the coming months. 
6) Questions and Answers 
One question was raised related to the reality of funding for this project.  Representative 
Cherry said that there is no funding for the project committed in the the Six Year 
Highway Plan.  The next update for the Six Year Highway Plan is the next opportunity 
for funding to be added to the project.  
7) Adjourn 
With no further comments or questions, the meeting was adjourned at around 3:15 p.m. 
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Public Involvement Meeting  
US 641 Alternatives Study  

Lyon and Caldwell Counties 
Lyon County Public Library 

Eddyville, Kentucky 
September 29, 2003 – 5:00-7:00 p.m. CDT 

 
The first of two public involvement open house meetings was held on Monday, September 29, 
2003 from 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. at the Lyon County Public Library in Eddyville, Kentucky.  The 
purpose of the meeting was to provide preliminary information to the public on the proposed 
project and to get public input on possible issues, impacts, destination points, and alternates.  
The following Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC), Area Development District (ADD) and 
consultant staff were in attendance: 

Craig Morris    Pennyrile Area Development District 
 
Timothy Choate   KYTC, District 1 
Allen Thomas    KYTC, District 1 
LouElla Thomas   KYTC, District 1 
 
Stephen Hoefler   KYTC Central Office, Division of Highway Design 
Jimmy C. Wilson   KYTC Central Office, Division of Planning 
Carl D. Dixon    Wilbur Smith Associates 
Brad Johnson    Wilbur Smith Associates 

 

The public involvement open house was arranged with several project information stations, and 
KYTC, ADD, and consultant staff members were available to answer questions and discuss 
issues.  As attendees entered the meeting room, they were invited to participate in the following 
areas: 

•  Sign-In 

Upon arrival, attendees were greeted at the door and asked to sign the attendance list.  At 
this station, attendees were given a survey questionnaire, project brochure, and information 
regarding KYTC roadway projects.  Attendees were asked to complete the survey 
questionnaire prior to leaving the meeting, or return it to the KYTC at a later date in the 
postage-paid envelope provided.  Attendees were encouraged to view a slide presentation 
prior to walking through the project exhibits.   

•  US 641 Alternatives Study Presentation 
A PowerPoint slide presentation was prepared for the public involvement meeting, providing 
information on the current US 641 Alternatives Study.  The presentation included 
information such as: the study area; preliminary project goals; traffic, design and 
environmental considerations; public involvement opportunities; and contact information.  
This slide show was played continuously during the public involvement session, with a 
seating area provided nearby for viewers. 

•  Exhibit Boards 
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A section of the room was set up in a straight line arrangement of project exhibits, including 
the following titles: 
− What is the project study area? 
− How many cars and trucks are on area roadways today (2003) and what is the level of 

service? 
− If there are no new road improvements, how many cars and trucks will be on area 

roadways in 2025 and what is the level of service?  
− What are the environmental issues? (presented on aerial photography and topographic 

mapping) 
− Where are the most crashes occurring? 
− What is the overall performance of the highways? 

 
Attendees were invited to view the project exhibits and discuss any questions or concerns with 
KYTC, ADD, and consultant staff. General comments consisted of the following: 

− One couple noted how close their home was located to existing US 641 and were 
concerned about US 641 being widened instead of relocated/reconstructed. 

− A couple of individuals were interested in what the typical section would be for the 
section from Fredonia to Marion and if the section from Eddyville to Fredonia would be 
the same. 

− One individual noted that he drives US 641 most everyday with little to no delay.  
− A couple of persons said that the road was unsafe due to speeding trucks and few 

passing opportunities.  
 

•  Map Drawing Exercise 

One table was set up with one environmental footprint map and one project study area map 
for attendees to draw on.  Markers were provided for attendees to circle areas on the 
environmental footprint that should be avoided.  Areas identified included: 
− Most areas along US 641 between Eddyville and Fredonia 
− Five cemeteries not shown on the environmental footprint – four located in south 

Caldwell County between US 641 and KY 902 and one located along the Caldwell/Lyon 
County Line approximately one mile west of US 641.   

− West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm 
− Prime farmland east and west of KY 373 in Lyon County 
− Land north of the Paducah and Louisville Railway between KY 373 and US 641.   
 
In addition, markers were used to indicate potential corridors for a relocated/reconstructed 
US 641.  Potential corridors starting at the northern termini included: 
− East around Fredonia and generally heading south to the existing US 62 interchange 

with the Wendell H. Ford (Western Kentucky) Parkway.   
− West around Fredonia intersecting the northeast corner of Lyon County and then 

following just inside the Lyon County line intersecting the Wendell H. Ford (Western 
Kentucky) Parkway just east of the US 62 interchange. 

− West around Fredonia continuing in a southeast direction crossing existing US 641 at 
Beck Road and then crossing through the West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm and 
then terminating at two locations.  The first along the Wendell H. Ford (Western 
Kentucky) Parkway just east of the US 62 interchange and the second crossing US 62 
and interchanging with the Wendell H. Ford (Western Kentucky) Parkway halfway 
between the US 62 interchange and I-24 interchange.      
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− West of Fredonia continuing south to just north of the existing US 641 intersection with 
KY 1943 and then turning southeast to interchange with the Wendell H. Ford (Western 
Kentucky) Parkway at US 62.   

− West of Fredonia continuing south crossing US 62 just east of the existing intersection 
with US 641 and continuing to a new interchange with the Wendell H. Ford (Western 
Kentucky) Parkway.     

− West of Fredonia continuing south to terminate at the existing intersection of US 641 and 
US 62.     

− West of Fredonia running southwest in a straight line to KY 373 approximately two miles 
north of US 62 and then turning southeast to intersect US 62 across from KY 93. 

− West of Fredonia running southwest in a straight line to KY 373 approximately two miles 
north of US 62 and then turning south to intersect US 62 across from KY 295. 

 
•  Survey Area with Refreshments 

A table was available to attendees to fill out their survey form and read over the project 
materials.  Refreshments were also provided.     

A total of 68 persons registered their attendance at the two-hour public session, not including 
the eight (8) KYTC, ADD, and consultant staff.  Thirty-four (34) surveys were returned at the 
meeting.     
Additional comments and identified issues are anticipated through the public comment surveys, 
which were distributed at the meeting to be returned during the meeting or by mail to the KYTC.  
Once all of the questionnaires are received by the KYTC, these comments will also be included 
in the official meeting record. 
The meeting closed at 7:00 p.m.  
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Public Involvement Meeting  
US 641 Alternatives Study  

Lyon and Caldwell Counties 
Fredonia Lions Club 
Fredonia, Kentucky 

September 30, 2003 – 5:00-7:00 p.m. CDT 
 
The second of two public involvement open house meetings was held on Tuesday, September 
30, 2003 from 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. at the Fredonia Lions Club in Fredonia, Kentucky.  The 
purpose of the meeting was to provide preliminary information to the public on the proposed 
project and to get public input on possible issues, impacts, destination points, and alternates.  
The following Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) and consultant staff were in attendance: 

Allen Thomas    KYTC, District 1 
 
Ted Merryman    KYTC, District 2, Chief District Engineer 
Kevin McClearn   KYTC, District 2 
 
Stephen Hoefler   KYTC Central Office, Division of Highway Design 
Jimmy C. Wilson   KYTC Central Office, Division of Planning 
Carl D. Dixon    Wilbur Smith Associates 
Brad Johnson    Wilbur Smith Associates 

 

The public involvement open house was arranged with several project information stations, and 
KYTC and consultant staff were available to answer questions and discuss issues.  As 
attendees entered the meeting room, they were invited to participate in the following areas: 

•  Sign-In 

Upon arrival, attendees were greeted at the door and asked to sign the attendance list.  At 
this station, attendees were given a survey questionnaire, project brochure, and information 
regarding KYTC roadway projects.  Attendees were asked to complete the survey 
questionnaire prior to leaving the meeting, or return it to the KYTC at a later date in the 
postage-paid envelope provided.  Attendees were encouraged to view a slide presentation 
prior to walking through the project exhibits.   

•  US 641 Alternatives Study Presentation 
A PowerPoint slide presentation was prepared for the public involvement meeting, providing 
information on the current US 641 Alternatives Study.  The presentation included 
information such as: the study area; preliminary project goals; traffic, design and 
environmental considerations; public involvement opportunities; and contact information.  
This slide show was played continuously during the public involvement session, with a 
seating area provided nearby for viewers. 

•  Exhibit Boards 
A section of the room was set up in a straight line arrangement of project exhibits, including 
the following titles: 
− What is the project study area? 
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− How many cars and trucks are on area roadways today (2003) and what is the level of 
service? 

− If there are no new road improvements, how many cars and trucks will be on area 
roadways in 2025 and what is the level of service?  

− What are the environmental issues? (presented on aerial photography and topographic 
mapping) 

− Where are the most crashes occurring? 
− What is the overall performance of the highways? 

 
Attendees were invited to view the project exhibits and discuss any questions or concerns with 
KYTC and consultant staff. Comments and concerns made during the public involvement 
meeting could also be recorded on a large display in this area of the room. General comments 
recorded consisted of the following: 

− One couple noted the need for bypassing Fredonia due to an alarming number of 
accidents within the area, including one fatal accident the husband was involved in. 

− Other Fredonia residents noted being aware of a high number of accidents within 
Fredonia. 

− A few attendees were interested in knowing if the section from Fredonia to Marion would 
continue south of the existing southern termini because they are property owners along 
Old Mexico Road and are concerned about losing all or a portion of their property. 

− One individual noted the importance of avoiding crossings with the Paducah and 
Louisville Railway and drew an example corridor demonstrating how this could be 
accomplished.   

 
•  Map Drawing Exercise 

One table was set up with one environmental footprint map and one project study area map 
for attendees to draw on.  Markers were provided for attendees to circle areas on the 
environmental footprint that should be avoided.  Areas identified included: 
− Three cemeteries not shown on the environmental footprint – one located in close 

proximity to the Caldwell/Crittenden/Lyon County Line; a second located approximately 
one half mile north of the Lyon County Line and halfway between US 641 and the 
Caldwell/Crittenden County Line; and a third located one half mile south of Fredonia off 
KY 902. 

− Mill’s Bluff which is a cave and spring located just off KY 902 near the 
Caldwell/Crittenden County Line.   

 
In addition, markers were used to indicate potential corridors for a relocated/reconstructed 
US 641.  Potential corridors starting at the northern termini included: 
− East around Fredonia and generally following the eastern Lyon County line to intersect 

the Wendell H. Ford (Western Kentucky) Parkway at the Lyon/Caldwell County Line.   
− West around Fredonia intersecting the northeast corner of Lyon County and then 

following the county line as explained for the last corridor. 
− West around Fredonia continuing in a south, southeast direction to a terminus along US 

641 and Beck Road.   
− West of Fredonia continuing in the southern direction crossing existing US 641 at KY 

1943 and then crossing US 62 east of US 641, continuing south to cross the Wendell H. 
Ford (Western Kentucky) Parkway and then terminating at I-24 in close proximity to KY 
93.   
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− Following the previous corridor to a split north of KY 1943 and then staying west of US 
641 following closely to the Eddyville northern city limits and terminating at the US 62 
interchange with I-24.   

− West of the previous corridor intersecting KY 1943, KY 373, KY 295, KY 819, and KY 93 
intersecting I-24 just east of KY 810.   

− West of Fredonia running southwest in a straight line intersecting I-24 just east of KY 
810. 

− Assuming a northern termini at US 641 and KY 70 West, south in a straight line to an 
intersection with I-24 at the US 62 interchange. 

− Assuming northern termini on US 641 approximately four miles north of KY 70 West, 
southeast in a straight line to I-24 in close proximity to the westbound weigh station.      

 
•  Survey Area with Refreshments 

A table was available to attendees to fill out their survey form and read over the project 
materials.  Refreshments were also provided.     

A total of 49 persons registered their attendance at the two-hour public session, not including 
the seven (7) staff members listed above.   Thirteen (13) surveys were returned at the meeting.    
Additional comments and identified issues are anticipated through the public comment surveys, 
which were distributed at the meeting to be returned during the meeting or by mail to the KYTC.  
Once all of the questionnaires are received by the KYTC, these comments will also be included 
in the official meeting record. 
The meeting closed at 7:00 p.m.  
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MINUTES 
Project Scoping Meeting: Alternatives Study 

Lyon-Caldwell Counties 
Relocate/Reconstruct US 641 from Eddyville  

in Lyon County to Fredonia in Caldwell County 
 

March 4, 2004 
1:00 p.m. CDT 

Highway District 1 Office, Paducah, Kentucky 
 

The second project team meeting for the US 641 Alternatives Study in Lyon and 
Caldwell Counties was conducted on Thursday, March 4, 2004 in Paducah, Kentucky.  
The purpose of the meeting was to review input to date, discuss the proposed 
alternatives and level 1 screening, and plan future project activities.  Participants at the 
meeting included representatives from KYTC Districts 1 and 2, FHWA, Pennyrile Area 
Development District (PADD), KYTC Central Office, and consultant staff from Wilbur 
Smith Associates (WSA).  Individual attendees at the meeting included the following: 
 

Craig Morris   Pennyrile Area Development District 
 Mary Murray   Federal Highway Administration 

Wayne Mosley  KYTC, District 1, Chief District Engineer 
Tim Choate   KYTC, District 1, TEBM, Pre-Construction 

 Allen Thomas  KYTC, District 1, TEBM, Planning 
 Jeff Thompson  KTYC, District 1, Planning 
 Chris Kuntz   KYTC, District 1, Design 
 Johnny Wall   KYTC, District 1, Utilities 
 Kevin McClearn  KYTC, District 2, Planning 
 Nick Hall   KYTC, District 2, Planning 
 Gary Bunch   KYTC Central Office, Environmental Analysis 

Stephen Hoefler  KYTC Central Office, Highway Design 
 Jim Wilson   KYTC Central Office, Planning 
 Brad Johnson  Wilbur Smith Associates 

Carl Dixon     Wilbur Smith Associates 
  
A summary of the key comments and discussion items for this meeting is provided 
below in the order of the meeting agenda.  A copy of the agenda for the meeting is 
attached to this document. 
1)  Welcome and Introductions 
Jim Wilson began the meeting by welcoming everyone and asking them to introduce 
themselves.     
2)  Purpose of Meeting 
Jim Wilson provided a brief recap of the project schedule to-date.       
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3)  Review of Input to Date 
Brad Johnson briefly discussed the public meeting survey results, areas to access and 
areas to avoid identified in the public meetings.  He also reviewed the resource agency 
input.  The project team was provided with a summary of the public survey comments.  
Mr. Johnson noted that 75% of the public meeting participants were in favor of the 
project.   However, no clear consensus on the southern terminus was determined, 
although I-24 received a few more votes than did US 62 or the Wendell H. Ford 
Parkway.  Key sensitive areas to avoid were identified as personal properties and 
homes, prime farmland, and historic and cultural sites.   
During the public meetings, participants were asked to identify on maps their preferred 
corridor and areas to avoid.  Maps of each were included in the handout and presented 
to the project team. 
Mr. Johnson concluded this discussion item by presenting the resource agency 
findings.  Noteworthy were the threatened and endangered species, which he identified 
as the Indiana bat, gray bat, pink mucket and bald eagle.  He stated that a few 
respondents supported the corridor being as close as possible to the proposed 
Pennyrile WestPark Industrial Site.  He also noted that some geologic concerns do 
exist, including karst formations, and a map was provided to WSA by the Kentucky 
Geologic Survey to identify these areas. 
Allen Thomas asked the status of the Pennyrile WestPark Industrial Site.  Craig Morris 
responded that the new administration has expressed support for the proposed site and 
he anticipated that the project would move forward.  
Craig Morris presented the environmental justice findings concluding that the 
reconstruction of US 641 will have little or no impact on minority or low-income persons 
in Caldwell, Crittenden, Livingston, and Lyon Counties.   
4)  Proposed Alternatives 
Carl Dixon presented the 12 alternative corridors explaining the theory behind each.  
Brad Johnson then presented the Level 1 screening, which addressed traffic, 
environmental and community impacts, project goals, and cost.  From this data, each 
corridor was assigned a rating from Low to High.  A Low rating was given to those 
alternates that do not adequately address many of the factors used in the screening 
process, especially if they do not adequately meet the project goals and/or they have a 
relatively higher potential for negative environmental and/or community impacts.  The 
consultant discussed and presented the ratings for each of the corridors and suggested 
that corridors which do not meet a Medium-High or High rating should not be carried 
forward for further consideration.  This would result in five corridors with an overall 
rating of either Medium-High or High to be carried forward.  When the floor was opened 
for discussion, several questions were asked, some of the ratings were questioned, and 
the number of affected corridors was eventually modified by the Project Team.   
Mary Murray asked if the historic Trail of Tears along US 641 and KY 91 would be a 
factor on this project.  Tim Choate noted that it hasn’t been a concern on the northern 
section, which is further along than the subject project. 
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Concerns were expressed because WSA’s suggested guidelines would not carry 
forward a corridor that interchanges with I-24, which was the most favored terminus 
from the public survey summary.  To address this concern, it was agreed that corridors 
with a rating of medium would also be carried forward to a Level 2 screening.    
Steve Hoefler noted concern over the different percentages in the cost estimates for 
added contingencies.  He felt that it should be clearly explained why they differ.  
The Project Team was in agreement that some corridors could be dropped from 
consideration; however, it needs to be clearly explained to the public and in the report 
why each corridor was dropped from consideration during the Level 1 screening. 
Tim Choate expressed concern over the width of the corridor along existing US 641.  
He felt 1000’ on either side would not be adequate if a preferred alignment were to be a 
reasonable distance behind existing residences along US 641.  His concerns were 
discussed, but no decision was made for the study analysis to include a wider corridor. 
Tim Choate also recommended a new corridor alternate that included (1) the rebuilding 
of the interchange at Exit 4 and (2) a new corridor parallel and immediately adjacent to 
the West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm from the Exit 4 interchange to a point near 
the existing farm entrance.  The corridor then would follow existing alignments east or 
west of Fredonia.  The interchange would be reconfigured to make US 641 to the north 
the predominant movement and would have US 62 intersect US 641 in a “T” 
configuration.  The Project Team agreed that this alternate should be added and carried 
forward. 
Craig Morris proposed to the group that a fully-controlled facility to the Pennyrile 
WestPark Industrial Site from the south be considered.  North of the park would be a 
partially controlled facility similar to the section north of Fredonia.   
It was recommended that the rating of Alternative Corridors 3 and 3A be reconsidered.  
In particular, the Project Team felt that the community and environmental impacts, 
compatibility with project goals, and public support for the corridor had not been 
adequately evaluated for these two alternates.  After some discussion, it was agreed 
that this was the case and that the consultant would modify the evaluation process for 
these corridors based on the input from the Project Team. 
In discussing which corridors would not be carried forward, Wayne Mosley 
recommended that Alternative Corridors 2B and 2C also be reconsidered and revised.  
After some discussion, it was decided by the Project Team that (1) the section of these 
alternates from the Wendell H. Ford Western Parkway to US 62 had potentially high 
negative community and environmental impacts and (2) these two alternates should be 
removed from further consideration. 
In summary, based on the discussion at the meeting, the Project Team decided that: 

•  Alternates 2B, 2C, 3B, 3C, 3D, and 3E should not be carried forward 

•  Alternates 1, 1A, 2, 2A, 3, and 3A should be carried forward. 

•  A new alternate corridor, starting at Exit 4 and paralleling the West Kentucky 
State Penitentiary Farm should be developed and carried forward 
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5) Local Officials/Public Meeting – Round II and Next Steps 
Carl Dixon recommended that the geotechnical and environmental overviews be 
completed prior to conducting the next round of meetings.  WSA was asked to make 
the recommended adjustments to the alternate corridors and then provide their sub-
consultants the okay to move forward with their work activities.  This process would take 
at least 30 days to complete.  At the conclusion of these efforts, the next round of 
meetings could be scheduled.      
With no further comments, the meeting was adjourned at approximately 3:30 p.m.   
 
                    



US 641 Alternatives Study  page 5 
Project Team Meeting, 3/12/03 

AGENDA 
 

Project Scoping Meeting: Alternatives Study 
Lyon-Caldwell Counties 

Relocate/Reconstruct US 641 from Eddyville 
in Lyon County to Fredonia in Caldwell County 

March 4, 2004 
1:00 p.m. CDT 

Highway District 1 Office, Paducah, Kentucky 
 
 

1. Welcome and Introductions    Division of Planning 

2. Purpose of Meeting     Division of Planning 

3. Review of Input To-Date     Wilbur Smith Associates 
a. Public Survey Summary     
b. Areas to Access/Avoid Identified by Public    
c. Resource Agency Input 

4. Proposed Alternatives     Wilbur Smith Associates 
a. Presentation of Alternatives   
b. Other Issues or Locations     

5. Local Officials/Public Meeting - Round II  Division of Planning 
a. Advertisement 
b. Meeting Agenda 

6. Next Steps       Wilbur Smith Associates 

7. Q & A       Group Discussion 

8. Adjourn       Division of Planning 
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MINUTES 
Local Officials/Stakeholders Meeting 

Alternatives Study to Relocate/Reconstruct US 641 
from Eddyville to Fredonia 

Lyon and Caldwell Counties 
Lions Club 

Fredonia, Kentucky 
July 26, 2004 – 10:30 a.m. 

The first of two local officials/stakeholders consultation meetings for the US 641 
Alternatives Study in Lyon and Caldwell Counties was convened at 10:30 a.m. on 
Monday, July 26, 2004, at the Lions Club building in Fredonia, Kentucky.  The purpose 
was to present information and get input on public survey results following the 
September, 2003 public meetings; early resource agency input; 14 project alternates 
considered to date; level one screening of all 14 alternates; the final eight (8) alternates 
to be carried forward for further evaluation; and the results of the environmental 
overview and geotechnical overview of those eight alternates.  Participants at the 
meeting included local officials, agency representatives, stakeholders, and staff from the 
Pennyrile Area Development District (PADD), Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) 
Districts 1 and 2, KYTC Central Office, and the project consultant, Wilbur Smith 
Associates (WSA).  Meeting attendees included the following: 
Elbert Bennett  Caldwell County Fiscal Court 
Van Knight   Caldwell County Fiscal Court 
Gale Cherry   Representing State Rep. Mike Cherry 
Fred Brown   Crittenden County Judge-Executive 
Roger Simpson  Crittenden County Magistrate 
Steve Davidson  Crittenden County Economic Development Corp. 
Mark Champion  Martin Marietta Aggregates 
Mark Denton   Martin Marietta Aggregates 
Mickey Alexander  Mayor, City of Marion 
Wendell Garner  Western Kentucky Correctional Complex 
Becky Pancake  Western Kentucky Correctional Complex 
Tom Simpson  Western Kentucky Correctional Complex 
Chris Sutton   Pennyrile ADD 
Craig Morris   Pennyrile ADD 
Lee Conrad   Pennyrile ADD 
 

Tim Choate   KYTC District 1, Pre-Construction 
Allen Thomas  KYTC District 1, Planning 
Jeff Thompson  KYTC District 1, Planning 
Kevin McClearn  KYTC District 2, Planning/Pre-Construction 
Stephen Hoefler  KYTC Central Office, Design 
Jim Wilson   KYTC Central Office, Planning 
Ted Noe   KYTC Central Office, Planning 
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Carl D. Dixon   Wilbur Smith Associates 
Brad Johnson  Wilbur Smith Associates 
  
Following is a summary of the key discussion items and comments, provided in order of 
the meeting agenda.  A copy of the agenda is attached to the minutes. 
1) Welcome and Introductions 
Jim Wilson welcomed everyone and indicated that he appreciated their attendance and 
interest in the project.  At Mr. Wilson’s request, the attendees then introduced 
themselves.  Mr. Wilson reminded everyone to please put their names on the sign-in 
sheet.  Meeting attendees from the sign-in sheet are listed at the beginning of these 
minutes.   
2) Purpose of Meeting 
Mr. Wilson stated that the purpose of the meeting was to provide information and get 
input on proposed alternates for the improvement of US 641.  He then gave a brief 
progress report on the study, saying that the last local officials meeting was held in July, 
2003 and public meetings were held in September, 2003.  He said that the Cabinet had 
mailed out letters to solicit input from federal, state, and local resource agencies.  He 
said that the consultants have developed project alternates and completed an 
environmental and geotech overview of those alternates, which are to be presented at 
the meeting.  He then turned the agenda over to Carl Dixon, Wilbur Smith Associates. 
3) Review of Input to Date 
Carl Dixon began the discussion by reviewing the project goals.  As he went through the 
goals, a question was raised by Crittenden County Judge-Executive Fred Brown 
regarding the status of the section north of Fredonia to Marion. 
Tim Choate, with KYTC District 1, said that the Fredonia-to-Marion portion of the project 
is in final design.  Right-of-way plans are essentially complete for the majority of the 
project, although there are some issues to be addressed at the project termini.  
However, since the Six Year Plan was not approved by the legislature, the state has no 
approved highway budget.  Therefore, funds are not currently authorized for right-of-
way purchase and utility relocation on the northern section.  Also, while there are funds 
for the design on a five-mile portion of the section under study between Eddyville and 
Fredonia, these funds also are not authorized or necessarily available at present. 
There were expressions of concern from many of the attendees.  Judge Brown said that 
he had met with both the previous and current governor and felt that the county had 
commitments from each administration that the US 641 project would be given a high 
priority.  He said that he was under the impression that the funds were available and 
committed to the project.  KYTC staff indicated that the state used to set aside project 
funds, but this was no longer true because of the “spend down” of earmarked project 
funds at the direction of the legislature in the 2002 session and since the Six Year Plan 
has not been formally approved. 
Messrs. Choate, Wilson, and Dixon all emphasized that it was important to finish this 
planning study for US 641 between Eddyville and Fredonia before KYTC can proceed 
into the next phase. 
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 a. Public Survey Summary 
With this extensive discussion eventually concluded, Mr. Dixon referred to a 
handout showing the summary results of surveys returned during earlier public 
involvement activities, which shows the following: 

•  75% of the survey respondents felt that US 641 needs to be improved 
between Eddyville and Fredonia. 

•  The three primary problems identified on existing US 641 were safety (33%), 
large truck traffic (24%), and roads too narrow for trucks (17%). 

•  If US 641 is relocated, the top highways to connect with are I-24 (40%), 
Wendell H. Ford Western Kentucky Parkway (29%), and US 62 (29%). 

•  If US 641 is relocated, the top locations for the connection are I-24 near the 
weigh stations (16%), near the US 62/I-24 interchange (15%), the US 62/US 
641 intersection (10%), and the US 62/Ford Parkway interchange (10%). 

•  56% of the respondents use existing US 641 daily, and another 19% use it at 
least three times a week, thus, indicating that a large portion of the 
respondents use the existing road and should be knowledgeable about it. 

•  The primary sensitive areas to avoid are Personal Properties or Homes (28%) 
and Prime Farmland (23%).  Other than property impacts, the third main 
sensitive areas to avoid were Historical or Cultural Sites (10%). 

 b. Areas to Avoid/Proposed Corridors 
Mr. Dixon referred to the handouts to present two maps showing input received 
from attendees at the public meetings in September, 2003.  The first map shows 
areas that should be avoided, if possible.  This included (1) an area southwest of 
Fredonia which was purported to contain cemeteries, a spring, a bluff, caves, and 
sinkholes; (2) an area south of Fredonia encompassing an area on both sides of 
US 641 from the city limits to the northern boundary of the West Kentucky 
correctional facility, which contains prime farmland, a quarry, and numerous 
sinkholes; and (3) an area north of Eddyville from near just east of KY 295 on the 
west to the county line on the east and from the northern city limits of Eddyville 
and southern boundary of the West Kentucky state penitentiary farm on the south 
to a line paralleling US 62 on the north on a line approximately ending at the 
northern boundary of the West Kentucky state penitentiary farm.  [NOTE:  While 
not discussed at the Local Officials meeting, it was observed by staff at the public 
meeting that the latter area was drawn by someone at the meeting who was 
trying to create a barrier to the south that would force any proposed alternate to 
locate far west of Eddyville.] 
Mr. Dixon also referred to another handout showing corridors proposed by 
attendees at the public meeting.  He noted that this input was considered in 
developing the proposed alternates to be presented later at the meeting. 
Mr. Dixon then asked Brad Johnson, Wilbur Smith Associates, to present 
information on public and resource agency input on the project. 

 c. Resource Agency Input 
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Brad Johnson, Wilbur Smith Associates, presented a summary of resource 
agency comments received to date.  Mr. Johnson noted that 15 agency 
responses were received.  Several responses expressed the importance of the 
project, noting it would provide an industrial and economic stimulant, particularly 
if it provided connection to the proposed industrial park.  The Department of Fish 
and Wildlife noted several threatened and endangered species are known to 
exist within the study area.  The Department of Corrections stated they preferred 
that the new roadway not be any closer than existing US 641.  The Kentucky 
Geotechnical Branch noted that sinkholes are prevalent in the area and should 
be avoided if possible.  They also noted a spring known to exist within the study 
area.      
Mr. Johnson then asked Craig Morris, Transportation Planner, Pennyrile ADD, to 
provide the results of analysis of Environmental Justice issues in the study area. 

4) Environmental Justice Issues 
Craig Morris, Pennyrile ADD, explained what the Environmental Justice concept was 
and gave a very brief summary of his findings.  He concluded that there should be no 
disproportionate impacts on Environmental Justice groups, i.e., minorities and low-
income populations. 
Upon request, Craig Morris also gave an update on the status of the new proposed 
Industrial Park.  He said that the state has agreed to provide about 500 acres of the 
West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm property on the northern end for the industrial 
park.  Therefore, the development of the park is moving forward. 
5) Proposed Alternatives 
Carl Dixon then referred to a map in the handouts  and on an exhibit board showing 15 
potential alternates (including the No-Build alternate) identified by the consultant and 
the project team for consideration, as follows: 1, 1A, 2, 2A, 2B, 2C, 3, 3A, 3B, 3C, 3D, 
3E, 4, and 4A.  The consultant was then asked to do a “level one” screening to see if 
the number of alternates could be reduced.  This initial screening considered primarily 
two factors: first, if the alternate adequately met the purpose and need for the project 
(as indicated by the preliminary project goals) and, second, if there was any potential 
major environmental impact that would result.  The screening process also gave some 
consideration to the estimated project costs for the various alternatives. 
Mr. Dixon then asked Brad Johnson, Wilbur Smith Associates, to review the “level one” 
screening process.   Mr. Johnson discussed the 4-page evaluation matrices included in 
the handouts and explained each of the criteria and how the evaluation was done.  This 
consisted of how well each alternate successfully met criteria in three evaluation areas: 
Project Goals, Environmental Issues, and Cost Issues.  The fourth page is a summary 
sheet which presents the final results. 
It was pointed out that the corridors shown on the maps are 2,000-feet-wide corridors, 
while the right-of-way required for the project would probably be about 150 to 200 feet; 
therefore, the totals of sensitive areas affected (e.g., properties or historical sites) as 
shown by the matrix number does not mean that all of these would be affected.  That is, 
if the project moves forward into the design phase, there would still be some room 
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within each corridor to develop an alignment that could avoid or lessen the impact on 
sensitive areas, even if they exist in the corridor. 
Based on this evaluation, Mr. Johnson pointed out that Alternates 2B, 2C, 3B, 3C, 3D, 
and 3E were dismissed by the KYTC project team, leaving nine (9) alternates (including 
the No-Build alternate), as shown on a second map in the handouts and as shown on 
an exhibit board.  These will be carried forward for further evaluation and will be shown 
at the public meetings. 
6) Discussion of Geotechnical Overview 
Carl Dixon gave a brief summary of major problems identified in the geotechnical 
overview of the area, which shows that there is karst topography, including sinkholes, in 
the eastern portion of the study area.  There is also a quarry in this area and a spring 
fed by an underground stream northwest of Fredonia.  The geotechnical sub-consultant 
recommends that Alternates 2, 3, or 4 be used. 
7) Discussion of Environmental Overview 
Carl Dixon gave a brief summary of the environmental overview of the area, which 
generally shows no major problems, except for the Spring Mill Bluff (also identified in 
the geotechnical overview).  There is karst topography and sinkholes, which can have 
archaeological significance.  Also, there is the potential for about 25 Threatened and 
Endangered Species.  Four of these have been sighted in the area: Indiana bat, gray 
bat, bald eagle, and the pink mucket.  Those present were reminded that the corridors 
shown on the maps were 2,000-feet-wide corridors, while the right-of-way required for 
the project would probably be about 150 to 200 feet; therefore, there would be some 
room within each corridor to develop an alignment that could avoid or lessen the impact 
on sensitive areas. 
8) Public Meeting – Round II 
Jim Wilson then discussed the next round of public meetings, which are scheduled for 5 
to 7 p.m., August 23rd and 24th, at the Public Library in Eddyville and the Lions Club in 
Fredonia, respectively.  Mr. Wilson told the group that there were flyers and legal ads  
available and asked that they take some with them to place in their businesses, 
workplaces, or other locations in the area. 
Carl Dixon presented a project survey form to be handed out at the public meeting.  Mr. 
Wilson asked those present to go ahead and complete the survey and return them 
today, if possible, but that postage paid envelopes were available for later mailing 
9) Next Steps 
Carl Dixon said that the next steps are, first, send out a second round of letters 
requesting resource agency input, probably in mid-August, and, second, hold the public 
meetings.  Resource agency input should be complete in mid-October.  After that, the 
KYTC project team would meet in early November to make a final recommendation.  
This could include recommending one or more corridors to be carried on to the next 
phase of project development.  After the recommendation has been decided, a draft 
report will be prepared and submitted to the KYTC in mid-to-late November.  After 
KYTC review, the final report would be developed and submitted by the end of the year. 
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10) Q & A 
Comments presented by individual attendees during the meeting were as follows: 

•  Alternate 1 is no good.  It goes nowhere. 
•  Alternate 3 is preferred, but would take prime farmland. 
•  There is not a big concern with the southern termini being US 62 as apposed to I-24 

or the Wendell H. Ford Parkway.  
•  Fredonia is concerned with taking business from the city.  Alternate 3 would help 

business less than the eastern bypass alternate. 
•  The quarry would have to find a connection to Alternate 3.  A lot of this business is 

going south. 
•  Alternate 2A is a win-win for everyone: helps industrial park, quarry, and Fredonia.  

4A could also meet these criteria. 
11) Adjourn 
With no further comments or questions, the meeting was adjourned at around noon. 
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AGENDA 
 

Local Officials Meeting 
 

Alternatives Study 
Lyon-Caldwell Counties 

Relocate/Reconstruct US 641 from Eddyville 
in Lyon County to Fredonia in Caldwell County 

July 26, 2004 
10:30 a.m. CDT 

Lions Club, Fredonia, Kentucky 
 
 

1. Welcome and Introductions    Division of Planning 

2. Purpose of Meeting     Division of Planning 

3. Review of Input To-Date    Wilbur Smith Associates 

a. Public Survey Summary     

b. Areas to Access/Avoid Identified by Public    

c. Resource Agency Input 

4. Environmental Justice Issues    Pennyrile ADD 

5. Proposed Alternatives     Wilbur Smith Associates 

a. Presentation of Alternatives  

b. Tier 1 Screening of Alternatives  

c. Other Issues or Locations  

6. Discussion of Geotechnical Overview   Wilbur Smith Associates 

7. Discussion of Environmental Overview   Wilbur Smith Associates  

8. Public Meeting - Round II    Division of Planning 

a. Advertisement 

b. Meeting Agenda 

9. Next Steps      Wilbur Smith Associates 

10. Q & A       Group Discussion 

11. Adjourn       Division of Planning 
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MINUTES 
Local Officials/Stakeholders Meeting 

Alternatives Study to Relocate/Reconstruct US 641 
from Eddyville to Fredonia 

Lyon and Caldwell Counties 
Public Library 

Eddyville, Kentucky 
July 26, 2004 – 2:00 p.m. 

The second of two local officials/stakeholders consultation meetings for the US 641 
Alternatives Study in Lyon and Caldwell Counties was convened at 2:00 p.m. on 
Monday, July 26, 2004, at the Public Library in Eddyville, Kentucky.  The purpose was 
to present information and get input on public survey results following the September, 
2003 public meetings; early resource agency input; 14 project alternates considered to 
date; level one screening of all 14 alternates; the final eight (8) alternates to be carried 
forward for further evaluation; and the results of the environmental overview and 
geotechnical overview of those eight alternates.  Participants at the meeting included 
local officials, agency representatives, stakeholders, and staff from the Pennyrile Area 
Development District (PADD), Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) Districts 1 and 
2, KYTC Central Office, and the project consultant, Wilbur Smith Associates (WSA).  
Meeting attendees included the following: 
Sara Boyd   Lyon County Judge Executive 
Steve Cruce    Lyon County Magistrate 
Bill Robertson  City of Kuttawa 
Mike Kuntz   US Army Corps of Engineers 
Shelly Morris   The Nature Conservancy 
 
Chris Sutton   Pennyrile ADD 
Craig Morris   Pennyrile ADD 
Lee Conrad   Pennyrile ADD 
 
Ted Merryman  KYTC District 1 & 2, Chief District Engineer 
Tim Choate   KYTC District 1, Pre-Construction 
Allen Thomas  KYTC District 1, Planning 
Jeff Thompson  KYTC District 1, Planning 
LouElla Thomas  KYTC District 1, Public Relations 
Kevin McClearn  KYTC District 2, Planning/Pre-Construction 
Stephen Hoefler  KYTC Central Office, Design 
Jim Wilson   KYTC Central Office, Planning 
Ted Noe   KYTC Central Office, Planning 
 

Carl D. Dixon   Wilbur Smith Associates 
Brad Johnson  Wilbur Smith Associates 
  
Following is a summary of the key discussion items and comments, provided in order of 
the meeting agenda.  A copy of the agenda is attached to the minutes. 
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1) Welcome and Introductions 
Jim Wilson welcomed everyone and indicated that he appreciated their attendance and 
interest in the project.  At Mr. Wilson’s request, the attendees then introduced 
themselves.  Mr. Wilson reminded everyone to please put their names on the sign-in 
sheet.  Meeting attendees from the sign-in sheet are listed at the beginning of these 
minutes.   
2) Purpose of Meeting 
Mr. Wilson stated that the purpose of the meeting was to provide information and get 
input on proposed alternates for the improvement of US 641.  He then gave a brief 
progress report on the study, saying that the last local officials meeting was held in July, 
2003 and public meetings were held in September, 2003.  He said that the Cabinet had 
mailed out letters to solicit input from federal, state, and local resource agencies.  He 
said that the consultants have developed project alternates and completed an 
environmental and geotech overview of those alternates, which are to be presented at 
the meeting.  He then turned the agenda over to Carl Dixon, Wilbur Smith Associates. 
3) Review of Input to Date 
Carl Dixon began the discussion by reviewing the project goals.  He then began a 
discussion of the public meeting results.    
 a. Public Survey Summary 

Mr. Dixon referred to a handout showing the summary results of  surveys 
returned during earlier public involvement activities, which shows the following: 

•  75% of the survey respondents felt that US 641 needs to be improved 
between Eddyville and Fredonia. 

•  The three primary problems identified on existing US 641 were safety (33%), 
large truck traffic (24%), and roads too narrow for trucks (17%). 

•  If US 641 is relocated, the top highways to connect with are I-24 (40%), 
Wendell H. Ford Western Kentucky Parkway (29%), and US 62 (29%). 

•  If US 641 is relocated, the top locations for the connection are I-24 near the 
weigh stations (16%), near the US 62/I-24 interchange (15%), the US 62/US 
641 intersection (10%), and the US 62/Ford Parkway interchange (10%). 

•  56% of the respondents use existing US 641 daily, and another 19% use it at 
least three times a week, thus, indicating that a large portion of the 
respondents use the existing road and should be knowledgeable about it. 

•  The primary sensitive areas to avoid are Personal Properties or Homes (28%) 
and Prime Farmland (23%).  Other than property impacts, the third main 
sensitive areas to avoid were Historical or Cultural Sites (10%). 

 b. Areas to Avoid/Proposed Corridors 
Mr. Dixon referred to the handouts to present two maps showing input received 
from attendees at the public meetings in September, 2003.  The first map shows 
areas that should be avoided, if possible.  This included (1) an area southwest of 
Fredonia which was purported to contain cemeteries, a spring, a bluff, caves, and 
sinkholes; (2) an area south of Fredonia encompassing an area on both sides of 
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US 641 from the city limits to the northern boundary of the West Kentucky 
correctional facility, which contains prime farmland, a quarry, and numerous 
sinkholes; and (3) an area north of Eddyville from near just east of KY 295 on the 
west to the county line on the east and from the northern city limits of Eddyville 
and southern boundary of the West Kentucky state penitentiary farm on the south 
to a line paralleling US 62 on the north on a line approximately ending at the 
northern boundary of the West Kentucky state penitentiary farm.  [NOTE:  While 
not discussed at the Local Officials meeting, it was observed by staff at the public 
meeting that the latter area was drawn by someone at the meeting who was 
trying to create a barrier to the south that would force any proposed alternate to 
locate far west of Eddyville.] 
Mr. Dixon also referred to another handout showing corridors proposed by 
attendees at the public meeting.  He noted that this input was considered in 
developing the proposed alternates to be presented later at the meeting. 
Mr. Dixon then asked Brad Johnson, Wilbur Smith Associates, to present 
information on public and resource agency input on the project. 

 c. Resource Agency Input 
Brad Johnson, Wilbur Smith Associates, presented a summary of resource 
agency comments received to date.  Mr. Johnson noted that 15 agency 
responses were received.  Several responses stated the importance of the 
project, noting it would provide an industrial and economic stimulant, particularly 
if it provided connection to the proposed industrial park. 
The Department of Fish and Wildlife noted several threatened and endangered 
species known to exist within the study area.  The Department of Corrections 
stated that they preferred the new roadway not be any closer than existing US 
641.  The Kentucky Geotechnical Branch noted that sinkholes are prevalent and 
should be avoided if possible and also that a spring was known to exist within the 
study area.      
Mr. Johnson then asked Craig Morris, Transportation Planner, Pennyrile ADD, to 
provide the results of analysis of Environmental Justice issues in the study area. 

4) Environmental Justice Issues 
Craig Morris, Pennyrile ADD, explained what the Environmental Justice concept was 
and gave a very brief summary of his findings.  He concluded that there should be no 
disproportionate impacts on Environmental Justice groups, i.e., minorities and low-
income populations. 
Upon request, Craig Morris also gave an update on the status of the new proposed 
Industrial Park.  He said that the state has agreed to provide about 500 acres of the 
West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm property on the northern end for the industrial 
park.  Therefore, the development of the park is moving forward. 
5) Proposed Alternatives 
Carl Dixon then referred to a map in the handouts and on an exhibit board showing 15 
potential alternates (including the No-Build alternate) identified by the consultant and 
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the project team for consideration, as follows: 1, 1A, 2, 2A, 2B, 2C, 3, 3A, 3B, 3C, 3D, 
3E, 4, and 4A.  He said the consultant was then asked to do a “level one” screening to 
see if the number of alternates could be reduced.  This initial screening considered 
primarily two factors: first, if the alternate adequately met the purpose and need for the 
project (as indicated by the preliminary project goals) and, second, if there was any 
potential major environmental impact that would result.  The screening process also 
gave some consideration to the estimated project costs for the various alternatives. 
Mr. Dixon then asked Brad Johnson, Wilbur Smith Associates, to review the “level one” 
screening process.   Mr. Johnson discussed the 4-page evaluation matrices included in 
the handouts and explained each of the criteria and how the evaluation was done.  This 
consisted of how well each alternate successfully met criteria in three evaluation areas: 
Project Goals, Environmental Issues, and Cost Issues.  The fourth page is a summary 
sheet which presents the final results. 
It was pointed out that the corridors shown on the maps are 2,000-feet-wide corridors, 
while the right-of-way required for the project would probably be about 150 to 200 feet; 
therefore, the totals of sensitive areas affected (e.g., properties or historical sites) as 
shown by the matrix does not mean that all of these would be affected.  That is, if the 
project moves forward, there would still be some room within each corridor for an 
alignment that could avoid or lessen the impact on sensitive areas in the corridor. 
Based on this evaluation, Mr. Johnson pointed out that Alternates 2B, 2C, 3B, 3C, 3D, 
and 3E were dismissed by the KYTC project team, leaving nine (9) alternates (including 
the No-Build alternate), as shown on a second map in the handouts and as shown on 
an exhibit board.  These will be carried forward for further evaluation and will be shown 
at the public meetings.  Using the exhibit board, Mr. Johnson defined each of the eight 
(8) remaining “build” alternates to help eliminate any confusion.   
6) Discussion of Geotechnical Overview 
Carl Dixon gave a brief summary of major problems identified in the geotechnical 
overview of the area, which shows that there is karst topography, including sinkholes, in 
the eastern portion of the study area.  There is also a quarry in this area and a spring 
fed by an underground stream northwest of Fredonia.  The geotechnical sub-consultant 
recommends that Alternates 2, 3, or 4 be used. 
7) Discussion of Environmental Overview 
Carl Dixon gave a brief summary of the environmental overview of the area, which 
generally shows no major problems, except for the Spring Mill Bluff (also identified in 
the geotechnical overview).  There are karst topography and sinkholes, which can also 
have archaeological issues.  Also, there is the potential for about 25 or so Threatened 
and Endangered Species.  Four have been sighted in the area: Indiana bat, gray bat, 
bald eagle, and the pink mucket.  Those present were reminded that the corridors 
shown on the maps were 2,000-feet-wide corridors, while the required right-of-way 
would probably be about 150 to 200 feet; therefore, there would be room within each 
corridor for an alignment that could avoid or lessen the impact on sensitive areas. 
8) Public Meeting – Round II 
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Jim Wilson then discussed the next round of public meetings, which are scheduled for 5 
to 7 p.m., August 23rd and 24th, at the Public Library in Eddyville and the Lions Club in 
Fredonia, respectively.  Mr. Wilson told the group that there were flyers and legal ads 
available and asked that they take some with them to place in their businesses, 
workplaces, or other locations in the area. 
Carl Dixon presented a project survey questionnaire that will be handed out at the public 
meeting.  Mr. Wilson asked those present to go ahead and complete the survey and 
return them today, if possible.  If not, he said that postage-paid envelopes were 
available. 
9) Next Steps 
Carl Dixon said that the next steps are, first, send out a second round of letters 
requesting resource agency input, probably in mid-August, and, second, hold the public 
meetings.  Resource agency input should be complete in mid-October.  After that, the 
KYTC project team would meet in early November to make a final recommendation.  
This could include recommending one or more corridors to be carried on to the next 
phase.  After the recommendation is decided, a draft report will be prepared and 
submitted in mid-to-late November.  After KYTC review, the final report would be 
developed and submitted by the end of the year. 
10) Q & A 
Comments presented by individual attendees during the meeting were as follows: 

•  There was a question of when the recommendation will be made.  This should be 
made in mid-to-late-November.   

•  Another question asked about the difference between Alternate 2 and 4 in terms of 
access.  The consultant noted that Alternate 4 had direct access to the Wendell H. 
Ford Parkway while Alternate 2 accessed US 62.   

•  Alternate 3 (green) is not favored.    
•  Ms. Morris, The Nature Conservancy, noted that Alternate 4 would pass through a 

property where she is working with the property owner to restore its natural habitat.    
•  It was noted that the ultimate typical section would be a four-lane partially controlled 

facility.   
•  It was suggested all utility companies be involved in the agency coordination. 
•  Mr. Kuntz asked if wetlands inventory had been reviewed.  It was noted that the 

environmental overview had not looked at wetlands in detail and that this would be 
evaluated more thoroughly in the next phase of work.   

•  The question was raised if only one corridor would be recommended.  Mr. Dixon 
noted that more than one corridor could be carried forward to the next phase.  As 
part of the NEPA process, the objective is to eliminate corridors that don’t 
adequately meet the purpose and need of the project or that have major 
environmental issue. Even if other corridors are carried forward, he said the study 
could still recommend a preferred alternate, subject to further investigation.     

11) Adjourn 
With no further comments or questions, the meeting was adjourned at around 3:15 p.m. 
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AGENDA 
 

Local Officials Meeting 
 

Alternatives Study 
Lyon-Caldwell Counties 

Relocate/Reconstruct US 641 from Eddyville 
in Lyon County to Fredonia in Caldwell County 

July 26, 2004 
2:00 p.m. CDT 

Public Library, Eddyville, Kentucky 
 
 

1. Welcome and Introductions    Division of Planning 

2. Purpose of Meeting     Division of Planning 

3. Review of Input To-Date    Wilbur Smith Associates 

a. Public Survey Summary     

b. Areas to Access/Avoid Identified by Public    

c. Resource Agency Input 

4. Environmental Justice Issues    Pennyrile ADD 

5. Proposed Alternatives     Wilbur Smith Associates 

a. Presentation of Alternatives  

b. Tier 1 Screening of Alternatives  

c. Other Issues or Locations  

6. Discussion of Geotechnical Overview   Wilbur Smith Associates 

7. Discussion of Environmental Overview   Wilbur Smith Associates  

8. Public Meeting - Round II    Division of Planning 

a. Advertisement 

b. Meeting Agenda 

9. Next Steps      Wilbur Smith Associates 

10. Q & A       Group Discussion 

11. Adjourn       Division of Planning 
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MINUTES 
Media Meeting 

Alternatives Study to Relocate/Reconstruct US 641 
from Eddyville to Fredonia 

Lyon and Caldwell Counties 
Public Library 

Eddyville, Kentucky 
July 26, 2004 – 4:00 p.m. CDT 

Following two local officials/stakeholders consultation meetings, a third meeting was 
held with representatives from the local media on the US 641 Alternatives Study in Lyon 
and Caldwell Counties.  The meeting was convened at 4:00 p.m. on Monday, July 26, 
2004, at the Public Library in Eddyville, Kentucky.  The purpose of the media meeting 
was to present information and respond to questions on study activities, including the 
public survey results following the September, 2003 public meetings; early resource 
agency  input; the 14 proposed project alternates considered initially; a level one 
screening to reduce the number of alternates; the final eight (8) “build” alternates to be 
carried forward for further evaluation; and the results of the environmental overview and 
geotechnical overview of those eight alternates.  
Participants at the meeting included local media representatives and staff from the 
Pennyrile Area Development District (PADD), Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) 
Central Office, and the project consultant, Wilbur Smith Associates (WSA).  Meeting 
attendees included the following: 
Bobbie Foust    Herald Ledger 
Chris Evans     The Crittenden Press 
Jared Nelson    Times Leader 
Caroline Garcia-Quinn Lite Rock 104.9 WAVJ FM 
Brian Peach    Paducah Sun 
 

Craig Morris    Pennyrile ADD 
 

Jim Wilson    KYTC Central Office, Planning 
Ted Noe    KYTC Central Office, Planning 
 

Carl D. Dixon    Wilbur Smith Associates 
Brad Johnson   Wilbur Smith Associates 
  
Following is a summary of the key discussion items and comments, provided in order of 
the meeting agenda.  A copy of the agenda is attached to the minutes. 
1) Welcome and Introductions 
Jim Wilson welcomed everyone and indicated that he appreciated their attendance and 
interest in the project.  At Mr. Wilson’s request, the attendees then introduced 
themselves.  Mr. Wilson reminded everyone to please put their names on the sign-in 
sheet.  Meeting attendees from the sign-in sheet are listed at the beginning of these 
minutes.   
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2) Purpose of Meeting 
Mr. Wilson stated that the purpose of the meeting was to provide information on the US 
641 planning study and particularly the proposed alternates for the improvement of US 
641.  He then gave a brief progress report on the study, saying that the last local 
officials meeting was held in July, 2003 and public meetings were held in September, 
2003.  He said that the Cabinet had mailed out letters to solicit input from federal, state, 
and local resource agencies.  He said that the consultants have developed project 
alternates and completed an environmental and geotech overview of those alternates, 
which are to be presented at the meeting.  He then turned the agenda over to Carl 
Dixon, Wilbur Smith Associates. 
3) Review of Input to Date 
Carl Dixon began the discussion by reviewing the project goals.  He then presented a 
discussion of the public meeting results.    
 a. Public Survey Summary 

Mr. Dixon referred to a handout showing the summary results of surveys returned 
during earlier public involvement activities, which shows the following: 

•  75% of the survey respondents felt that US 641 needs to be improved 
between Eddyville and Fredonia. 

•  The three primary problems identified on existing US 641 were safety (33%), 
large truck traffic (24%), and roads too narrow for trucks (17%). 

•  If US 641 is relocated, the top highways to connect with are I-24 (40%), 
Wendell H. Ford Western Kentucky Parkway (29%), and US 62 (29%). 

•  If US 641 is relocated, the top locations for the connection are I-24 near the 
weigh stations (16%), near the US 62/I-24 interchange (15%), the US 62/US 
641 intersection (10%), and the US 62/Ford Parkway interchange (10%). 

•  56% of the respondents use existing US 641 daily, and another 19% use it at 
least three times a week, thus, indicating that a large portion of the 
respondents use the existing road and should be knowledgeable about it. 

•  The primary sensitive areas to avoid are Personal Properties or Homes (28%) 
and Prime Farmland (23%).  Other than property impacts, the third main 
sensitive areas to avoid were Historical or Cultural Sites (10%). 

 b. Areas to Avoid/Proposed Corridors 
Mr. Dixon referred to the handouts to present two maps showing input received 
from attendees at the public meetings in September, 2003.  The first map shows 
areas that should be avoided, if possible.  This included (1) an area southwest of 
Fredonia which was purported to contain cemeteries, a spring, a bluff, caves, and 
sinkholes; (2) an area south of Fredonia encompassing an area on both sides of 
US 641 from the city limits to the northern boundary of the West Kentucky 
correctional facility, which contains prime farmland, a quarry, and numerous 
sinkholes; and (3) an area north of Eddyville from near just east of KY 295 on the 
west to the county line on the east and from the northern city limits of Eddyville 
and southern boundary of the West Kentucky state penitentiary farm on the south 
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to a line paralleling US 62 on the north on a line approximately ending at the 
northern boundary of the West Kentucky state penitentiary farm.  
 
Mr. Dixon also referred to another handout showing corridors proposed by 
attendees at the public meeting.  He noted that this input was considered in 
developing the proposed alternates to be presented later at the meeting. 
Mr. Dixon then asked Brad Johnson, Wilbur Smith Associates, to present 
information on public and resource agency input on the project. 

 c. Resource Agency Input 
Brad Johnson, Wilbur Smith Associates, presented a summary of resource 
agency comments received to date.  Mr. Johnson noted that 15 agency 
responses were received.  Multiple responses stated the importance of the 
project noting it would provide an industrial and economic stimulant, particularly if 
it provided connection to the proposed industrial park.  The Department of Fish 
and Wildlife noted several threatened and endangered species known to exist 
within the study area.  The Department of Corrections stated they preferred the 
new roadway not be any closer than existing US 641.  The Kentucky 
Geotechnical Branch noted that sinkholes are prevalent in the area and should 
be avoided if possible.  They also noted the presence of a spring known to exist 
within the study area.      
Mr. Johnson then asked Craig Morris, Transportation Planner, Pennyrile ADD, to 
provide the results of analysis of Environmental Justice issues in the study area. 

4) Environmental Justice Issues 
Craig Morris, Pennyrile ADD, explained what the Environmental Justice concept was 
and gave a very brief summary of his findings.  He concluded that there should be no 
disproportionate impacts on Environmental Justice groups, i.e., minorities and low-
income populations. 
Upon request, Craig Morris also gave an update on the status of the new proposed 
Industrial Park.  He said that the state has agreed to provide about 500 acres of the 
West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm property on the northern end for the industrial 
park.  Therefore, the development of the park is moving forward. 
5) Proposed Alternatives 
Carl Dixon then referred to a map in the handouts and on an exhibit board showing 15 
potential alternates (including the No-Build alternate) identified by the consultant and 
the project team for consideration, as follows: 1, 1A, 2, 2A, 2B, 2C, 3, 3A, 3B, 3C, 3D, 
3E, 4, and 4A.  He said the consultant was then asked to do a “level one” screening to 
see if the number of alternates could be reduced.  This initial screening considered 
primarily two factors: first, if the alternate adequately met the purpose and need for the 
project (as indicated by the preliminary project goals) and, second, if there was any 
potential major environmental impact that would affect any of the alternates.  The 
screening process also gave some consideration to the estimated project costs for the 
various alternatives. 
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Mr. Dixon then asked Brad Johnson, Wilbur Smith Associates, to review the “level one” 
screening process.   Mr. Johnson discussed the 4-page evaluation matrices included in 
the handouts and explained each of the criteria and how it the evaluation was done.  
This consisted of how well each alternate successfully met criteria in three evaluation 
areas: Project Goals, Environmental Issues, and Cost Issues.  The fourth page is a 
summary sheet which presents the final results. 
It was pointed out that the corridors shown on the maps are 2,000-feet-wide corridors, 
while the right-of-way required for the project would probably be about 150 to 200 feet; 
therefore, the totals of sensitive areas affected (e.g., properties or historical sites) 
shown by the matrix number does not mean that all of these would be affected.  That is, 
if the project moves forward into the design phase, there would still be some room 
within each corridor to develop an alignment that could avoid or lessen the impact on 
sensitive areas, even if they exist in the corridor. 
Based on this evaluation, Mr. Johnson pointed out that Alternates 2B, 2C, 3B, 3C, 3D, 
and 3E were dismissed by the KYTC project team, leaving nine (9) alternates (including 
the No-Build alternate), as shown on a second map in the handouts  and as shown on 
an exhibit board.  These will be carried forward for further evaluation and will be shown 
at the public meetings.  Using the exhibit board, Mr. Johnson defined each of the eight 
(8) remaining “build” alternates to help eliminate any confusion.   
6) Discussion of Geotechnical Overview 
Carl Dixon gave a brief summary of major problems identified in the geotechnical 
overview of the area, which shows that there is karst topography, including sinkholes, in 
the eastern portion of the study area.  There is also a quarry in this area and a spring 
fed by an underground stream northwest of Fredonia.  The geotechnical sub-consultant 
recommends that Alternates 2, 3, or 4 be used. 
7) Discussion of Environmental Overview 
Carl Dixon gave a brief summary of the environmental overview of the area, which 
generally shows no major problems, except for the Spring Mill Bluff (also identified in 
the geotechnical overview).  There is karst topography and sinkholes, which can also 
have archaeological issues.  Also, there is the potential for about 25 or so Threatened 
and Endangered Species.  Four of these have been sighted in the area: Indiana bat, 
gray bat, bald eagle, and the pink mucket.  Those present were reminded that the 
corridors shown on the maps were 2,000-feet-wide corridors, while the right-of-way 
required would probably be about 150 to 200 feet; therefore, there would be room within 
each corridor to develop an alignment to avoid or lessen the impact on sensitive areas. 
8) Public Meeting – Round II 
Jim Wilson then discussed the next round of public meetings, which are scheduled for 5 
to 7 p.m., August 23rd and 24th, at the Public Library in Eddyville and the Lions Club in 
Fredonia, respectively.  Mr. Wilson told the group that there were flyers and legal ads  
available and asked that they take some with them to place in their businesses, 
workplaces, or other locations in the area. 
9) Next Steps 
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Carl Dixon said that the next steps are, first, send out a second round of letters 
requesting resource agency input, probably in mid-August, and, second, hold the public 
meetings.  Resource agency input should be complete in mid-October.  After that, the 
KYTC project team would meet in early November to make a final recommendation.  
This could include recommending one or more corridors to be carried on to the next 
phase of project development.  After the recommendation has been decided, a draft 
report will be prepared and submitted to the KYTC in mid-to-late November.  After 
KYTC review, the final report would be developed and submitted by the end of the year. 
10) Q & A 
Questions and comments presented by individual attendees during the meeting were as 
follows: 

•  A couple of questions related to funding were raised.  Mr. Wilson noted that right-of-
way, utilities and construction dollars for the section north of Fredonia have not been 
authorized.  For the section south of Fredonia, a five (5) mile section is included in 
the KYTC Six Year Highway Plan for design, but this money hasn’t been authorized 
as yet.   It was also explained that the most recent Six Year Plan hasn’t been 
approved by the General Assembly.  This can be confusing because the most recent 
unapproved version does have variations from the previous approved plan.    

•  As part of the recommendation, a phasing plan for implementation will be 
recommended, since the entire project can’t be built at one time.   

•  The question was raised if only one corridor would be recommended.  Mr. Dixon 
noted that more than one corridor could be carried forward to the next phase of 
work.  He said, as part of the NEPA process, the objective is to eliminate the 
corridors that don’t adequately meet the purpose and need of the project or that 
have potentially significant environmental concerns.  The study could recommend 
that more than one alternate be carried forward into the next phase, but  still 
recommend a preferred alternate, subject to further evaluation.     

11) Adjourn 
With no further comments or questions, the meeting was adjourned at around 5:15 p.m. 
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Public Involvement Meeting  
US 641 Alternatives Study  

Lyon and Caldwell Counties 
Lyon County Public Library 

Eddyville, Kentucky 
August 23, 2004 – 5:00-7:00 p.m. CDT 

 
A public involvement open house meeting was held on Monday, August 23, 2004 from 5:00 p.m. 
to 7:00 p.m. at the Lyon County Public Library in Eddyville, Kentucky.  The purpose of the 
meeting was to allow the public to review their previous input on the proposed project, view the 
level 1 screening process to discover how the recommended alternates were chosen, and 
express their opinions on their favorite and least favorite alternatives.  The following Kentucky 
Transportation Cabinet (KYTC), Area Development District (ADD) and consultant staff were in 
attendance: 

Craig Morris    Pennyrile Area Development District 
 
Ted Merryman    KYTC, District 1 and 2 Chief District Engineer 
Timothy Choate   KYTC, District 1 
Allen Thomas    KYTC, District 1 
LouElla Thomas   KYTC, District 1 
Terry O. McKinney   KYTC, District 2 
 
Stephen Hoefler   KYTC Central Office, Division of Highway Design 
Daryl Greer    KYTC Central Office, Division of Planning 
Jimmy C. Wilson   KYTC Central Office, Division of Planning 
Wheeler Nevels   KYTC Central Office  
 
Carl D. Dixon    Wilbur Smith Associates 
Brad Johnson    Wilbur Smith Associates 
Ashley Day    Wilbur Smith Associates 

 

The public involvement open house was arranged with multiple project information stations, and 
KYTC, ADD, and consultant staff members were available to answer questions and discuss 
issues.  As attendees entered the meeting room, they were invited to participate in the following 
areas: 

•  Sign-In 

Upon arrival, attendees were greeted at the door and asked to sign the attendance list.  At 
this station, attendees were given a survey questionnaire, project brochure, and information 
regarding KYTC roadway projects.  Attendees were asked to complete the survey 
questionnaire prior to leaving the meeting, or return it to the KYTC at a later date in the 
postage-paid envelope provided.  Refreshments were also provided to the attendees at the 
entrance of the meeting room. 

•  Exhibit Boards 
A section of the room was set up with the project exhibits in a straight line arrangement to 
demonstrate the sequence of the planning process thus far.  The exhibit boards included the 
following titles: 
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− What are the preliminary project goals? 
− What is the history of the US 641 Alternatives Study? 
− Where are the most crashes occurring? 
− How many cars and trucks are on area roadways today (2003) and what is the level of 

service? 
− If there are no new road improvements, how many cars and trucks will be on area 

roadways in 2025 and what is the level of service?  
− What areas did the public want to avoid? 
− What corridors were proposed by the public? 
− September 2003 Public Meetings – Survey Response Summary 
− What corridor alternates were proposed following the public meetings? 
− Level 1 Screening – Project Goals 
− Level 1 Screening – Environmental 
− Level 1 Screening – Cost 
− Level 1 Screening Summary 
− What corridor alternates were considered for further evaluation? 

 
Attendees were invited to view the project exhibits and discuss any questions or concerns with 
KYTC, ADD, and consultant staff. General comments consisted of the following: 

− A number of individuals expressed concern that one or more of the proposed alternates 
would go through their home and/or farmland; 

− Several attendees expressed interest in the preferred alternate providing access to the 
proposed Industrial Park north of the West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm; 

− One individual expressed support for Alternative 1 because it would be one of the most 
cost efficient; 

− The cost of the proposed alternate was a major consideration for many people when 
deciding on their preferred alternate; and 

− One individual wanted the proposed alternate to be away from  existing US 641 to 
reduce the risk of relocations along the existing route. 

 
•  Survey Area 

A table was available for attendees to fill out their survey form and read over the project 
materials.  Coloring books and crayons were also present for the children that attended. 

A total of 80 persons registered their attendance at the two-hour public session, not including 
the thirteen (13) KYTC, ADD, and consultant staff.  Forty-two (42) surveys were returned at the 
meeting.     
Additional comments and identified issues are anticipated through the public comment surveys, 
which were distributed at the meeting to be returned during the meeting or by mail to the KYTC.  
Once all of the questionnaires are received by the KYTC, these comments will also be included 
in the official meeting record. 
The meeting closed at 7:05 p.m.  
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Public Involvement Meeting  
US 641 Alternatives Study  

Lyon and Caldwell Counties 
Lions Club 

Fredonia, Kentucky 
August 24, 2004 – 5:00-7:00 p.m. CDT 

 
A public involvement open house meeting was held on Tuesday, August 24, 2004 from 5:00 
p.m. to 7:00 p.m. at the Fredonia Lions Club in Fredonia, Kentucky.  The purpose of the meeting 
was to allow the public to review their previous input on the proposed project, view the level 1 
screening process to discover how the recommended alternates were chosen, and express their 
opinions on their favorite and least favorite alternatives.  The following Kentucky Transportation 
Cabinet (KYTC), Area Development District (ADD) and consultant staff were in attendance: 

Craig Morris    Pennyrile Area Development District 
 
Ted Merryman    KYTC, District 1 and 2 Chief District Engineer 
Timothy Choate   KYTC, District 1 
Allen Thomas    KYTC, District 1 
Chris Kuntz    KYTC, District 1 
Kevin McClearn   KYTC, District 2 
Nick Hall    KYTC, District 2 
 
Stephen Hoefler   KYTC Central Office, Division of Highway Design 
Daryl Greer    KYTC Central Office, Division of Planning 
Jimmy C. Wilson   KYTC Central Office, Division of Planning 
 
Carl D. Dixon    Wilbur Smith Associates 
Brad Johnson    Wilbur Smith Associates 
Ashley Day    Wilbur Smith Associates 

 

The public involvement open house was arranged with multiple project information stations, and 
KYTC, ADD, and consultant staff members were available to answer questions and discuss 
issues.  As attendees entered the meeting room, they were invited to participate in the following 
areas: 

•  Sign-In 

Upon arrival, attendees were greeted at the door and asked to sign the attendance list.  At 
this station, attendees were given a survey questionnaire, project brochure, proposed 
alternative corridors map, public survey summary, and information regarding KYTC roadway 
projects.  Attendees were asked to complete the survey questionnaire prior to leaving the 
meeting, or return it to the KYTC at a later date in the postage-paid envelope provided.  
Refreshments were also provided. 

•  Exhibit Boards 
A section of the room was set up with the project exhibits in a straight line arrangement to 
demonstrate the sequence of the planning process thus far.  The exhibit boards included the 
following titles: 
− What are the preliminary project goals? 
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− What is the history of the US 641 Alternatives Study? 
− Where are the most crashes occurring? 
− How many cars and trucks are on area roadways today (2003) and what is the level of 

service? 
− If there are no new road improvements, how many cars and trucks will be on area 

roadways in 2025 and what is the level of service?  
− What areas did the public want to avoid? 
− What corridors were proposed by the public? 
− September 2003 Public Meetings – Survey Response Summary 
− What corridor alternates were proposed following the public meetings? 
− Level 1 Screening – Project Goals 
− Level 1 Screening – Environmental 
− Level 1 Screening – Cost 
− Level 1 Screening Summary 
− What corridor alternates were considered for further evaluation? 

 
Attendees were invited to view the project exhibits and discuss any questions or concerns with 
KYTC, ADD, and consultant staff. General comments consisted of the following: 

− A number of individuals expressed strong opposition towards the proposed project; 
− One individual that lives on US 641 stated that the existing road was safe for truck traffic; 
− Potential relocations and farmland impacts were concerns mentioned by several 

attendees; 
− One individual did not want the proposed alternate to bypass Fredonia due to fear of the 

family gas station loosing significant traffic; 
− Several others expressed concern that bypassing Fredonia would hurt local businesses; 
− Several attendees commented that Alternate 1 would destroy the most prime farmland in 

the study area; and, 
− A missing cemetery was identified on the exhibits by one attendee.  The location was 

identified on a handout map and provided to the consultant.   
 
•  Survey Area 

Tables were available for attendees to fill out their survey form and read over the project 
materials.  Coloring books and crayons were also present for the children that attended. 

A total of 90 persons registered their attendance at the two-hour public session, not including 
the thirteen (13) KYTC, ADD, and consultant staff.  Fifty-five (55) surveys were returned at the 
meeting, including one (1) survey from an individual that had attended the Eddyville public 
meeting the previous evening. 
Additional comments and identified issues are anticipated through the public comment surveys, 
which were distributed at the meeting to be returned during the meeting or by mail to the KYTC.  
Once all of the questionnaires are received by the KYTC, these comments will also be included 
in the official meeting record. 
The meeting closed at 7:00 p.m.  
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MINUTES 
Final Project Team Meeting: Alternatives Study 

Lyon-Caldwell Counties 
Relocate/Reconstruct US 641 from Eddyville  

in Lyon County to Fredonia in Caldwell County 
 

November 22, 2004 
10:00 a.m. CST 

Highway District 2 Office, Madisonville, Kentucky 
 

The final project team meeting for the US 641 Alternatives Study in Lyon and Caldwell 
Counties was conducted on Monday, November 22, 2004 in Madisonville, Kentucky.  
The purpose of the meeting was to review input to date, discuss the proposed 
alternatives, and make final recommendations for the study.  Participants at the 
meeting included representatives from KYTC Districts 1 and 2, Pennyrile Area 
Development District (PADD), KYTC Central Office, and consultant staff from Wilbur 
Smith Associates (WSA).  Individual attendees at the meeting included the following: 
 

Craig Morris   Pennyrile Area Development District 
Tim Choate   KYTC, District 1, TEBM, Pre-Construction 

 Allen Thomas   KYTC, District 1, TEBM, Planning 
 Chris Kuntz   KYTC, District 1, Design 
 Johnny Wall   KYTC, District 1, Utilities 
 Everett Green  KYTC, District 2, TEBM, Pre-Construction 
 Kevin McClearn  KYTC, District 2, TEBM, Planning 
 Nick Hall   KYTC, District 2, Planning 
 Jim Wilson   KYTC Central Office, Planning 
 Ted Noe   KYTC Central Office, Planning 
 Jamie Bewley  KYTC Central Office, Planning 
 Brad Johnson  Wilbur Smith Associates 

Carl Dixon     Wilbur Smith Associates 
  
A summary of the key comments and discussion items for this meeting is provided 
below in the order of the meeting agenda.  A copy of the agenda for the meeting is 
attached to this document. 
1)  Welcome and Introductions 
Jim Wilson began the meeting by welcoming everyone and asking them to introduce 
themselves.     
2)  Purpose of Meeting 
Jim Wilson provided a brief recap of the project schedule to-date and stated that the 
purpose of the meeting was to review the study findings, select a corridor or corridors to 
be taken into future phases, and make final recommendations.       
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3)  Review of Input to Date 
a.  Public Survey Summary 
Brad Johnson briefly discussed the public meeting input from the last public meetings.  
The project team was provided a handout with a summary of both the first and second 
rounds of public survey input.  He provided a summary of input from the second round, 
noting that some of the responses did not follow instructions with regard to selecting 
one alternate for either the preferred alternate or the alternate least preferred, but an 
analysis of the results did not indicate a significant difference in the relative voting.  
Therefore, Mr. Johnson chose to present the percentages for all alternates selected. 
Mr. Johnson noted that Alternate 2 was preferred by the largest percentage (43%) of 
the public input survey, and Alternate 1 (20%) and Alternate 4 (14%) were the next 
highest.   The alternate receiving the most votes as the least preferred alternate was 
Alternate 1 (43%), with Alternate 3 (32%) a close second in the voting.  Alternates 3A 
and 1A were next, with 11% and 10%, respectively.  Totals include both the public 
meeting surveys and the surveys from the local officials/stakeholders meetings held 
prior to the public meetings. 
Mr. Johnson noted that the surveys from the local officials/stakeholders meetings were 
also compiled separately.  The results from this were more telling, in that 95% of the 
local officials/stakeholders preferred Alternate 2, and 95% were most opposed to 
Alternate 1. 
Based on the survey results, it appears that the local officials/stakeholders and the 
public prefer to (1) utilize existing US 641 to the maximum extent possible on the 
southern end of the proposed project and (2) locate the “new” US 641 “bypass” west 
(rather than east) of Fredonia on the northern end of the project. 
b.  Resource Agency Input 
Carl Dixon then briefly summarized the input from the resource agencies and other 
interested parties.  A handout was provided that summarized the input from the first and 
second rounds of resource agency coordination.  Generally, much of the input from 
many agencies provided input on the process and requirements for the next phase of 
the project.  Only a few specifically addressed a particular corridor alternate, as follows: 

•  Atmos Energy Corporation indicated that both Alternates 1 and 3 would cross their 
natural gas lines. 

•  Crittenden County Economic Development Corporation (CCEDC) strongly endorsed 
Alternate 2A, stating that it was vital that the “new” US 641 be in close proximity to 
the 800-acre Pennyrile WestPark Industrial Park, located adjacent to the Prison 
Farm. 

•  Senator Dorsey Ridley favored Alternate 2 because it would affect the fewest 
individuals and require the smallest number of relocations.  He stated that using the 
present corridor would be prudent. 

•  Kentucky Department of Corrections, Western Kentucky Corrections Complex 
(WKCC) opposed Alternates 1, 4, and 4A.  Since these are located immediately 
adjacent to the West Kentucky Prison Farm property, they may compromise 
WKCC’s mission by providing prisoners with access to dangerous contraband (e.g., 
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drugs and weapons) and the potential for escape through easier facilitation. 
•  The Nature Conservancy-Kentucky Chapter indicated that Alternates 4 and 1A 

would likely affect two properties owned by a single landowner with whom the 
Nature Conservancy is currently involved to improve wildlife habitat on those 
properties. 

•  Kentucky Department of Travel, Commerce Cabinet stated that all alternates, 
except Alternate 3, would improve access to Mineral Mounds State Park.  They also 
said that all alternates appear to have a minimal impact on natural habitat and 
historic sites, but this was to a lesser extent for Alternates 1, 1A, and 2A. 

Carl also reviewed factors identified in the Environmental Overview and Geotechnical 
Overview.  Generally, there are no major environmental issues that affect the selection 
of a corridor alternate.  Some of the primary environmental concerns are habitats 
related to threatened and endangered species in the study area, which can be 
addressed further in the next phase of the project.  Another is Mill Springs Bluff, a 
sensitive area west of Fredonia in the approximate location of the corridor; therefore, 
this site should be avoided during the next phase, if possible. 
The major concerns from a geotechnical perspective are the rock quarry south of 
Fredonia and the karst topography which lies primarily along the easternmost corridors.  
It was stated that “the gold corridor” (Alternate 1 and 1A) has “the highest probability for 
Karst activity.”  In order of priority, Alternates 3, 4, and 2 were selected as the three 
alternates with the least amount of geotechnical problems. 
4)  Review of Project Goals/Purpose 
Carl Dixon reviewed the project goals and asked if there were any proposed changes.  
With no suggested changes, he specifically asked if the purpose should state that the 
proposed project should tie directly into one of the expressways.  Someone pointed out 
that this was included in the official KYTC project description.  Based on this and on 
subsequent discussion throughout the meeting, it was agreed that the statement of 
project purpose and need should state that the proposed project should tie into either I-
24 or the Ford Parkway. 
5) Special Considerations 
Throughout the meeting, the following special considerations were discussed in varying 
levels of detail: addressing potential impacts on prime farmland; the importance of a 
newly proposed agricultural district located east and south of Fredonia and just north of 
the prison farm property; avoidance of Mill Springs Bluff; consideration of Nature 
Conservancy concerns about wildlife habitat protection; avoiding or minimizing locating 
on or near karst/sinkholes in the area; avoidance of and access to the Fredonia quarry; 
relative impacts on the prison farm; the importance of providing access to the WestPark 
industrial park mega-site just north of the prison farm; and avoiding or minimizing utility 
impacts and/or involvement. 
From public input through surveys and from consultation with local officials, 
stakeholders, and individuals at the public meetings, it was agreed by the project team 
that the major concern of the local residents was the potential impacts on prime 
farmland, including possible relocations.  As a result, it appears that the public in the 



US 641 Alternatives Study  page 4 
Project Team Meeting, 11/22/04 

study area favors (1) staying along existing US 641 as much as possible on the 
southern end of the proposed project and (2) providing a western bypass of Fredonia 
on the northern end of the proposed project.  It was also agreed that there is a strong 
need to provide good truck access to the WestPark industrial mega-site. 
6) Proposed Alternatives 
a.  Review of Alternatives 
Carl Dixon led a review and discussion of the proposed alternatives.  Generally, it was 
decided that the project should (1) use as much of existing US 641 as possible, while 
still meeting the project purpose, and (2) be located west of Fredonia at the northern 
terminus.  After considerable discussion, the project team reached a consensus to 
dismiss the following alternatives for the reasons discussed herein: 

•  Alternate 1: May not serve the project purpose adequately because the southern 
terminus is too far from Eddyville and I-24; has major potential prime farmland 
impacts; most opposed alternate by the public; opposed by 95% of local 
officials/stakeholders; probability of geotech problems due to karst topography; 
opposed by the Western Kentucky Correctional Complex (WKCC) for security 
reasons; and crosses Atmos Energy gas lines. 

•  Alternate 1A: May not serve project purpose adequately because southern terminus 
is too far from Eddyville and I-24; has major potential prime farmland impacts; 
passes through potential new agricultural district; has second highest number of 
potential impacts on historic sites; probability of geotech problems due to karst 
topography; opposed by the WKCC for security reasons; and may cross Atmos 
Energy gas lines. 

•  Alternate 2: Although it is the most favored alternate by local officials/stakeholders 
and the public, it does not adequately meet project purpose to provide improved 
regional truck access and access to the NHS or Truck Network since it does not 
connect directly to either I-24 or the Ford Parkway; has second highest number of 
potential relocations; has highest number of potential impacts on historic sites; and 
has second highest potential impacts on sewer lines and utility lines. 

•  Alternate 2A: Does not adequately meet project purpose to provide improved 
regional truck access and access to the NHS or Truck Network since it does not 
connect directly to either I-24 or the Ford Parkway; has highest number of potential 
relocations; has highest potential impacts on sewer lines and utility lines; has major 
potential farmland impacts near Fredonia; and passes through potential new 
agricultural district. 

•  Alternate 3: Does not provide access to the WestPark industrial site; has relatively 
high potential relocation impacts; could have a major impact on prime farmland 
since it has one of the two longest sections located on new alignment; and one of 
the two longest routes which translates into the highest construction cost and 
increased state maintenance mileage in the future. 

•  Alternate 3A: Has relatively high potential relocation impacts; could have a major 
impact on prime farmland since it has one of the two longest sections located on 
new alignment; one of the two longest routes which translates into the highest 
construction cost and increased state maintenance mileage in the future; would 
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impact prime farmland and pass through a potential new agricultural district east of 
Fredonia; and possibility of karst topography east of Fredonia. 

•  Alternate 4A: Has major potential farmland impacts and passes through potential 
new agricultural district near Fredonia. 

b.  Multimodal/Intermodal Issues 
The project team felt that consideration should be given to rail service into and out of 
the proposed WestPark industrial mega-site.  This could include coordinating to provide 
rail service within the right-of-way of the proposed US 641 project, avoid the need for 
new rail crossings if possible, and/or ensure that rail overpasses are considered where 
appropriate.  In any case, special consideration should be given to ensuring that good, 
safe rail access is provided to the WestPark site.  No special bicycle/pedestrian 
facilities were identified as being needed. There was also discussion that the shoulders 
could be used for bicycles on any new roadway segments where the access was not 
fully controlled for the type of roadway envisioned, but bicycle/pedestrian 
accommodations should be considered in accordance with KYTC policy during the next 
phases of project development. 
c.  Recommended Alternative(s) 
With the elimination of the other seven (7) alternates, the project team agreed that 
Alternate 4 most closely suited the needs for the proposed project.  However, they also 
felt that it did not adequately meet public concerns and would need some changes. 
d.  Discussion by Project Team 
The project team agreed that a slightly Revised Version of Alternate 4 should be 
taken into the next phase of project development to better address public concerns.  
Specifically, Alternate 4-Revised should be relocated to (1) minimize the impacts on 
farmland and wildlife habitats by using as much of US 641 and staying as close to the 
farm boundaries as possible, (2) re-align US 641 near the existing Ford Parkway 
interchange (Exit 4) and re-align US 62 as a T-intersection with US 641, (3) make the 
Fredonia bypass diverge to the north and west from the existing US 641 as close to 
Fredonia as deemed practical, and (4) provide for a connector from KY 91 to provide 
access to the bypass.  The consultant was asked to prepare a map with Alternate 4-
Revised to be submitted to the KYTC for review and approval. 
7) Typical Section 
The project team agreed that the typical section should match the section now 
designed for US 641 between Fredonia and Marion, i.e., a four-lane road with a 60-foot 
median.  Also, the Cabinet should consider full access control, if possible, from the Ford 
Parkway to existing US 641 near the WestPark industrial mega-site, with partial access 
control, where possible, for the remaining portion of the proposed project. 
8) Priority Sections 
The project team agreed that the proposed project should be built from south to north, 
with the first section from the Ford Parkway to existing US 641, the second section 
along US 641 to the beginning of the west bypass of Fredonia, and the third section on 
new alignment beginning as close to Fredonia as deemed practical and ending at the 
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section already designed north of Fredonia. 
9) Next Steps 
The consultant will provide the minutes of the meeting and a map of Alternate 4-
Revised within the next week or two.  A draft report will be completed by the end of 
Calendar Year 2004, followed by a 30-day KYTC review period.  If a timely review 
schedule is met, then a final report will be submitted by March 2005. 
10) Q & A 
No additional questions or comments were made. 
11) Adjourn 
The meeting was adjourned at approximately 1:15 p.m. CST. 
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AGENDA 
Project Team Meeting 

Alternatives Study 
US 641, Lyon/Caldwell County 

Relocate/Reconstruct US 641 from Eddyville to Fredonia 
KYTC Item Number: N/A 

 
November 22, 2004 

10:00 a.m. CST 
District 2 Conference Room 

Madisonville, Kentucky 
 

1. Welcome and Introductions    Division of Planning 

2. Purpose of Meeting     Division of Planning 

3. Review of Input To-Date     Wilbur Smith Associates 
a. Public Survey Summary     
b. Resource Agency Input 

4. Review of Project Goals/Purpose    Wilbur Smith 
Associates 

5. Special Considerations     Wilbur Smith Associates 
a. Prime Farmland/Agricultural District 
b. Mill Springs Bluff 
c. Nature Conservancy Issues 
d. Karst/Sinkholes 
e. Fredonia Quarry 
f. Prison Farm/Industrial Site  
g. Utilities 

6. Proposed Alternatives     Wilbur Smith Associates 
a. Review of Alternatives 
b. Multimodal/Intermodal Issues 
c. Recommended Alternative(s) 
d. Discussion by Project Team     

7. Discussion of Typical Section    Wilbur Smith Associates 
8. Discussion of Priority Sections    Wilbur Smith Associates 
9. Next Steps       Wilbur Smith Associates 

a. Draft Report 
b. Final Report 

10. Q & A       Group Discussion 

11. Adjourn       Division of Planning  







The proposed project addressed in the planning 
study would connect to another segment of US 641 
from Fredonia to Marion that is currently in the design 
phase.  That proposed project would begin on the 
south side of Marion in Crittenden County, follow a 
parallel path east of existing US 641, and terminate 
northwest of Fredonia.  The proposed route is being 
designed as a four-lane roadway with partial control 
of access (i.e., at-grade intersections at a spacing of 
no less than 1,200 feet).  Construction of two lanes 
on a four-lane right-of-way is being considered, with 
the remaining two lanes to be constructed in the 
future.

.

There are a number of issues that will be explored 
as part of this planning study.  Some of these 
issues include:
• Access for 102-inch wide trucks
• Connectivity between other major roadways
• Serving the site of a proposed industrial park, 

southeast of Fredonia
• Safety and capacity concerns
• Recreation and tourism access
• Other highway projects in the area

he Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) is 
undertaking an alternatives planning study for 
the proposed reconstruction/relocation of US       
.

Address written comments to:
Annette Coffey, P.E.

or
Daryl Greer, P.E.

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Division of Planning
125 Holmes Street

Frankfort, KY 40622

Or you may contact by phone:
Jimmy Wilson

Project Manager
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet

Division of Planning 
(502) 564-7183

jimmy.wilson@mail.state.ky.us

You may also look for project 
information at:

www.kytc.state.ky.us/planning/index2.asp

Some environmental issues include:
• Quarry operation in Fredonia
• Wildlife management status in areas where signs are 
posted

• Impact on and access to farmland

Four public meetings are being held during the course 
of this study.  These are intended to provide 
information and gain input on the proposed project 
regarding major issues, potential impacts, and 
possible alternates.  Efforts are also included to 
coordinate with and get input from local officials, 
public agency representatives, and others who have a 
special interest in the project. 
The first two public meetings, one each in Eddyville 
and Fredonia, are to inform the public about the 
project and request input on preliminary project 
issues.   The second two meetings, also in Eddyville 
and Fredonia, are to present information and get input 
on the proposed alternatives. 
To assist in keeping the public and agencies informed, 
information will be added to the KYTC’s Division of 
Planning website:
http://www.kytc.state.ky.us/planning/index2.asp
This website will be updated on a regular basis as 
new information becomes available.

641 from Eddyville in Lyon County to Fredonia in 
Caldwell County.  No funds are available at this time 
for the design or construction of this project. 
The planning study will (1) analyze existing 
conditions (including transportation, environmental, 
and socioeconomic issues), (2) estimate future traffic 
demand, and (3) identify and evaluate potential 
alternatives for the proposed project.    Throughout 
the planning process, comments, concerns, 
suggestions, and insight from the general public and 
local officials will be documented and considered. 
The existing US 641 corridor between Eddyville and 
Fredonia is a two-lane roadway with 10- to 12-foot 
lanes and varying shoulder widths and types.  The 
posted speed limit is 35 mph in urban areas and 
ranges from 45 mph to 55 mph in rural areas.  US 
641 carries an average daily traffic (ADT) volume 
between 3,080 and 3,400 vehicles per day and 
provides access south between Fredonia and US 62, 
I-24, and the Wendell H. Ford (Western Kentucky) 
Parkway.

Reconstruction/Relocation of
From Eddyville to Fredonia

º

The following were identified as preliminary goals 
for the project:
Provide improved regional access along a 
reconstructed highway or an alternate route that 
will:
• Allow the designation of the route for the legal 
operation of 102-inch wide trucks between 
Eddyville and Fredonia;
• Provide improved access to the National Truck 
Network and National Highway System to 
support economic development initiatives in the 
region; and 
• Provide improved access from north of and in 
the vicinity of Eddyville to regional recreational 
and tourist areas, including Lake Barkley and 
Kentucky Lake.

Provide improved connectivity through an extension 
of the programmed US 641 project between 
Fredonia and Marion, thus, affording the opportunity 
for an improved corridor from I-24 near Eddyville to 
US 60 near Henderson that could serve as an 
alternate corridor to the Edward T. Breathitt 
(Pennyrile) Parkway and the Wendell H. Ford 
(Western Kentucky) Parkway; and

Help to alleviate public concerns about safety and 
level of service along the existing US 641 corridor by 
providing a reconstructed highway or an alternate 
route with improved roadway geometrics for 
motorists traveling between Eddyville and Fredonia.

KY 62 / US 641 intersection.

Prime farmland along KY 91 
in Caldwell County.

New Bethel Church adjacent 
to US 641, south of Fredonia.

View of Barkley Lake along  
I-24 near Eddyville.

Power plant entrance along 
US 62 in Lyon County.

Typical section along 
US 641 in Lyon & 
Caldwell Counties.

Entrance to Fredonia.



C or Better:
Desirable Operations

D: 
Acceptable Operations

E: 
Undesirable Operations

F: 
Failed Operations
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INTRODUCTION 
 

This Environmental Justice and Community Impacts Report is to be used as a component 
of an Alternatives Study for the relocation or reconstruction of US 641 from Eddyville in Lyon 
County to Fredonia in Caldwell County.  Roadwork on US 641 between Marion and Fredonia 
was intended to upgrade the road for industrial use, and the relocation or reconstruction of US 
641 from Eddyville to Fredonia continues the effort to make Crittenden County more accessible 
for industry.  Map 1, US 641 Planning Study shows the study area for this project.  The study is 
intended to better define the location and purpose of the project and better meet federal 
requirements regarding consideration of environmental issues as defined in the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).   
 

The Pennyrile Area Development District’s Regional Transportation Council, and the 
District 1 Highway Office have given this project a priority rating of “high” during the 2003 
prioritization process.  The 2000 Census identifies three census tracts in Caldwell County, three 
census tracts in Crittenden County, two census tracts in Livingston County, and two census tracts 
in Lyon County.  For the purposes of this project, the following census tracts are illustrated on 
Map 2, Census Tracts and Block Groups in Study Area: 

 
� 9601 (001, 002, 003, 004, 005) – Lyon County 
� 9602 (001) – Lyon County 
� 9801 (001, 002) – Caldwell County 
� 9802 (003, 004, 005) – Caldwell County 
� 9803 (004) – Caldwell County 
� 402 (005) – Livingston County 
� 9904 (002) – Crittenden County 

 
 
POPULATION BY RACE 
 

Comparing the figures in Table 1A to those in Table 1B, few proportions differ from 
national and state levels.  Lyon County’s block group 001 in tract 9601 is 15.3% Black.  This is 
higher than the 12.3% national Black population.  The difference becomes more prevalent in the 
comparison of the state and county levels of 7.3% and 6.7% respectively.  Tract 9601 as a whole 
is 8.4% Black, which is lower than the national percentage (12.3%) and higher than the state 
percentage (7.3%).  Block group 002 in tract 9601, with a Black population of 11.5%, falls into 
the same category, having a Black population under the national average but higher than the state 
average.  The averages in tract 9601, block groups 001 and 002 appear to be elevated because of 
the Prison Farm located in this area.  The location of the prison accounts for what looks like a 
concentration of a Black population.  In Caldwell County, tract 9802 has a Black population of 
9.9%, which also falls between the national and state averages; however, block groups 003, 004, 
and 005 of census tract 9802 all have Black populations lower than the national, state, and 
county percentages.  

 
Census tract 9601, block group 004 in Lyon County has an American Indian population 

of 1.0%, one tenth of a percentage point higher than the national average of 0.9%.  Despite this, 
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census tract 9601 as a whole is 0.3% American Indian, equal to the county average and one third 
of the national average.  Census tract 402 in Livingston County is 0.5% American Indian, which 
falls between the national average of 0.9% and the state average of 0.2%.  Block group 005 of 
census tract 402 is 0.6% American Indian, also between the national and state averages. 

 
Each of the other census tracts and block groups show no significant difference in 

population composition according to race within the project area.  The minority percentages are 
comparable or lower than state and national levels. 

 
Members of the project area community focus group were consulted to confirm this 

conclusion about the study area.  They did not recognize any minority concentrations that 
seemed higher than average.  It appears that this project would have little impact on minority 
communities in Caldwell, Crittenden, Livingston, and Lyon Counties. 
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POPULATION BY POVERTY LEVEL 
 

The poverty levels of the population in the study area were compared to the overall 
poverty levels of the Counties, the State of Kentucky and the nation. Table 2A indicates that 12% 
of the national population is below the poverty level.  Kentucky has a higher population poverty 
level of 15.4%.  Table 2B indicates some tracts and block groups with significantly higher 
percentages below the poverty level.  Census tract 9802 in Caldwell County including block 
group 004 has a high poverty level.  Although this block group has an elevated concentration of 
individuals age 0-17 below the poverty level, only a minimal part of the block group is included 
in the project area.  The concentration of individuals below the poverty level is located outside of 
the project study area.  Census tract 9802 has a population of 21.2% below the poverty level.  
Block groups 003, 004, and 005 have poverty levels of 18.8%, 34.0%, and 20.9% respectively.  
Other census tracts and block groups in Caldwell County were higher than the national average 
but lower than both the state and county averages: block group 002 of census tract 9801, census 
tract 9803, and specifically block group 004 of census tract 9803. 

 
Several block groups in Lyon County were also identified to have poverty levels between 

the national and state averages.  In census tract 9601, block group 003 has a poverty level of 
12.9% and block group 005 has a level of 12.7%.  Block group 001 in census tract 9602 has a 
poverty level of 14.4%.  These percentages are slightly above the national average of 12.0% and 
county level of 10.3%, but are lower than the state average of 15.4%.  These percentages are 
slightly above the national and county averages due to a concentration of trailer parks in the 
census block.  This concentration of trailer parks will not be directly affected by the project. 

 
Members of the project area community focus group were consulted to confirm this 

conclusion about the study area.  They did not recognize any significant concentrations of the 
population below the poverty level that would be directly affected by the project.  It appears that 
this project would have little impact on populations below the poverty level in Caldwell, 
Crittenden, Livingston, and Lyon Counties. 

  
 
 
POPULATION BY AGE GROUP 
 

The age levels of the population in the study area were compared to the overall age levels 
of the counties, the State of Kentucky and the nation.  Examining Tables 3A and 3B shows that 
some block groups in the study area have a slightly higher percentage of people age 18-64 and 
consistently higher percentages of the population over 65.  This is consistent with the 
percentages of the population for each of the counties involved because of the increased number 
of retired individuals moving to the lakes area.  The national population over 65 was 12.4% and 
the state level was 12.5%.  Caldwell, Crittenden, Livingston, and Lyon Counties all exceeded the 
national and state averages for population over 65. 

 
Members of the project area community focus group were consulted to confirm this 

conclusion about the study area.  They did not recognize any significant concentrations of 
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individuals of a particular age group.  It appears that this project would have little impact on 
populations of a particular age group in Caldwell, Crittenden, Livingston, and Lyon Counties. 
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Table 1A - Comparison Table for 2000 Population by Race:  Nation, State, Counties 

Political/Census 
Division White Percent of 

Population Black  Percent of 
Population  

American 
Indian 

Percent of 
Population  Asian Percent of 

Population  Hispanic* Percent of 
Population  Other Percent of 

Population  
Total 

Population 

United States 211,460,626 75.1% 34,658,190 12.3% 2,475,956 0.9% 10,242,998 3.6% 35,305,818 12.5% 22,584,136 8.0% 281,421,906 

Kentucky 3,640,889 90.1% 295,994 7.3% 8,616 0.2% 29,744 0.7% 59,939 1.5% 66,526 1.6% 4,041,769 

Caldwell County 12,262 93.9% 628 4.8% 19 0.1% 21 0.2% 80 0.6% 130 1.0% 13,060 

Crittenden County 9,219 98.2% 61 0.7% 14 0.1% 8 0.1% 48 0.5% 82 0.9% 9,384 

Livingston County 9,656 98.5% 14 0.1% 41 0.4% 3 0.0% 74 0.8% 90 0.9% 9,804 

Lyon County 7,422 91.9% 543 6.7% 24 0.3% 14 0.2% 59 0.7% 77 1.0% 8,080 

                           
              
              

Table 1B - 2000 Population by Race:  Census Tracts and Block Groups within and near the Study Area 

Census Block Group White Percent of 
Population Black  Percent of 

Population  
American 

Indian 
Percent of 
Population  Asian Percent of 

Population  Hispanic* Percent of 
Population  Other Percent of 

Population  
Total 

Population 

Tract 9801-Caldwell 2,200 98.5% 15 0.7% 2 0.1% 2 0.1% 9 0.4% 15 0.7% 2,234 

  Block Group 001 1,198 99.1% 0 0.0% 2 0.2% 2 0.2% 1 0.1% 7 0.6% 1,209 

  Block Group 002 1,002 97.8% 15 1.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 8 0.8% 8 0.8% 1,025 

Tract 9802-Caldwell 4,625 88.4% 516 9.9% 9 0.2% 10 0.2% 42 0.8% 70 1.3% 5,230 

  Block Group 003 1,124 96.2% 30 2.6% 0 0.0% 4 0.3% 3 0.3% 11 0.9% 1,169 

  Block Group 004 811 94.2% 35 4.1% 1 0.1% 3 0.3% 7 0.8% 11 1.3% 861 

  Block Group 005 1,429 98.9% 3 0.2% 3 0.2% 0 0.0% 4 0.3% 10 0.7% 1,445 

Tract 9803-Caldwell 5,437 97.2% 97 1.7% 8 0.1% 9 0.2% 29 0.5% 45 0.8% 5,596 

  Block Group 004 1,054 98.1% 10 0.9% 3 0.3% 1 0.1% 3   6 0.6% 1,074 
Tract 9904-
Crittenden 1,811 98.8% 0 0.0% 4 0.2% 7 0.4% 8 0.4% 11 0.6% 1,833 

  Block Group 002 764 99.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%   0.0% 7 0.9% 7 0.9% 771 

Tract 402-Livingston 6,524 98.5% 7 0.1% 33 0.5% 2 0.0% 57 0.9% 60 0.9% 6,626 

  Block Group 005 1,010 98.2% 0 0.0% 6 0.6% 0 0.0% 4 0.4% 12 1.2% 1,028 

Tract 9601-Lyon 5,789 90.1% 540 8.4% 21 0.3% 13 0.2% 45 0.7% 60 0.9% 6,423 

  Block Group 001 1,348 83.7% 246 15.3% 0 0.0% 3 0.2% 14 0.9% 14 0.9% 1,611 

  Block Group 002 1,743 86.8% 230 11.5% 7 0.3% 5 0.2% 20 1.0% 23 1.1% 2,008 

  Block Group 003 996 94.1% 45 4.3% 6 0.6% 4 0.4% 8 0.8% 7 0.7% 1,058 

  Block Group 004 807 96.6% 17 2.0% 8 1.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.1% 3 0.4% 835 

  Block Group 005 895 98.2% 2 0.2% 0 0.0% 1 0.1% 2 0.2% 13 1.4% 911 

Tract 9602-Lyon 1,633 98.6% 3 0.2% 3 0.2% 1 0.1% 14 0.8% 17 1.0% 1,657 

  Block Group 001** 1,633 98.6% 3 0.2% 3 0.2% 1 0.1% 14 0.8% 17 1.0% 1,657 

              
*Population of Hispanic Origin is included as White.  Source:  2000 U.S. Census 
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Table 2A - Comparison Table for 1999 Population by Poverty Level:  Nation, State, Counties 
Political/Census 

Division 
Population Below 

Poverty Level 
% of Total 
Population Age 0-17 % of Total 

Population Age 18-64 % of Total 
Population Age 65+ % of Total 

Population 
United States 33,899,812 12.0% 11,746,858 4.2% 18,865,180 6.7% 3,287,774 1.2% 
Kentucky 621,096 15.4% 203,547 5.0% 350,072 8.7% 67,477 1.7% 
Caldwell County 2,031 15.6% 595 4.6% 1,092 8.4% 344 2.6% 
Crittenden County 1,766 18.8% 670 7.1% 872 9.3% 224 2.4% 
Livingston County 994 10.1% 244 2.5% 529 5.4% 221 2.3% 
Lyon County 831 10.3% 221 2.7% 452 5.6% 158 2.0% 

         
         

Table 2B - 1999 Population by Poverty Level:  Census Tracts and Block Groups within the Study Area 

Census Block Group Population Below 
Poverty Level 

% of Total 
Population Age 0-17 % of Total 

Population Age 18-64 % of Total 
Population Age 65+ % of Total 

Population 
Tract 9801-Caldwell 214 9.6% 47 2.1% 129 5.8% 38 1.7% 
  Block Group 001 84 6.9% 10 0.8% 51 4.2% 23 1.9% 
  Block Group 002 130 12.9% 37 3.7% 78 7.7% 15 1.5% 
Tract 9802-Caldwell 1,109 21.2% 335 6.4% 613 11.7% 161 3.1% 
  Block Group 003 218 18.8% 59 5.1% 123 10.6% 36 3.1% 
  Block Group 004 259 34.0% 105 13.8% 110 14.5% 44 5.8% 
  Block Group 005 300 20.9% 86 6.0% 183 12.8% 31 2.2% 
Tract 9803-Caldwell 708 12.7% 213 3.8% 350 6.3% 145 2.6% 
  Block Group 004 161 15.0% 34 3.2% 72 6.7% 55 5.1% 
Tract 9904-Crittenden 206 11.2% 62 3.4% 79 4.3% 65 3.5% 
  Block Group 002 32 4.0% 0 0.0% 25 3.1% 7 0.9% 
Tract 402-Livingston 596 9.0% 118 1.8% 344 5.2% 134 2.0% 
  Block Group 005 89 8.8% 8 0.8% 67 6.6% 14 1.4% 
Tract 9601-Lyon 592 9.2% 145 2.3% 323 5.0% 124 1.9% 
  Block Group 001 104 6.5% 21 1.3% 54 3.4% 29 1.8% 
  Block Group 002 181 9.0% 33 1.6% 105 5.2% 43 2.1% 
  Block Group 003 137 12.9% 48 4.5% 76 7.2% 13 1.2% 
  Block Group 004 54 6.5% 7 0.8% 37 4.4% 10 1.2% 
  Block Group 005 116 12.7% 36 4.0% 51 5.6% 29 3.2% 
Tract 9602-Lyon 239 14.4% 76 4.6% 129 7.8% 34 2.1% 
  Block Group 001** 239 14.4% 76 4.6% 129 7.8% 34 2.1% 

 
*Population of Hispanic Origin is included as White.  Source:  2000 U.S. Census 
** Census Tract 9602 consists of only one Block Group.   
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Table 3A - Comparison Table for 2000 Population by Age Group:  Nation, State, & Counties 
Political/Census 

Division Age 0-17 Percent of Total Age 18-64 Percent of Total Age 65+ Percent of Total Total 

United States 72,293,812 25.7% 174,136,341 61.9% 34,991,753 12.4% 281,421,906 
Kentucky 994,818 24.6% 2,542,158 62.9% 504,793 12.5% 4,041,769 
Caldwell County 2927 22.4% 7785 59.6% 2,348 18.0% 13,060 
Crittenden County 2178 23.2% 5677 60.5% 1,529 16.3% 9,384 
Livingston County 2188 22.3% 6153 62.8% 1463 14.9% 9,804 
Lyon County 1275 15.8% 5448 67.4% 1357 16.8% 8,080 

        
        

Table 3B - 2000 Population by Age Group:  Census Tracts and Block Groups within the Study Area 

Census Block Group Age 0-17 Percent of Total Age 18-64 Percent of Total Age 65+ Percent of Total Total 

Tract 9801-Caldwell 515 23.1% 1382 61.9% 337 15.1% 2,234 
  Block Group 001 239 19.5% 786 64.2% 199 16.3% 1,224 
  Block Group 002 276 27.3% 596 59.0% 138 13.7% 1,010 
Tract 9802-Caldwell 1207 23.1% 3053 58.4% 970 18.5% 5,230 
  Block Group 003 334 28.6% 618 52.9% 216 18.5% 1,168 
  Block Group 004 159 18.2% 511 58.6% 202 23.2% 872 
  Block Group 005 302 20.8% 930 64.2% 217 15.0% 1,449 
Tract 9803-Caldwell 1197 21.4% 3358 60.0% 1041 18.6% 5,596 
  Block Group 004 191 17.8% 661 61.6% 221 20.6% 1,073 
Tract 9904-
Crittenden 383 20.6% 1148 61.7% 330 17.7% 1,861 
  Block Group 002 136 17.0% 511 64.0% 152 19.0% 799 
Tract 402-
Livingston 1520 22.9% 4263 64.3% 843 12.7% 6,626 
  Block Group 005 157 15.4% 696 68.4% 164 16.1% 1,017 
Tract 9601-Lyon 932 14.5% 4470 69.4% 1036 16.1% 6,438 
  Block Group 001 155 9.6% 1332 82.1% 135 8.3% 1,622 
  Block Group 002 263 13.1% 1443 71.7% 306 15.2% 2,012 
  Block Group 003 242 23.1% 685 65.5% 119 11.4% 1,046 
  Block Group 004 75 8.9% 433 51.5% 333 39.6% 841 
  Block Group 005 197 21.5% 577 62.9% 143 15.6% 917 
Tract 9602-Lyon 332 20.2% 984 59.9% 326 19.9% 1,642 
  Block Group 001** 332 20.2% 984 59.9% 326 19.9% 1,642 
 
*Population of Hispanic Origin is included as White.  Source:  2000 U.S. Census 
** Census Tract 9602 consists of only one Block Group.  
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OTHER POPULATIONS 
 
There are no other populations identified by community focus group, beyond the Census 

data obtained, that indicate significant impacts from the US 641 relocation project.  This includes 
any Amish or other religious communities and any other issues of importance to this project area. 
 
 
COMMUNITY IMPACTS 
 
 The relocation/reconstruction of US 641 between Eddyville in Lyon County and Fredonia 
in Caldwell County continues the effort to make Crittenden County more accessible to industry.  
Together with the US 641 extension from Fredonia to Marion, these two projects on US 641 will 
greatly improve transportation within and to Crittenden County. 
 
 
STUDY FINDINGS 
 
 It appears that the US 641 relocation/reconstruction will have little or no impact on 
minority communities in Caldwell, Crittenden, Livingston, and Lyon Counties. 
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APPENDIX 

 
 
Study Area US 641 Environmental Justice and Community Impact Report: Community 
Focus Group Member Contact List 
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Level 1 Screening Assumptions 
 

The assumptions used to arrive at conclusions reached in the Level 1 Screening are 
presented below: 

 
Cost 
 
Cost per Mile: The cost per mile applied to each corridor was $8,000,000 and is 
assumed to cover all future project phases.   
 
Maintenance of Traffic Adjustment:  A factor was applied to each corridor where access 
management and maintenance of traffic issues were anticipated due to portions of the 
corridor following an existing route.  A 10% factor was assumed and factored based on 
the impacted length of the corridor. 
 
Interchange: All corridors terminating at I-24 or the Wendell H. Ford Parkway would 
require an interchange estimated to cost $15,000,000.  Alternatives 4 and 4A would 
utilize an existing interchange that would require upgrading.  The assumed upgrade 
cost was $10,000,000.     
 
Railroad Crossing: All corridors crossing the Paducah and Louisville Railway were 
assumed to require a grade separated crossing estimated to cost $3,000,000. 
 
Environmental 
 
Water Lines:  All main and branch lines were counted within each corridor.  
 
Archaeology Sites:  All known archaeology sites (3) are just outside of the corridor.  
However, we felt they were still worth noting.     
 
Relocation Impacts:  Using aerial photography, the number of homes within each 
corridor was estimated.  Keep in mind that each corridor is 2000’ wide; therefore, not all 
of the homes would need to be relocated.     
 
Prime Farmland Impacts:  The impact on prime farmland was estimated in three ranges, 
with high meaning that a high level of impact is expected.  What is and isn’t prime 
farmland was determined from the aerial photography.   
 
Project Goals 
 
Travel Time: The destinations selected for travel time calculations were chosen to 
address access to both recreational facilities and the National Highway System.  These 
serve to address several of the points highlighted in the first two goals.  Travel speed 
was estimated to be (1) five miles per hour (mph) above the speed limit for the 
interstates, parkways, and proposed US 641 corridor and (2) the speed limit for all other 



facilities.  Travel speed was then multiplied by the corridor length to determine travel 
time.  
 
Level of Access to Industrial Development: A low, medium, or high rating was assigned 
to each corridor based on how well that corridor appeared to provide access to the 
proposed Lyon County Industrial Park and other existing industrial facilities.   
 
Effectiveness as an Alternate Truck Route for US 641:  Based on a preliminary select 
link analysis of US 641 using the Statewide Traffic Model, it was determined that more 
trucks travel to and from the Memphis area than any other direction.  Although more 
trucks go southwest, and therefore benefit from a western corridor, it was felt the 
corridor could not be too far from the existing US 641 corridor.  If the corridor was too 
far to the west and didn’t provide adequate connection to existing US 641, all other 
trucks would still use the existing corridor because a western corridor would take them 
too far out of the way.  On the other hand, an eastern corridor, may take you too far out 
of the way for those seeking to go west.   
 
A low, medium, or high rating was assigned to each corridor, with a low meaning the 
proposed corridor did not serve effectively as an alternate truck route for US 641.   
 
Summary 
 
Travel Time:  Travel speed was estimated to be 60 mph along the new corridor.  Travel 
speed was then multiplied by the corridor length to determine travel time.   
 
Interchange Suitability:  According to the Green Book (page 811), interchange spacing 
is recommended to be a minimum of 1 mile for an urban area and 2 miles for a rural 
area.  It is noted where these corridors may not meet these requirements.  There is also 
a question about whether some of the locations would be considered urban or rural.  
 
Project Phasing Suitability:  Understanding the entire corridor would likely not be built all 
at once, logical phasing breaks were evaluated.  Ratings of low, medium, or high were 
assigned with a high rating meaning that the corridor, most likely, could be built in 
logical segments.    
 
Safety Concerns:  At this stage, no safety differences are anticipated between each 
proposed corridor.  However, there could be safety concerns if the southern terminus 
does not provide access to a parkway or interstate because through trucks would 
remain on portions of the “local” road system.  All corridors providing parkway or 
interstate access were rated as having low impacts, meaning there are minimal safety 
concerns.       
 
Number of Intersecting US and State Routes:  All state and US routes intersecting the 
proposed corridor were included in this calculation including the terminus roadways.  
Corridors providing the most access to the state and US routes were considered good, 
while corridors providing the least access were considered less desirable.       



 
Environmental Impacts:  A general low, medium, or high rating was applied to the 
environmental summary discussed previously.   
 
Compatibility with Preliminary Project Goals:  A general low, medium, or high rating was 
applied to the project goals summary discussed previously. 
 
Public Comments Support Alternatives:  A summary of the public meetings showed that 
40 percent of the public meeting attendees preferred a connection to I-24 compared to 
29 percent each for the Wendell H. Ford Parkway and US 62.  When asked, more 
specifically, at what location, 16 percent felt it should be near the weigh station along I-
24.  Another 15 percent felt the southern terminus should be near the I-24/US 62 
interchange.  Ten percent felt it should be near the existing US 62/US 641 intersection, 
while another ten percent felt it should be near the Wendell H. Ford Parkway and US 62 
interchange.  All other options received less than ten percent support.  The public 
meeting attendees felt the two biggest environmental features to avoid were personal 
properties or homes and prime farmland.  Taking these results into consideration, a low, 
medium, or high rating was applied to each proposed corridor.  A high rating meant that 
the corridor most closely met the publics’ preferences.       
 
Recommendations:  A rating of low, low-medium, medium, medium-high, or high was 
assigned to each proposed corridor based on how well it met the established criteria.   
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Environmental Overview Data 
for

Lyon and Caldwell Counties: US 641 Corridor: From Eddyville to Fredonia
    

INTRODUCTION

This report presents a general overview of the environmental framework of the study corridor
project area for the improvement/reconstruction of US 641 from the Eddyville vicinity in Lyon
County extending north to the Fredonia vicinity in Caldwell County (see Exhibit 1).   It provides
preliminary information on key environmental issues, which may represent constraints upon project
location within the study corridor, including potential Section 106, Section 4(f), and ecological
elements.  The information presented is based on readily available public records and archival
research supplemented with limited field reconnaissance and windshield surveys conducted by
subject matter environmental experts.

GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PROJECT AND PROJECT AREA

Project Description and Purpose:

Initial Screening of Corridor Alternates:

At an early stage in the study process, the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) project
team, local officials, stakeholders, interest groups, and the public were asked to provide input on
potential alternative corridor locations.  Based on this input and a preliminary environmental
footprint of the study area, and after further analysis, 12 corridor alternates were developed by the
prime consultant, Wilbur Smith Associates (WSA).

At the request of the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, an initial screening was conducted
by WSA to determine which, if any, of the 12 alternates should be removed from future
consideration in the study.  Screening criteria were developed, giving consideration to the project
purpose and need (based on preliminary project goals and objectives), potential environmental and
community impacts, planning level cost estimates, public input, and transportation and traffic issues.

The results of the initial screening were then presented to the project team.  Through a series
of discussions, two (2) additional alternate corridors were added, for a total of 14 alternates.  With
additional alternates, the initial screening was re-evaluated.  A rating of low, low-medium, medium,
medium-high, or high was assigned to each proposed corridor based on how well it met the
established screening criteria.

Based on the initial screening results, the project team agreed to carry forward eight (8)
corridors with the highest overall rating to the next level of analysis.  Environmental issues related
to these eight corridor alternates are addressed further in this report.
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The existing US 641 corridor, between the study area southern terminus at US 62 in
Eddyville and the northern terminus on US 641 near the Caldwell County - Crittenden County
line north of Fredonia, is a narrow, two lane roadway through rolling, rural terrain. The distance
is approximately 10 miles.  Due to less than optimal roadway geometry and frequent access
points, driving speeds generally range from 45 to 55 mph.  The route section is posted for 55
mph. The proposed project would involve the reconstruction and/or construction on new location
of this section of US 641.  

The proposed project would begin at one of four initial study locations in the vicinity of
Eddyville (see Exhibit 2).  The easternmost of these locations would begin with a new
interchange at the Western Kentucky Parkway.  The westernmost location would begin with a
new interchange at I-24.  The two central locations would begin with intersections at US 62.
From the beginning points northward to the Caldwell-Crittenden County line, several
combinations of study corridors were developed for examination.  The US 641 study corridors
between the terminal points are approximately 1,000 feet on either side of the preliminary
projected centerline or existing road throughout the corridor length (see Exhibit 2).  The study
corridors vary in length from approximately 7 miles to approximately 11 miles.  The study
corridors are described as follows (see Exhibit 2):

Alternative 1: The southern terminus would be a new interchange proposed along the
Wendell H. Ford Parkway at the Caldwell/Lyon County Line.  The corridor would follow
the county line to an intersection with existing US 641.  The corridor would then turn due
north.  At KY 70 the corridor would curve to the northwest around Fredonia to an
intersection with the proposed US 641 north of the existing US 641.  

Alternative 1A:  The southern terminus would be a new interchange proposed along the
Wendell H. Ford Parkway at the Caldwell/Lyon County Line.  The corridor would follow
the county line to the Fredonia Quarry and then proceed northwest through the northeast
corner of Lyon County and into Caldwell County.  The corridor would continue north on
the western side of Fredonia to a terminus with US 641 northwest of Fredonia.  

Alternative 2:  Starting at the existing US 641 and US 62 intersection and proceeding
north along existing US 641, Alternative 2 would follow US 641 to just north of the
entrance for the West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm.  The corridor would continue
northwest to a point just south of the Caldwell/Lyon County Line.  The corridor would
proceed north crossing the Caldwell/Lyon County Line and continue north on the western
side of Fredonia to a terminus with US 641 northwest of Fredonia.

Alternative 2A:  Starting at the existing US 641 and US 62 intersection and proceeding
north along existing US 641, Alternative 2A would follow US 641 to the Fredonia
Quarry.  The corridor would then turn due north.  At KY 70 the corridor would curve to
the northwest around Fredonia to an intersection with the proposed US 641 north of the
existing US 641.  
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Alternative 3:  Alternative 3 would have a southern terminus along I-24 between the
Paducah and Louisville railroad crossing and KY 810.  The corridor would continue
northeast intersecting KY 93, KY 819, KY 295 and KY 373.  The corridor would
continue northeast west of existing US 641.  The corridor will cross KY 1943 turning due
north and intersecting Alternative 2 just south of the Caldwell/Lyon County Line. 
Similar to Alternative 2, the corridor would proceed north crossing the Caldwell/Lyon
County Line and continue north on the western side of Fredonia to a terminus with US
641 northwest of Fredonia.  

Alternative 3A:  Alternative 3 would have a southern terminus along I-24 between the
Paducah and Louisville Railroad crossing and KY 810.  The corridor would continue
northeast intersecting KY 93, KY 819, KY 295 and KY 373.  The corridor then turns
more to the east and intersects existing US 641 just south of KY 1943.  The corridor then
follows the same path as Alternative 2A.  The corridor would follow US 641 to the
Fredonia Quarry.  The corridor would then turn due north.  At KY 70 the corridor would
curve to the northwest around Fredonia to an intersection with the proposed US 641 north
of the existing US 641.  

Alternative 4:  Alternative 4 would have a southern terminus at the US 62 and Wendell
H. Ford Parkway interchange.  US 62 and/or the interchange would be reconfigured to
make US 641 the primary direction.  The corridor would follow along the western edge
of the West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm.  The corridor would cross existing US 641
at the West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm entrance.  The corridor would continue
northwest to a point just south of the Caldwell/Lyon County Line.  The corridor would
proceed north crossing the Caldwell/Lyon County Line and continue north on the western
side of Fredonia to a terminus with US 641 northwest of Fredonia.  

Alternative 4A:  Alternative 4A would have a southern terminus at the US 62 and
Wendell H. Ford Parkway interchange.  US 62 and/or the interchange would be
reconfigured to make US 641 the primary direction.  The corridor would follow along the
western edge of the West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm.  The corridor would merge
into existing US 641 at the West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm entrance.  The
corridor would then follow the same path as Alternatives 2A and 3A.  The corridor would
follow US 641 to the Fredonia Quarry.  The corridor would then turn due north.  At KY
70 the corridor would curve to the northwest around Fredonia to an intersection with the
proposed US 641 north of the existing US 641.   

              
There are several objectives which define the purpose for this project.  Principally, the

project would be expected to provide improved highway system connectivity and regional access,
enhanced travel safety, and economic development potential along a reconstructed or new US 641
section.  The project would yield safer, more efficient driving conditions on US 641 between the
cities of Eddyville and Fredonia. The project would also be expected to improve and enhance access
from Crittenden County and northwestern Caldwell County to jobs, medical centers, services,
shopping, and recreational opportunities in Eddyville, Paducah, and the Kentucky Lake-Lake
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Barkley areas. Local industries and commerce within the area and along the route would also be
expected to benefit and route improvements would provide necessary conditions for opening up this
area to greater economic development potential.   Access to bodies of government, social services,
and emergency response would also be enhanced by roadway improvements.  The project could
bring to the local communities in the project area the potential for changes that may be important
to the future quality of life of area residents, through improvements in vehicular access, fewer
accidents, reduced driving time, convenience, consistency of travel expectations, better emergency
response time, and economic growth possibilities. 

Project Area Physiological and Soil Characteristics:

The US 641 corridor is located in Caldwell and Lyon Counties.  These counties fall within
the western part of the Mississippian Plateau (Pennyroyal or Pennyrile) Phyisographic Region.  This
area can be characterized by a well-developed karst plain on which hundreds of sinkholes, sinking
creeks, springs and other features associated with underground drainage in a limestone terrain are
found.  The project corridor also falls within the Lower Cumberland River Basin.  Long, steep or
moderately steep hillsides with narrow ridge-tops and branched bottoms characterize this area. 
Caldwell County includes the Dripping Springs escarpment, an upland area of sandstone-capped
hills and broken ridges, which rises 150 to 200 feet above the karst plain.  The vicinity of Fredonia
is a particularly conspicuous example of the Dripping Springs Escarpment.  In addition, part of
Caldwell County is in the mineral region known as the Illinois-Kentucky fluorspar district, which
is characterized by a large number of fractures (faults) in the rocks.  The effects of faulting are
reflected in the topography of the area as straight ridges and linear arrangement of sinkholes. 
 

The Fredonia, Eddyville and Grand Rivers Geologic Quadrangles provided by the United
States Geological Survey (USGS) show collectively six faults located in the US 641 project area,
four of which are part of the Tabb Fault System just north of Fredonia.  The Fredonia Valley Quarry
is located just east of Alternate 1 in the Fredonia Limestone Member of the Ste. Genevieve
Limestone formation.  The quarry produces high calcium limestone, agricultural limestone, and
crushed limestone aggregate.  In addition the project corridor contains thirteen geologic formations.
These formations are: 

! St. Louis Limestone Formation.  The St. Louis Limestone Formation consists of two
members, an upper and a lower.  The upper member is approximately 240-250 feet
thick and is composed primarily of limestone.  The lower member is approximately
250 feet thick and also is composed primarily of limestone. All the alternates cross
this formation and it is one of the more common formations found in the project
corridor study.

! Ste. Genevieve Limestone Formation.  This formation can be 275 to 300 feet thick
and is composed of three members.  The Levias Limestone member is approximately
20 to 30 feet thick and composed mainly of limestone that is partly oolitic, with shale
laminae in the lower part.  The second member, Rosiclare Sandstone, is 5 to 10 feet
thick, and is composed mainly of sandstone and shale.  The third member is Fredonia
Limestone; it is approximately 275 feet thick and composed mainly of limestone. All
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the alternates cross this formation and it is one of the most common formations found
in the project corridor study.

! Alluvium Formation.  The alluvium formation is the youngest formation.  It is
approximately 0 to 10 feet thick and is composed mainly of chert rubble, gravel,
sand, silt and clay.  It is found mainly in the floodplain areas of streams and river
bottoms.  This is one of the least common formations within the project corridor.

! Hardinsburg Sandstone Formation.  The Hardinsburg Sandstone Formation is 130
to 150 feet thick and is composed mainly of sandstone with some shale.  As much
as 2 feet of coal can be found locally near the middle of the formation with thinner
beds rare at other levels.  This formation is found within the Tabb Fault System
mainly at the northern most terminus of the project corridor.

! Tar Springs Sandstone Formation.  The Tar Springs Sandstone Formation is
approximately 90 to 120 feet thick.  It is composed of sandstone, shale and siltstone.
This formation is found near the northern most terminus of the project corridor at the
Tabb Fault System.

! Menard Limestone Formation.  The Menard Limestone Formation is 105 to 120 feet
thick and is composed of mainly limestone and shale with abundant fossil fragments
(brachiopods, gastropods).  The project corridor crosses this formation near its
northern terminus at the Tabb Fault System.

! Palestine Sandstone Formation.  This formation is approximately 50 to 60 feet thick
and is made up of sandstone and shale.  It is crossed by the project corridor near its
northern most terminus and is in the Tabb Fault System.

! Kinkaid Limestone Formation.  The Kinkaid Limestone Formation consists of upper,
middle, and lower members.  The Upper member is approximately 20 to 25 feet thick
and is composed primarily of limestone with sparse fossil debris and some sparse
chert up to 6 inches thick.  The Middle member is approximately 80 to 90 feet thick
and consists of limestone, dolomitic limestone, dolomite, shale and sandstone.  The
Lower member is 35 to 40 feet thick and consists of limestone with sparse fossil
fragment  (brachiopods, gastropods).  The project corridor crosses this formation
near its northern most terminus at the Tabb Fault System.

! Degonia Sandstone Formation.  The Degonia Formation is approximately 50 to 60
feet thick and is composed of sandstone and shale.   The project corridor crosses this
formation near its northern most terminus at the Tabb Fault System.

! Clore Limestone Formation.  This formation can be as thick as 90 to 100 feet and
consists of limestone and shale with sparse fossil fragments (brachiopods).  The
project corridor crosses this formation near its northern most terminus at the Tabb
Fault System.

! Waltersburg Sandstone Formation.  The Waltersburg Sandstone Formation is 20 to
40 feet thick and consists of sandstone, siltstone and shale.  The project corridor
crosses this formation near its northern most terminus at the Tabb Fault System.

! Vienna Limestone Formation.  This formation is approximately 20 feet thick and is
made up of limestone and shale containing sparse to common fossil fragments and
chert nodules.  The project corridor crosses this formation near its northern most
terminus at the Tabb Fault System.

! Gravel Formation.  This formation consists of chert pebbles in a quartz sand matrix.
Most pebbles are less than 2 inches in length, but cobble as long as 4 inches are
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common.  Alternate 3 crosses this formation at its southern most terminus at the
alternate’s crossing with KY 93.

The general soil associations encountered by the proposed US 641 Corridors in Caldwell County
are:

! Zanesville-Tilsit-Crider association:  Gently rolling soils with fragipans, in thin loess
over bedrock.

! Caneyville-Dekalb-Muskingum-Wellston association:  Steep soils that are shallow
to bedrock or commonly contain rock outcrops.

! Crider-Pembroke association:  Gently rolling, deep, well-drained soils in loess and
residuum over limestone.

! Crider-Russellville-Baxter association:  Strongly rolling, deep, well-drained soils in
loess and residuum over limestone.

! Crider-Russellville-Pembroke association:  Irregularly rolling, deep well-drained
soils in loess and residuum over limestone.

In Caldwell County the project corridor travels through pasture and agricultural soils (Hayes, 1966).
These soils are used mainly for livestock and livestock products but also some crops such as
tobacco, soybeans and corn are grown.  Most of the upland soils are well drained or moderately
well-drained. There are also highly erodible and hydric soils found within the project corridor in
Caldwell County.  
The general soil associations encountered by the proposed US 641 Corridors in Lyon County are:

! Baxter-Hammack association:  Deep, steep to sloping, well-drained soils formed in
cherty limestone residuum or in shallow loess and cherty limestone residuum; on
uplands.

! Nicholson-Hammack association:  Deep, gently sloping and sloping, moderately
well-drained and well-drained soils formed in loess and cherty limestone residuum;
on uplands.

! Crider-Pembroke association:  Deep, gently sloping and sloping, well-drained soils
formed in loess and limestone residuum; on karst uplands.

! Hammack-Baxter-Nicholson association:  Deep, gently sloping to moderately steep,
well-drained and moderately well drained soils formed in loess and cherty limestone
residuum or in cherty limestone residuum; on karst uplands.

In Lyon County the project corridor travels through mainly agricultural soils (Humphrey
1981).  The soils in this area are used for grains, burley tobacco, dark tobacco, alfalfa, soybeans,
corn, wheat, pasture for cattle, hogs and other livestock.  Most of the upland soils are well-drained
or moderately well-drained.  There are also hydric and highly erodible soils found within the project
corridor in Lyon County. 
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Project Area Water Resources:

The topographical quadrangles provided by the USGS for the project corridor indicate that
there are four blue-line streams encountered by the proposed US 641 corridor study.  Skinframe
Creek, Crab Creek, Brewster Creek and the headwaters of Spring Creek all lay within the project
corridor study area.  Alternates 2, 2A, 3, 3A, 4, and 4A encounter Skinframe Creek approximately
2.25 miles north of Eddyville in Lyon County.  Alternates 3 and 3A cross Crab Creek just southwest
of their intersection with KY 373. Alternates 1 and 1A cross Brewster Creek at the Lyon and
Caldwell County line, 1.75 miles south of the Fredonia Quarry.  Alternates 3 and 3A encounter the
headwaters of Spring Creek near their southern most terminuses after their intersection with KY 819.

These creeks are all part of the Lower Cumberland River Basin and all occur in Lyon
County, flowing in a west to northwesterly direction into Livingston Creek.  Topographical
quadrangle maps are not always accurate and may not always indicate all of the streams existing in
the project area.  Field surveys in future project phases are necessary to verify current stream
locations and identify any streams not shown on the topographical quadrangle maps. 

According to Kentucky Division of Water (KDOW), Groundwater Branch, there are
numerous domestic water wells that exist in the project area, although very few are inventoried in
state records. The KDOW indicated there are no Wellhead Protection Areas in the proposed project
corridor. 

Project Area Land Use:

The majority of the study corridor land use is agricultural.  Development in the study
corridors currently consists of single family residential and related outbuildings, and structures
associated with farm operations.  There are no trailer courts in the corridors and no apartment
complexes or multi-family buildings in the study corridors.  Most of the dwellings are fronting on
US 641 or the county roads which provide their access. There are no large concentrations of houses
such as residential subdivisions found in the study corridors.  Local businesses are principally
located in Fredonia and Eddyville.  The Fredonia Quarry is located adjacent to study corridor
Alternative 1, and an institutional land use, the West Kentucky State Penitentiary, is located between
study corridors Alternative 1 and Alternative 4A (see Exhibit 2).  Lyon and Caldwell Counties have
no formal land use plans or zoning ordinances.  No official existing or future land use plans
incorporating the project study corridors are currently known to exist.

ENVIRONMENTAL OVERVIEW CONSIDERATIONS

Land Use:

Land use in the project area is not expected to change dramatically from current uses and
trends. Due to the terrain in the study corridors and the dominant agricultural base of much of the
adjacent area, the project is not expected to induce significant new housing or commercial
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development nor result in unanticipated additional pressure on public services.  Current land use
applications and trends are expected to continue for the future.  Additionally, the project would not
be expected to interfere with any zoning or development plans which might be proposed in Lyon
or Caldwell Counties, since local officials (County Judge-Executives, Chambers of Commerce) have
indicated support for the improvement of US 641 and would accommodate infrastructure changes
as may become needed. 

Farmland is the most abundant resource in the project study area.  The agricultural use is a
mixture of pasture, cropland and subsistence gardens.  Some individual garden plots, farm acreage,
and farm support structures  in the study corridors may be negatively effected, depending on the
alternative selected.  The farmland conversion required by any of the alternatives proposed would
not represent a serious net loss of farmland along the project corridor or for the region as a whole,
due to the large regional availability of arable land. However, efforts should be made in subsequent
project phases to further define the effects of  alternatives on individual agricultural complexes and
reduce land conversion impacts by design modifications wherever practical.  Coordination with the
Natural Resources Conservation Service and development of Farmland Protection Policy Act
(FPPA) farmland impact assessment evaluations will also be required in future project phases.  The
study corridors as currently configured, would not be expected to have any serious impacts on
businesses or institutions as they are not present or are likely to be avoided. 

Air Quality Considerations:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has established criteria for ambient levels
of common transportation related air pollutants including ozone, 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.

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 not included in the latest
issue of the STIP (Fiscal Years 2003-2008). The project is also not included in the current Six Year
State Highway Plan. The project would need to be added to the STIP and to the Six Year Plan prior
to advancement beyond the project planning phase.  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).  Therefore, no problems would be anticipated in adding this project
to the STIP. 

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 (2025) expected to be low (<20,000ADT), it is
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anticipated that concentrations of carbon monoxide will remain below both the one-hour standard
(35ppm) and the eight-hour standard (9ppm) regardless of the alternative 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. Project level emission inventories will need to be developed because the project does
not originate from a conforming STIP.

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

Highway Noise Considerations:

Highway noise levels, at this time, are not expected to be a major concern on this project.
Most receptors are isolated single structures, and several of the potential receptors (residences) may
be acquired for project construction.   With no concentrations of impacted noise receptors
throughout the project area,  noise mitigation by sound barriers would not be practical. Due to the
isolated nature of noise receptors, openings required  for property access, and low cost-benefit
considerations, as outlined within the context of KYTC’s Noise Abatement Policy, noise abatement
by structural barrier would not be likely.  Given the rural nature of the project area, the vehicle mix,
low traffic volumes, uncontrolled access, and the general absence of significant concentrations 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
project phases to verify noise impact conditions using the procedure for conducting field monitoring
based on FHWA requirements and the KYTC Noise Abatement Policy.

Water Quality and Aquatic Ecosystem Factors:

The need for any channel changes will be determined by which alternate is chosen and its
location relative to Skinframe Creek, Crab Creek, Brewster Creek and Spring Creek.  The extent of
construction activities involving aquatic resources will be revealed as the planning and design
process progresses.  The placement of bridge or culvert crossings could have adverse impacts.  Not
only will the natural riparian vegetation be lost where bridges are constructed, but also the increased
sedimentation from accelerated erosion during construction could have adverse affects to the aquatic
life.  Prevention of excess sedimentation through the application of BMP’s during daily construction
activities will minimize water quality impacts.

KDOW recommends that because the project lies in a well-developed karst region where
few detailed investigations have been conducted and due to the sensitivity of karst groundwater
in project areas, best management practices (BMP’s) should be employed and stormwater runoff
from disturbed areas should be properly managed.   KDOW also recommends that because this
project will affect such a large uninvestigated karst recharge area, that all springs and sinking
streams be systematically inventoried and monitored prior to and during any major highway
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construction.  Groundwater tracer studies should be conducted in order to understand the
groundwater drainage systems that the construction activities will affect.  Exceptionally sensitive
sinking streams and karst windows should be protected from direct highway runoff with
retention/infiltration basins.

KDOW also noted that the location and discharge data for springs is minimal for the
proposed project corridor.  One of the largest known springs is Mill Bluff Spring just one mile
Southwest of Fredonia.  It is labeled as “The Bluff” on the Fredonia topographic quadrangles.  It
has a low flow of 2.1 ft3/s, and probably drains the sinking stream to the east.  It may also drain
Sinking Fork of Livingston Creek to the Northeast. Proposed alternates 1A, 2, 3, and 4 lie
between the spring and the sinking stream to the east.   

Wild and Scenic Rivers and Monitored Habitats:

According to the Kentucky Division Of Water (KDOW), there are no wild or scenic rivers
or Outstanding Water Resources within the project area.  There are no exemplary natural
communities, natural areas, recreational areas or wildlife and waterfowl refuges within the study
corridors.  Also, there are no outdoor recreational land and water areas or facilities established from
grants-in-aid from the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (LWCF).  

Wetlands:

The National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps for the Grand Rivers, Fredonia and Eddyville
Quadrangles were reviewed to determine the presence of wetlands within the study corridor and are
indicated on Exhibit 3, Sheets 1 through 4.  

Wetland impacts for this project could be more than the area threshold determined by the
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  If mitigation is necessary, coordination with the
USACE will be required.  The USACE may require a Nationwide Permit #14 under Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act, which requires notifying the USACE and mitigation for any non-tidal waters
impacts of 0.1 acres.  Impacts greater than 0.1 acre will require an Individual Permit.  

A 401 Water Quality Certification permit may be required from the Kentucky Division of
Water (KDOW).  KDOW recommends field delineation of wetlands prior to final site selection to
avoid impact to wetland areas.  If wetlands cannot be avoided, any wetland losses must be mitigated.
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act does not require mitigation for the loss of ponds.  Ponds serve
as wildlife habitat as well as surface water retention and replacement should be considered for any
losses.  Field surveys will be necessary to determine if these ponds exist, and if they have associated
wetland edges. 
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NWI maps are not always accurate and may not indicate all of the wetlands existing in the
area.  Field surveys will determine if these wetlands as well as others exist in the project area.  For
possible wetlands impacted by each alternate see the Table  below.

Forested Emergent Riverine Pond
Alternate 1 6 6 30
Alternate 1A 14 12 60
Alternate 2 10 21 61
Alternate 2A 2 21 44
Alternate 3 14 21 69
Alternat3A 3 21 2 60
Alternate 4 11 21 40
Alternate 4A 2 20 30

Wetland Types
Table 3. Possible Wetlands located within the US 641 Project Corridor Study Area.

 Alternates

Floodplains:

Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) provided by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA), indicate that none of the alternates for the US 641 Corridor Study in Caldwell
County encounter any floodplain areas.  

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Lyon County does not
have a Flood Insurance Rate Map. 

Flora and Fauna:

The land use within the US 641 Corridor Study area is predominately agricultural, with
scattered residential, commercial, open and forested areas.  The forested areas consist of Western
Mesophytic Forest, which is dominated by deciduous species with some coniferous species
throughout.  The forest communities show a pronounced influence from the underlying rock
formations, which cause them to form a mosaic of vegetation types including oak-hickory, mixed
mesophytic and forested swamp.  Also in the Mississippian Plateau section some areas were
originally tall prairie grasses in open country.  This region has extensive karst features such as
sinkholes, sinking creeks, springs and caves.   

There are a few expanses of forest areas in or near the project corridors that contain both
mature and sapling trees with a dense understory in the form of shrub and herbaceous vegetation.
These forested habitats support a complex community of wildlife species.  Much of the plant and
animal life will be common species adapted to the altered landscape.  The vegetation would include
tree species of Eastern red cedar (Juniperus virginiana), yellow-poplar (Liriodendron tulipifera),
maples (Aceraceae), oaks (Fagaceae), hickories (Juglandaceae) and many other herbaceous species
including grasses (Poeaceae) and sedges (Cyperaceae).  Most of the existing forest occurs in a
mosaic, broken by agriculture, roads, power lines, residential areas, and other forms of development.
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This mixture of forested and open field habitats would attract mammals, such as white-tailed
deer (Odocoileus virginianus), skunks (Mustelidae), cottontail rabbit (Sylvilagus floridanus), red fox
(Vulpes vulpes), gray squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), fox squirrel (Sciurus niger), woodchuck
(Marmota monax), mink (Mustela vison) and raccoon (Procyon lotor).  The diversity of habitats in
this forest type may make this a prime stopover point for migrating Neotropical songbirds and
waterfowl.  Forest habitats in the project area could support some amphibian species undergoing
statewide population decline including the barking treefrog (Hyla gratiosa) and bird-voiced treefrog
(Hyla avivoca). There are also several reptile species that can occur in the project area, such as the
eastern box turtle (Terrapene Carolina), midland water snake (Nerodia sipedon pleuralis), red-eared
slider (Trachemys scripta elegans), and river cooter (Pseudemys concinna).  Fallen trees, rocky areas
and cliff lines adjacent to crops and pasture land would encourage numerous small mammals, such
as squirrels and chipmunks (Sciuridae), mice and rats (Muridae and Cricetidae), as well as
songbirds (Passeriformes), waterfowl (Anseriformes), and raptors (Falconiformes).  Subterranean
habitats will support species of shrew (Soricidae) and moles (Talpidae). 

The corridor study areas also provide some intermittent and perennial streams that are
capable of supporting fish and aquatic macroinvertebrate communities.  The corridor study areas
have habitat types including agricultural fields, pastures, wooded areas, and those closely related
to settlements.  Places where different habitat types meet, like fencerows and grassy road right-of-
ways, are common in the project area, and would encourage species that utilize this edge habitat.
Standing snags are an important habitat type and serve as nest sites for birds and waterfowl, dens
for mammals, and possibly, hibernacula for bats. 

Construction of the proposed US 641 will initially eliminate all flora and fauna in the
project’s path.  Fragmentation of forest tracts can result in a decrease in wildlife populations that
depend on forested habitat.  Forests conduct numerous natural functions, such as filtering water,
absorbing carbon and releasing oxygen, moderating climates, stabilizing slopes, providing wildlife
habitat, and supporting biodiversity.  Mature forested areas should be avoided since they contain the
greatest amount of biodiversity and biomass.  Abandoned fields also contain large amounts of
diversity due to the transitional nature of these habitats.

The predominant wildlife species that would be expected in the study corridors are species
capable of co-existing with humans.  Many wildlife habitats have been modified or destroyed as a
result of the farming and development activities in the region. There are no areas within the corridors
that are pristine or considered critical habitats for threatened or endangered species.  It is highly
unlikely the project would have sensitive species.  Additional fieldwork in subsequent project phases
will be necessary to identify the wildlife species present in the corridor, determine if they are
threatened or endangered, and assess and quantify the quality of the habitats that exist.  

The Kentucky Division of Forestry lists one big tree in Caldwell County, a Carolina
Buckthorn (Rhamnus caroliniana).  It is located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of the
southern most terminuses of Alternatives 1 and 1A.
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Threatened and Endangered Species

According to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) records, summer roost habitat and/or winter
hibernacula for the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) and gray bat (Myotis grisescens) may
exist within the proposed project area.  The USFWS believes that: (1) forested areas in the vicinity of and on
the project area may provide potentially suitable summer roosting and foraging habitat for the Indiana bat and
potentially suitable foraging habitat for the gray bat and (2) caves, rockshelters, and abandoned underground
mines in the vicinity of and on the project area may provide potentially suitable winter hibernacula habitat
for the Indiana bat and/or potentially suitable summer roosting and winter hibernacula habitat for the gray
bat.  

The Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources (KDFWR) information System indicates
that four (4) federally threatened and endangered species are known to occur in the Fredonia and Eddyville
7.5 minute USGS quadrangle.  KDFWR Information System indicates that the Indiana bat and gray bat are
known to occur in the Fredonia 7.5 minute USGS quadrangle and the Bald Eagle and pink mucket are known
to occur in the Eddyville quadrangle.  KDFWR recommends that in quadrangles in which gray bats are
known to occur, any cave entrances that exit within the project area should be surveyed for potential use by
gray bats. KDFWR states that because gray bats are cave residents year-round and maternity colonies are
generally found in close proximity to rivers, streams and lakes, any caves within the project area could offer
potentially valuable habitat to resident gray bats.   KDFWR recommends that in quadrangles in which Indiana
bats are known to occur, any wooded areas that may be impacted by the proposed project should be examined
for potential Indiana bat habitat.  Indiana bats are known to form maternity colonies and roost under the bark
of trees in both riparian and upland areas.  Therefore, any disturbances of trees with exfoliating bark, dead
limbs or cavities should be avoided when bat activity may occur.

The Kentucky State Nature Preserves Commission (KSNPC), determined that fifty-five (55)
occurrences of plants or animals and no occurrences of monitored exemplary natural communities are
reported located within five miles of the project area. Refer to the Table below for the KSNPC species list.
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Cultural Historic Resources Evaluation:

1. Historic Sites and Districts:

Historic site data were acquired from the Kentucky Heritage Council Historic Resource
Inventory Records. Research and archival documentation was conducted at the Kentucky
Historical Society and at the Kentucky Department for Library and Archives. These data were
supplemented by a windshield survey of each of the 2000 foot-wide study corridors. Based on
initial research, the following historic context for the project area was developed.

Historically settled during the latter part of the 18th century, the project area falls within
an area established as Caldwell County in 1809 after it was segregated from Livingston County.
At that time Caldwell was one of two western counties claiming lands within federally recognized
Chickasaw tribal property.  The Jackson Purchase in 1818 established Caldwell County and the
county seat of Princeton as a center for settlement of the newly created region [Kleber 1992:151].

The community of Fredonia is located approximately 10 miles north of new Eddyville at
the juncture of US 641, and KY 70 and 91.  Established in 1836 Fredonia was bypassed by the
Ohio Valley Railroad in 1887 when the line passed through Caldwell County.  The station stop
on the line just ½ mile away was known as Kelsey and for many years both communities had post
offices.  Finally in 1906 the US Postal Service closed the Fredonia Post Office and applied that
name to Kelsey’s location [Rennick 1984:232].

Lyon County was taken from the southwest section of Caldwell in 1854 with the
community of Eddyville located on the Cumberland River established as the seat of local
government.  Large deposits of iron ore and other minerals and Eddyville’s port on the
Cumberland River dictated that the early 19th century growth of Lyon County was based on
production of iron and later steel processing.  

Both Lyon and Caldwell Counties also have economies based heavily on agriculture and
this area was part of Kentucky’s dark fired tobacco region.  Caldwell and Lyon County took
advantage of their location and shipped large quantities of West Kentucky tobacco to New Orleans
through their Cumberland River ports at Eddyville and also Dycusburg.  In 1860 Caldwell County
was 6th in the state in tobacco production.  

Locally known as the “Black Patch”, during the latter part of the 19th and early part of the
20th century the regional production of this dark leafed tobacco brought great wealth to this area.
The Fredonia Valley was an area settled by transplanted farmers from Virginia and North
Carolina.  Their dark tobacco grew well in the rich west Kentucky soil and by 1900 the Black
Patch area had the highest tobacco production in the world [Jarratt 1998].  The later rise in the
popularity of the lighter Burley tobacco for cigarette production and the growth of the railroad
threatened this monopoly.

In an attempt to exert some control over the production and raise the prices the Dark
Tobacco District Planters Protective Association of Kentucky and Tennessee was formed in 1904.
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While this association was non-violent, pressures on local farmers led to the establishment of a
radical arm of the group known as the “Night Riders”.  Led by Dr. David Moss, a local physician
with military training, the Night Riders threatened any non-association planter, processor or
manufacturer. For two years the Night Riders and their violent tactics figured heavily in the
successes of the “Association”.  However, as the vigilantism grew more violent, support from the
local populace dwindled and the burning of major tobacco warehouses in Fredonia and Princeton
heralded the beginning of the end of the Black Patch War [Jaratt: 1998].

During the first quarter of the 20th century the “Association” disbanded and reorganized
several times as tobacco prices fluctuated.  The agricultural programs established in the 1930’s
under Franklin Roosevelt’s New Deal ended this era and succeeded in stabilizing the tobacco
market. 

Beginning in the 1930’s Congress began investigating the potential for a deeper channel
on the Cumberland that would guarantee a shipping channel between Nashville and the Ohio and
Mississippi Rivers.  In 1956 the money was finally appropriated and The Army Corps of
Engineers began negotiations with the communities of Eddyville and Kuttawa for either the
purchase or relocation of the communities [Powell 1996:III-2].  There were several options
available including incorporating the two towns into one, or the relocation of the entire town of
Eddyville.  Although smaller by comparison Kuttawa was sited higher above the river than
Eddyville, and did not suffer that same problems with flooding along the Cumberland.  After
several years of indecision, Eddyville accepted an offer of free land from an attorney who owned
a large tract near the rural community of Fairview four miles to the north.  The economy of both
counties is now based heavily on tourism [Powell 1996: III-4].

The Kentucky Heritage Council files listed records for eight properties identified within
the study corridors.  A field review, conducted in May 2004, revealed that two of these sites
were no longer extant.  Another of these eight sites was found to be in ruinous condition and
could not be evaluated under National Register of Historic Places Criteria as a standing
structure.  This site, the William J. Stone House, is located between the New Bethel Church
and US 641 and is the ruin of one of the most historically important properties in Lyon County. 
The house was locally known as Stonehurst and constructed during the first part of the 19th

century by Caleb Stone, patriarch of the family who emigrated from South Carolina.  This
property was later owned by his grandson,  William J. Stone.  
                                                                                                          

William J. Stone was born in this house in 1841 and he served in the Confederate Army
and participated in the Battles of Shiloh, Chickamauga, and Missionary Ridge.  He served with
General John Hunt Morgan and was promoted to Captain. He was wounded and lost his leg in
a skirmish near Cynthiana, Kentucky.  After the war he was elected to the Kentucky State
Legislature in 1867.  He served his district for three separate terms and served as Speaker of
the House for two of those terms.   He served as chairman on state prisons and brought about
many penal reforms.   In 1884 he used his influence to establish a penitentiary at Eddyville. 
That same year he was elected a member of the US Congress from the First Kentucky District
where he served five terms [Haman 1961:43].  In 1899 he made a bid for the Democratic
nomination for Governor of Kentucky.
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During the first part of the 20th century the Kentucky Confederate Pensions Department
was established and William J. Stone was appointed Commissioner in Charge.  In 1913 the
constitutionality of the pension law was challenged and William J. Stone argued the case before
the Kentucky Court of Appeals.  A small booklet on file at the Kentucky Heritage Council entitled
“Capt. W. J. Stone Examiner of Confederate Pensions before the Court of Appeals was published
in Frankfort in 1919.  He was the first person not a lawyer or party to a suit ever permitted to
address the court on any question.  This great honor was conferred on Captain Stone by a
unanimous vote of the seven Judges of the Court and Consented to by the Attorney General and
his assistants, who were opposing counsel in the case.”[Kentucky Heritage Council Survey files].

Because of the ruinous condition of this structure, it cannot be evaluated under National
Register Criterion A, B, or C.  However given the significance of the owner of this property it
should be evaluated under Criterion D for its historic archaeological potential.

In addition to the five previously listed historic standing structures (KHC Records)
which were confirmed during field review, an additional six historic properties within the
study corridors were identified.  Therefore, a total of eleven potentially significant historic
sites were identified.  Preliminary evaluations of these eleven sites were conducted.  These
sites are described as follows (see Exhibit 4):

Site 1
Ca-34/Bungalow
Intersection of Ky 91 and Ky 70 southeast of Fredonia in Caldwell County
Alternatives 1, 2A, 3A, & 4A 

Description: This one story, frame, asymmetrical bungalow sits in the Y formed by the
intersection of two main roads ¾ mile east of Fredonia.  The house faces south and the lot
contains no domestic outbuildings.  Constructed circa 1920, the dwelling is a massed plan
with a hipped roof on a poured concrete foundation.  Separate front and side entrances are
located on the south and west elevations.  The main entrance on the south façade is given
emphasis with double, gable-roofed porches supported by paired wood piers.  The entire
structure is sheathed in cedar shingles.  Window openings appear to be original and are
composed of multi-light, double hung, sashes with simple wood surrounds.

There are also associated agricultural buildings including several large dairy barns located
east of the main house and these would be included within the historic boundaries.

This Craftsman style bungalow is an unusually well detailed example of this vernacular
type.  It would meet National Register Criterion C as a type of construction displaying
a high degree of historic integrity.
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Site 2
Ca-53
Not Extant

Site 3
Tenant house
North side of old Fredonia Princeton Road, north of Fredonia in Caldwell County
Alternatives 1A, 2, 3, & 4

Description: This structure is a one story, frame tenant house that has been covered in
stucco.  It has a central chimney and a small shed type porch shelters the entrance. The
dwelling sits close to the roadway and the site retains no outbuildings or agricultural
structures.

This dwelling was probably originally a feature of a larger agricultural complex that
was subdivided.  As such it is a remnant and is not significant as an individual property. 
It would 
not be eligible for the National Register under Criterion A, B, or C.

Fredonia Valley Quarry Road

The following two dwellings are located on property presently owned by the Fredonia
Valley Quarry a large industry located east of US 641.  During the 1992 survey of
Caldwell County four historic sites (Ca-45, 47, 48, & 49) were recorded on this road but
only two remain, Ca-47 and 49.

Site 4
Ca-47/Orlando Ross Baker House
Fredonia Valley Quarry Road, east of US 641 in Caldwell County
Alternatives 1, 2A, 3A, & 4A

Description: This property is located on the north side of the Fredonia Valley Quarry
Road about .03 miles east of US 641.  It is a one story, frame, three bay, single-pile,
dwelling on a brick pier foundation.  A later kitchen ell with an enclosed porch is located
behind the main block.  An interior brick chimney is centrally located along the ridge of
the gable roof.  The window openings are 1/1, double hung sash type and a one-story porch
supported by turned wood posts shelters the façade.  

The KHRI form documents the interior plan as similar to a saddlebag, or hall/parlor plan.
This was documented as the Orlando Ross Baker house built by him around 1910.  The
Baker family owned quite a large tract of 400 acres of property in the Fredonia Valley in
the middle of the 19th century and Baker’s station that was established when the Illinois-
Central rail line passed through the area during the latter part of the 19th century, was
named for them.
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In recent years the quarry pit has expanded and is now directly behind this dwelling which
is uninhabited and rapidly falling into disrepair.  

Although Site 4 may have originally been considered eligible for the National Register
under Criterion A for association with a prominent local family, the loss of historic
integrity of setting, feeling, and association would preclude the eligibility.   Therefore, Ca-
47 does not meet Criterion A, B, or C.

Site 5
Ca-49/Silas Dodd House Fredonia Valley Quarry Road, east of US 641 in Caldwell
County
Alternatives 1, 2A, 3A, & 4A 

Description: This two-story saddlebag dwelling sits on the south side of the Fredonia
Valley Quarry Road just opposite Ca-47.  The 1992 KHRI form documented this structure
as constructed circa 1918 and later owned by Silas Dodd.  The building has a gable roof,
sits on a fieldstone foundation and is sheathed in asphalt siding.  A kitchen ell with a shed
addition were added in the 1940s.  A one-story porch with exposed rafter tails and square,
wood support posts shelters the main entrance.  

Used in recent years as an office and storage facility for the quarry the structure is in
abandoned, poor condition.  With the loss of much of the historic integrity of setting,
design, materials, workmanship and feeling this structure does not meet National Register
Criterion A, B, or C.

Site 6
Ca-48
Not Extant

Site 7
Ca-40/William Clayborne Rice House
Gravel lane east of US 641, one mile south of Caldwell County line in Lyon County
Alternatives 2A, 3A, & 4A

Description: Although this house is physically located in Lyon County due to its historic
connections to an important Caldwell County family, it was recorded as part of the
Caldwell County survey.  This dwelling belonged to William Clayborne Rice born in Todd
County, Kentucky in 1843.  He served in the Confederate Army during the Civil War and
after he returned to West Kentucky he amassed over 1400 acres of land in Lyon and
Caldwell Counties.  In later years he was owner and partner in W.C. Rice and Co.,
Tobacco Stemmery Company one of the largest in the region with stemmeries in Fredonia,
Kelsey, Butler’s Farm, and Craneville.  It was reported that a stemmerie was part of this
farm (Ca-40). William Clayborne also owned other businesses including dealing in
groceries, salt, lime, and cement as well as tobacco the cigars. William Clayborne Rice
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died in 1902.  Four years later his tobacco factory and stemmery in Fredonia was burned
by the “Night Riders” during the “Black Patch War”. 

This property contains the oldest dwelling within the project area.  The W.C. Rice house
is a two story, five bay, brick I-house that dates to the first half of the 19th century.  The
KHRI form estimated the construction of the main block at 1835 but this could not be
confirmed.  The structure displays Greek Revival details in the main entrance element
consisting of large transom and sidelights with pilasters.  With the exception of the lintel
over the opening, the windows have been reconfigured with 1/1, double hung sashes.  The
original brick masonry, (noted on 1992 KHRI as common bond) has been covered in
stucco.  An oversized two story, gable roofed, portico with round wood columns is a 20th

century addition.  A late 19th century photo documents the 
original portico as two stories, just one bay wide with gable roof supported by paired,
square piers and a second level porch with baluster. A two-story frame addition with a
hipped roof projects from the rear of the main block and a later, one story, frame ell is
attached.  

No other historic structures are part of this site and boundaries would include the main
dwelling only.

The influence of the Rice Family on early Fredonia Valley history is well documented and
this property is one of few extant resources associated with them.  Although this structure
is in poor condition it retains integrity of location, setting feeling and association and
would be eligible under Criterion A for association with the Black Patch War and Criterion
B for association with the Rice family in Caldwell County.  

Site 8
John Clift House
325 Clift Road, north of Oak Grove Road, west of US 641 in Lyon County
Alternatives 2, 3, & 4 

Description: According to the owner of this small, early 20th century, cottage it was built
by John Clift in 1907 out of lumber that he cut and milled from this farm.  It is a one story,
five bay, double pile cottage with a poured concrete foundation and hipped roof.  An
oversized gable roofed porch shelters the main façade and is supported by paired wood
piers with cross bracing at the top.  The plan of the dwelling is unusual with a recessed
entrance bay with three entrances.  The main, central entrance has sidelights with paneled
aprons beneath.  In addition, two secondary entrances on adjacent, angled elevations flank
the main one.  The interior is intact with the original oak details.  

This small parcel was originally part of a larger, older farm complex that originally
belonged to the Dykes family.  The original main house, located east of this dwelling
closer to US 641 burned in the 1960s.  The present owner’s father purchased this 250-acre
parcel in 1945.  Other structures extant on the farm at that time included several
outbuildings and barns and a second smaller dwelling.  
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The Clift house is a well-preserved early 20th century dwelling with an unusual floor plan.
It retains a high degree of historic integrity and would be eligible for inclusion in the
National Register under Criterion C.  The boundary would include the historic setting for
the house only.

Site 9/Ly-16
Caleb Stone House
West side of Oak Grove Road, one mile north of Ky 1943 in Lyon County
Alternative 3 

Description: This two story, five bay, center passage, dwelling was constructed by Caleb
Stone during the middle part of the 19th century.  The center bay is reportedly log
construction with the remaining sections wood frame.  This may be confirmed as the
fenestration on the first floor central bay is unevenly spaced.  The second floor has only
two window openings with original 6/6 lights in the northern opening.  The main entrance
displays sidelights in a simple surround.  Exterior step shouldered, brick end chimneys
flank the main block.  A one story kitchen ell and enclosed shed addition are circa 1950
additions.  

The Stone family was one of the earliest groups of settlers in the Fredonia Valley, the
eldest Caleb Stone immigrating to this area from South Carolina in the early 1800s.  This
farm encompassing over 500 acres reportedly belonged to one of the grandsons of the
original settler also named Caleb.  Caleb Stone built this house sometime after his marriage
in 1851 and in later years he achieved prominence specializing in premium short horn
cattle and Poland China hogs.  One of his short horn bulls was exhibited at the New
Orleans World’s Fair in 1885[KHRI: 1986]. 

The Caleb Stone House is potentially eligible for listing in the National Register under
Criterion B for association with the Stone family prominent in early Lyon County history.

Site 10/dwelling
West side of US 641, one mile north of Ky 1943 in Lyon County
Alternatives 2A, 3A, 4, & 4A

Description: This dwelling is an early 20th century, one story, five bay frame structure on
a rough-cut, stone block foundation.  A projecting roofline gable is centered on the façade
and the structure is sheathed in sawn weatherboard.  The entrance element contains
segmented sidelights with paneled aprons.  A one story, flat roofed portico on a cut stone
foundation with a trio of square wood piers shelters the entrance.  A step shouldered, brick
chimney is located on the north gable end of the main block.  

This structure is the main dwelling in a  small farm complex containing various
agricultural related outbuildings. 
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This early 20th century farming complex is potentially eligible for listing in the National
Register under Criterion C.  It has retained historic integrity of location, setting, design,
materials, workmanship feeling and association.  Potential boundaries would include
the main dwelling as well as associated agricultural structures on the property.

Site 11/Ly-3/William J. Stone House
South side of New Bethel Church Road, east of US 641 in Lyon County
Ruinous Condition
Alternatives 2, 2A, 3A, 4 & 4A
Described earlier: Should be evaluated as an historic archaeological resource

Site 12/tenant house
End of long lane east of Ky 393, 2 miles north of Ky 93 in Lyon County
Alternatives 3 & 3A 

Description: This dwelling is a one story, frame tenant house that is in poor abandoned
condition.  The window and door openings are deteriorated or missing, leaving the interior
open to the weather.  Much of the weatherboard has been removed and vines and
shrubbery enclose the yard area.  A barn that appears to be from the same construction
period as the house is the only other structure on the site. 
The present property owner related that the structure was built in the 1930s. 
This dwelling is abandoned and in extremely poor condition having lost much integrity of
design, materials and workmanship.  It is not potentially eligible for listing in the National
Register under Criterion A, B, or C.

Site 13/saddlebag dwelling
North side of Ky 819, one mile north of Ky 93 in Lyon County
Alternatives 3 & 3A 

Description: This one story frame saddlebag dwelling has a four bay façade with double
entrance doors.  The gable roof is sheathed in standing seam metal and two brick chimneys
are located along the ridgeline of the roof.  A shed-roofed porch shelters the main façade
and a small addition is attached to the west elevation.  The foundation material is unknown
as it has been covered in new brick.  Given the commonality of this type of dwelling it is
not potentially eligible under Criterion A, B, or C.
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Site 14/dwelling
North side of Ky 93, 1.5 miles north of US 62 in Lyon County
Alternatives 3 & 3A 

Description:
This one and one half story, frame cottage, sits on a poured concrete foundation and has
a dormered, steeply pitched gable roof with flared eaves.  A gable roof, entry bay with
flared eaves appears to be original to the structure.   A one-story addition on the rear may
be a later construction phase.

This minimal traditional cottage appears to date from the 1930 or 1940s.  It has retained
much historic integrity and is potentially eligible for listing under Criterion C. 
Boundaries would include the main house and the domestic space only.

A search to identify previously recorded sites at the State Historic Preservation Office,
Kentucky Heritage Council, identified eight properties within the specified 2000 foot corridor of
project alternatives (Sites 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, and 11).  The Principal Investigator was unable to
locate sites 2 and 6 and it was assumed that these resources are no longer extant.  One site, Site
11, was determined to be in ruinous condition and could not be evaluated as a standing structure.
During preliminary field review, six additional historic properties (that met the 50 year age
criterion) within the 2000-foot APE for each corridor were identified.

Of the 11 historic sites that were located and documented within the project corridors, six
(sites 1, 7, 8, 9, 10, & 14) appear to be potentially eligible for inclusion in the National Register
of Historic Places (NRHP).  Sites 1, 8, 10, and 14 appear to be potentially eligible under National
Register Criterion C as dwellings that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type of
construction.  Given the existing documentation on these sites, potential National Register
boundaries would likely be limited to an area containing the main dwelling and any other
associated ancillary structures that contribute to the historic setting.  Sites 7 & 9 are potentially
eligible under Criterion B for their association with persons or families significant in Caldwell and
Lyon County history.  The National Register boundaries for these sites would likely be potentially
larger and contain acreage associated with the farm.  These findings are preliminary however, and
final determinations of eligibility and fully researched historic boundaries cannot be completed
until a report that meets the Specifications for Conduction of Fieldwork And Preparing Cultural
Resource Assessment Reports, ed.2.4 issued by the Kentucky Heritage Council (SHPO), is
completed and Section 106 consultation initiated in subsequent project phases.

2. Archaeological Sites and Districts:

Archaeological site data for the study corridors were acquired from the Kentucky Office
of State Archaeology.  Additional research was conducted at the Kentucky Historical Society and
at the Kentucky Department for Library and Archives. 
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 The various routes of reconstructing US 461 in Caldwell and Lyon Counties do not 
intersect any archaeological sites currently listed in or considered eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places.  However, one site, 15Ca50, (Mill Bluff Spring) a multi-
component site with occupations dating to the Paleoindian through the Woodland Periods has 
been reported to the Kentucky Office of State Archaeology.   Given that this is a large spring 
in a karst region, it likely has intact archaeological deposits.  As an important local natural 
resource, and potentially significant cultural resource, this area should be avoided, if at all 
possible. 
 
 Only one archaeological survey has been conducted in the project study area.  This 
survey recorded an historic archaeological site, however, where the site was recorded was not 
within the limits of any project corridor.  Three other surveys have been conducted near the 
southern terminus of the project.  These surveys have located one to five sites each.  Only 
one site was considered worthy of further archaeological investigations.  
  
 The project corridors appear to bisect a variety of ecological zones that may contain a 
variety of prehistoric archaeological sites representing, various activities including habitation, 
hunting, resource procurement and other prehistoric human activities.  Of these probable 
sites, one third would likely need to be evaluated for National Register eligibility.  
Statistically, it would be expected that approximately ten percent of that number may be 
considered significant and potentially eligible for listing in the National Register.  Historic 
archaeological sites probably located within the study corridors would be expected to include 
mineral extraction, iron production related facilities, 19th century pottery manufacturing, 
stores, and farmsteads.  A Phase I archaeological reconnaissance survey will be required for 
this project in future phases when more specific information on project location and limits 
become known. 
 
 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 Underground 
Storage Tank (UST) sites as well as all mappable hazardous waste/hazardous material 
generator, disposal, and/or transport, sites (see Appendix EO-B).  No National Priority List 
(NPL), i.e. Superfund, sites are listed as occurring in the project area.    

                                                                                                                                                   
 Records and field research revealed five (5) UST or former UST sites of potential 
environmental concern within or near the project corridor.  Of these sites, only one is 
currently active.  It is the Lyon County School Bus Garage at 101 Jenkins Road in Eddyville.  
It was identified in the project area but it is not located adjacent to any study corridor.  This 
site is regulated and currently in compliance with prevailing regulations.  It should not pose 
any problems for the project since the USTs have spill prevention and release detection 
devices and is outside the study area.  The other four (4) sites are former retail gas stations 
which have likely had their USTs removed but this could not be verified for all sites. These 
identified sites are located at the southern terminus area of study corridor Alternatives 2 and 
2A near the junction of US 641 and US 62.  These four sites should be investigated further if 
they would be impacted by the proposed project. 
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  No other sites of concern, within the limits of the study corridors, were identified. 
 
 Residential heating requirements throughout the area are met through the use of 
electricity, propane, and heating oil.  Several propane tanks and a few heating oil tanks were 
observed throughout the project corridor.  The removal of propane and heating oil tanks 
should be accommodated routinely during the right-of-way acquisition phase. 
 
 An Environmental Site Assessment of the project area conducted in accordance with 
ASTM Practice E 1527 and KYTC Guidance, should be accomplished during future “NEPA” 
phases of the project to formally confirm UST/HZM findings.  Based on currently available 
information, there are five (5) UST sites, four of which may need Phase II level 
investigations, that may require additional considerations in future project phases because 
they could potentially impact decisions on the designated corridor. 
 
            Summary of Environmental Overview Data: 
 
 Current land use trends in the proposed project area are not expected to experience 
rapid change as a result of project construction.  Current trends are expected to continue and 
agricultural, residential, small business, and institutional uses would be expected to continue 
to dominate the study area.  Land use effects would be expected to be similar regardless of 
project location. 

 
  Air quality would not be adversely affected and highway noise is not expected to 

influence project feasibility or alternative location designations.   
 
  The USFWS, KDFWR, and KSNPC were contacted for information on protected 

federal and state listed species that may be affected by the project.  Information was also 
requested from KDFWR and KSNPC concerning critical habitat areas and monitored natural 
areas in the project corridor.  The KDOW was contacted for water quality impacts and 
groundwater information.  The Kentucky Geological Survey (KGS) provided the National 
Wetland Inventory maps for the project.  The NWI mapping, along with data from the United 
States Department of Agricultural-Natural Resources Conservation Service (USDA-NRCS) 
was studied to locate possible wetlands.  The USACE provided information on any necessary 
permits.  The U. S. Geological Survey (USGS) provided the project’s topographic 
quadrangles and the geologic quadrangles.  FEMA provided the Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
(FIRM) for Caldwell and Lyon Counties, Kentucky. 

 
  Sedimentation and erosion in waterways can be accelerated in highway projects that 

expose soil, remove vegetation and riparian areas, and require channel changes.  The use of 
heavy equipment to move earth and existing vegetation disrupts natural drainage patterns and 
exposes large areas of disturbed soil causing erosion.  Excessive sedimentation can clog 
stream channels and contribute to increased flooding.  It can also increase water temperatures 
and cause oxygen demands that can damage or destroy fish and invertebrate populations.  
Deposition of sediment on the channel bottom also degrades aquatic habitat by filling in 
substrate cavities, burying demersal eggs, and smothering bottom organisms.   

 
  In addition, increases in water turbidity results in further damage to aquatic systems.  

Increased particulate matter suspended in the water column may drive fish from the polluted 
area by irritating their gills, concealing forage, and/or destroying vegetation that may be 
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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 occurs. 
 
 If land is cleared of trees and vegetation, forage and cover for wildlife will be 
removed, and habitat fragmentation will be increased.  Wildlife travel corridors can be 
disrupted and home range and migration movements will be affected.  The removal of 
vegetation can result in erosion and loss of nutrients in the topsoil.  An increase in non-point 
source pollution due to chemical runoff from the roadway may occur.   
 
 On each of the study corridors, aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems could experience 
adverse impacts from construction activities associated with stream channelization, culvert 
and bridge structures, and nonpoint source discharges.  Best management practices (BMPs) 
and erosion and sediment control plans should be employed to prevent adverse impacts to 
sensitive resources.  Mill Bluff Spring, located near the point where study corridor 
Alternative 1A intersects with study corridor Alternative 2, should be avoided due to its 
unique character as a natural resource as well as its potential as a significant archaeological 
site.  
 
 Any wetlands that must be filled or paved over will be lost, destroying wetland 
species, increasing sedimentation due to runoff, increasing floodwaters and impacting 
groundwater filtration.  The loss of wetlands could result in a decrease in diversity within the 
impacted areas.  Potential wetland areas exist within the project study area of all Alternatives.  
Additional investigations should be conducted to confirm the presence of jurisdictional 
wetlands and establish practicable avoidance measures as necessary.  
 
 A careful survey of the area will determine if there exist any suitable roost sites for 
bats, such as sandstone and limestone caves, rock houses, cliff lines, snags, and abandoned 
mines.  Field surveys for sensitive species, including freshwater mussels and Bald Eagles, 
will determine if critical habitats will be impacted by the project. Preliminary “windshield” 
surveys revealed potential habitat for these endangered species along all study corridors.   
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Federal and state laws require the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet to obtain the
appropriate permits and certifications prior to construction activities that involve the waters of the
United States, such as rivers, lakes, streams, or wetlands.  Permits that will be necessary if there
are stream or jurisdictional wetland impacts are the USACE Nationwide Permit #14 under Section
404 of the Clean Water Act and a 401 Water Quality Certification from the Kentucky Natural
Resources Environmental Protection Cabinet Division of Water (KNREPC-DOW).  Impacts
greater than those for a Nationwide Permit #14 will require an Individual Permit.  Wetland
encroachment with any placement of fill material will require cooperation with the KDOW and
may require a 401 Permit.  Under Section 404, a permit is needed to discharge dredged or fill
material into any waters of the United States.  A 401 certification is needed before conducting any
activity that may result in a discharge of pollutant into the waters of the United States.  These
permits will be necessary prior to any activity that obstructs or alters any of the waters of the
United States, including navigable water and wetlands.  The potential for 404 and 401 permits is
present on all study corridors.  Additional evaluations of these issues, along with avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures will be required in subsequent project phases.

Chapter 151 of the Kentucky Revised Statutes requires prior approval from the KDOW,
for the construction, improvement or reconstruction of any structure, deposition of material or
other construction across or along any stream that could in any way obstruct flood flows.
Floodplain development may also require a permit from the USACE and will require project
specific confirmations in future project phases.

Preliminary examination of archival records and initial field review of study corridors
revealed the presence of six sites which appear to be potentially significant as historic resources.
Historic sites and historic site potential exists on all study corridors.  These sites should be avoided
if prudent and feasible to do so.  Additional historic resource investigations will be necessary in
subsequent project phases to establish historic site boundaries and fulfill regulatory review and
coordination requirements.  

Four (4) former underground storage tank (UST) sites have been designated for additional
investigation as sites of potential environmental concern.  These identified sites are primarily
located at the southern terminus area of study corridor Alternatives 2 and 2A.  If any of these sites
would be affected by the proposed project, they should be evaluated for petroleum and toxic
substances contamination.
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EXHIBITS
1. Project Vicinity Map

2. Study Corridors and Project Location Map
3. National Wetlands Inventory Sites Map (4 Sheets)

4. Potential Historic Site Locations Map

















EARLY COORDINATION RESPONSES  
AND 

MEETING MINUTES



A complete copy of the referenced letters appears in Appendix D: 
 
•  Department of the Army, Nashville District, Corps of Engineers—November 13, 

2003 
•  United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service—November 

25, 2003 
•  United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation 

Service—April 21, 2004 
•  Kentucky State Nature Preserves Commission—May 10, 2004 
•  Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Cabinet, Department for 

Natural Resources, Division of Forestry—April 13, 2004 
•  Environmental and Public Protection Cabinet, Department for Environmental 

Protection—April 13, 2004 
•  Cabinet for Workforce Development, Office of the Secretary—July 21, 2003 
•  Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Cabinet, Department for 

Environmental Protection, Division for Air Quality—November 6, 2003 
•  Commonwealth of Kentucky, Kentucky State Police—October 31, 2003 
•  Department of Corrections, Western Kentucky Correctional Complex—November 

12, 2003 
•  Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Cabinet, Department for 

Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement—November 24, 2003 
•  Commonwealth of Kentucky, Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources—

November 13, 2003 
•  Crittenden County Economic Development Corp.—November 26, 2003 
•  University of Kentucky, Kentucky Geological Survey, Research and Graduate 

Studies—November 3, 2003 
•  J. R. Gray, State Representative—November 15, 2003 
•  Daryl Greer, Kentucky Transportation Cabinet—November 19, 2003 
•  William Broyles, P.E., Geotechnical Engineering Branch Manager, Division of 

Materials—November 26, 2003 
 
A complete copy of the referenced minutes from each meeting appears in Appendix C: 
 

•  Local Officials/Stakeholders Meeting—Eddyville—July 29, 2003 
•  Local Officials/Stakeholders Meeting—Fredonia—July 29, 2003 
•  Project Scoping Meeting—Paducah—March 4, 2004 
•  Project Scoping Meeting—Paducah—June 23, 2003 
•  Public Involvement Meeting—Fredonia—September 30, 2003 
•  Public Involvement Meeting—Eddyville—September 29, 2003 
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July 19, 2004 
 
Wilbur Smith Associates 
465 East High Street, Suite 100 
Lexington, KY 40507-1938 
 
Attention: Mr. Carl Dixon, P.E. 
 
Reference: Geotechnical Issues for US 641  

From Eddyville to North of Fredonia 
Lyon and Caldwell Counties, Kentucky 
QORE Project No. 24302831 

 
Dear Mr. Dixon: 
 
QORE, Inc. reviewed the eight proposed corridors for the section of US 641 from 
Eddyville to North of Fredonia.  This report explains our understanding of the project, 
documents our findings, and presents our conclusions and engineering 
recommendations.   
 
QORE appreciates the opportunity to be of service to you.  We look forward to helping 
you through project completion.  If you have any questions, please call. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
QORE, Inc. 
 
 
 
Bruce L. Hatcher, P.E.      Craig S. Lee, P.E. 
Senior Geotechnical Engineer     Senior Engineer 
Licensed KY 14527 
 
24302831 GEO Report 
 
Attachments: Index Map 
  Proposed Corridors (Sheets A - D) 
  Geology Column (2 Sheets) 
  Geology Explanation 
  Proposed Corridors Geology (Sheets A - D) 
 



GEOTECHNICAL ISSUES FOR US 641 
From Eddyville to North of Fredonia 

Lyon and Caldwell Counties, Kentucky 
QORE Project No. 24302831 

 
 

Introduction 
 
QORE, Inc. reviewed the proposed corridors for US 641 between Eddyville and north-northwest 
of Fredonia in Lyon and Caldwell Counties.  The West Kentucky State Penitentiary Farm is 
located near the southeastern corner of the project area.    
 
The project begins near Eddyville and heads northerly to a terminus point about 1.5 miles north-
northwest of Fredonia.  At present, there are eight proposed corridors (Alternates 1 through 4 
and Alternates 1A through 4A).  Each of the eight corridors terminates at the same point.  
However, there are four different beginning points.  Alternates 1 and 1A begin at the Wendell H. 
Ford Parkway (Western Kentucky Parkway) where it crosses the Caldwell/Lyon County line.  
Alternates 2 and 2A begin at the intersection of US Highways 62 and 641 in the community of 
Fairview.  Alternates 3 and 3A begin at Interstate 24 about 2 ¼ miles west of its intersection with 
US Highway 62.  Alternates 4 and 4A begin where US Highway 62 intersects the Wendell H. 
Ford Parkway (Western Kentucky Parkway).   
 
The eight corridors consist of various sections, some of which overlap with other corridors.  As 
such, the eight corridors are color coded on the attached drawings.  The following list of 
corridors indicates the applicable color coding for each proposed corridor 
 

Corridor Identification    Color Coding 
 

Alternate 1     Gold 
Alternate 1A     Gold-Yellow-Green 
 
Alternate 2     Pink-Green 
Alternate 2A     Pink-Blue-Gold 
 
Alternate 3     Green 
Alternate 3A     Green-Blue-Gold 
 
Alternate 4     Yellow-Pink-Green 
Alternate 4A     Yellow-Blue-Gold 

 
Due to the large scale of the project and the overlapping nature of the proposed corridors, four 
base maps (Sheets A through D) are needed to cover the project area.  Please reference the 
attached Index Map for details of the four base maps.     
 

General Topography 
 
All eight proposed corridors lie within Lyon and Caldwell Counties.  The proposed corridors (or 
corridor sections) which lie along the eastern side of the project area will be located within the 
Fredonia Valley.  The Fredonia Valley is characterized by gently rolling hills. The majority of the 
Fredonia Valley is comprised of farmland, pastures, or forest.  The proposed corridors (or 
corridor sections) which lie along the western side of the project area will be located in 
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moderately sloping terrain with narrow valleys.  The terrain is steeper and more hilly west and 
directly north of Eddyville.  Depending upon the selected corridor, the project could be 
constructed across four USGS (United States Geologic Survey) quadrangle maps.  General 
location and topographic information about the proposed corridors across each quadrangle is 
listed below.  Elevation ranges are within the potential construction areas only. 
 

Quadrangle  Location on Quadrangle  Elevation Ranges 
 

Fredonia   Majority       375 to 530 feet 
Eddyville   Northern portion      400 to 610 feet 
Grand Rivers  Northeast corner     450 to 520 feet 
Princeton West Northwest  corner (barely)    570 to 620 feet 

 
 

General Geology 
 
We reviewed the geologic information along the proposed corridors from the four USGS 
Geologic Quadrangles. The major rock formations encountered are discussed separately in the 
following paragraphs.   
 
Rosiclare Sandstone and Fredonia Limestone Members of the Saint Genevieve 
Limestone – The majority of the Fredonia Valley is underlain by the Rosiclare Sandstone and 
Fredonia Limestone Members of the Saint Genevieve Limestone.  The Rosiclare Sandstone 
Member is comprised of 5 to 10 feet of sandstone and shale.  The Fredonia Limestone member 
is comprised of limestone and shale.  The Fredonia Limestone member is prone to sinkholes.   
 
The Upper and Lower Members of the Saint Louis Limestone - To the west and south of the 
Fredonia Valley, the project area is underlain by the Upper and Lower Members of the Saint 
Louis Limestone.  These rocks are comprised of medium to light gray limestone.   
 
Gravel – Gravel is noted in the southwestern portion of the project area near the beginning of 
Alternates 3 and 3A along the north side of Interstate 24.  The gravel is mostly pebbles with 
cobbles as large as 5 inches.   
 
Alluvium – The valley bottoms are typically comprised of alluvium (i.e. – water transported 
soils).  The alluvium is typically thicker along the banks of the larger streams and rivers, and 
less thick along the minor creeks or streams.  Alluvium in this general area is comprised of 
varying combinations of sand, silt, clay, and gravel.   
 
Tuscaloosa Formation - A small area of the Tuscaloosa Formation is present within the 
eastern edge of Alternates 1 and 1A corridors near the intersection with the Western Kentucky 
Parkway (Wendell H. Ford Parkway).  However, it is unlikely that this formation will be 
encountered during construction.     
 
The local geology changes drastically north of Fredonia as each of the eight proposed corridors 
crosses the Tabb Fault System within the final 3500 to 5000 feet.  North of the Tabb Fault 
System, there are several types of bedrock encountered.  These rock types are discussed 
briefly in the following paragraph. 
 
The Hardinsburg Sandstone is comprised of sandstone and shale. As much as 2 feet of coal 
occurs near the middle of the formation.  The Saint Genevieve Limestone is mapped as one 
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unit in the fault area.  However, it is likely that the lower portion of the Fredonia Limestone 
Member will be encountered in this area.  The Menard Limestone is comprised of limestone 
and shale.  The Palestine Sandstone is comprised of sandstone and shale.  The Kinkaid 
Limestone, Degonia Sandstone and Clore Limestone are mapped as one unit within this 
area.  However, it is likely that the Clore Limestone will be encountered since it lies directly on 
top of the Palestine Sandstone.  The Clore Limestone is comprised of limestone and shale.  A 
small area of Waltersburg Sandstone and Vienna Limestone occurs west of centerline along 
the northwestern leg of some of the corridors.  The Waltersburg Sandstone is comprised of 
sandstone, siltstone, and shale.  The Vienna Limestone is comprised of limestone and shale.      
 
Please reference the attached Sheets A through D, US 641 – Proposed Corridors Geology.  
Also, please reference the attached Geology Column drawings for descriptions of the applicable 
geologic units.   
 
The local dip varies by quadrangle and generalized dips within the project areas are listed 
below: 
 

Quadrangle    Dip Direction  Dip (percent)  Dip (feet per mile) 
 
Fredonia - South of  
Tabb Fault System Northeast or East      0.6-2          30-100 
 
Fredonia - North of  
Tabb Fault System    Southwest         3-5                    150-280 
 
Eddyville    North            2    120 
 
Grand Rivers    North-Northwest             1                 60 
 
Princeton West  North               2               120 
 

Typically, groundwater flow is in the dip direction until it reaches daylight where it would then 
flow downhill to the valley bottoms and creeks.  However, in Karst areas the groundwater 
system consists of underground conduits, caves, and underground streams.     
 
Closed depressions (sinkholes), caves, and other underground indications of Karst topography 
are common in areas underlain by potentially soluble bedrock such as limestone and dolomite.  
According to a generalized Karst map of Kentucky published by the Kentucky Geological 
Survey, the project area is characterized as an area of high potential for Karst.  The map 
indicates that the project area is underlain by pure limestone in which Karst is well developed.  
No detailed maps of Karst activity are available for this specific area.   
 
Numerous closed depressions are noted on the Fredonia topographic and geologic quadrangle 
maps.  It appears that they are highly concentrated within the Fredonia Valley area.  A few 
closed depressions were noted near the northwest corner of the Eddyville topographic and 
geologic quadrangle maps.  The closed depressions occurred at elevations ranging from 380 to 
460 feet MSL, with the majority occurring in the 410 to 450 feet range.  No closed depressions 
are noted within the project areas on the Grand Rivers or Princeton West topographic or 
geologic quadrangle maps.     
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Two major fault zones were identified on the geologic maps.  One unnamed fault zone lies 
along the southern edge of the project area.  These faults are northeast-southwest trending.  
The Tabb Fault System is an east-west trending series of faults less than 1 mile north of 
Fredonia.  The Tabb Fault System is labeled on both the topographic and geologic maps (both 
Sheet D).  It is advisable for the corridors to cross faults perpendicularly.  Each of the proposed 
corridors crosses the faults at nearly perpendicular angles.       
 

Review of USGS Maps for Mining Activities 
 
We also reviewed the USGS topographic and geologic maps for each of these quadrangles 
looking for mine adits (openings) or other signs of mining activities.   
 
The review of the USGS topographic maps for each quadrangle revealed the following data: 
 
Fredonia Quadrangle – no adits observed, one quarry observed 
Eddyville Quadrangle – no adits or quarries observed  
Grand Rivers Quadrangle – no adits or quarries observed 
Princeton West Quadrangle – no adits or quarries observed 
 
The review of the USGS geologic maps for each quadrangle revealed the following data: 
 
Fredonia Quadrangle – one mine shaft observed, one quarry observed 
Eddyville Quadrangle – no adits or quarries observed  
Grand Rivers Quadrangle – no adits or quarries observed 
Princeton West Quadrangle – no adits or quarries observed 
 

Previous Surface Mining 
 
Based on our review of the topographic and geologic maps, no strip mining has occurred within 
the proposed construction area.  However, there is an active rock quarry located southeast of 
Fredonia on the east side of US Highway 641.   
 
We met with quarry personnel to discuss their mining activities.  The quarry mines limestone in 
an open pit configuration.  Presently, the quarry bottom is about 100 to 110 feet below the 
existing ground level.  No deep mining is proposed in this quarry.       
 

Previous Deep Mining 
 
The Kentucky Department of Mines and Minerals in Frankfort, Kentucky has published public 
records for underground coal mining.  This data is available on the internet at the web site 
minemaps.ky.gov.  No data is available for the proposed project area.   
 
We also contacted the Kentucky Department of Mines and Minerals in Frankfort, Kentucky to 
verify that coal was not present within the project area.  Mr. Dan O’Canna verified that there are 
no records of coal mining within the applicable quadrangles.  Our review of the geologic 
quadrangles did not reveal the presence of coal within the project area except for the possibility 
of coal within the Hardinsburg Sandstone.  The Hardinsburg Sandstone occurs as an east-west 
trending band along the north side of the Tabb Fault System north of Fredonia.       
 
There is a mine shaft symbol located north of Fredonia, along the Tabb Fault System.  We have 
indicated this symbol on both the topographic and geologic maps (both Sheet D).  We believe 
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that this mine shaft symbol is indicative of a fluorspar deep mine within this area.  Although the 
mine shaft symbol is located outside of the corridor boundary, it is likely that deep mining may 
have occurred within the project area.  According to the Economic Geology section of the 
Fredonia geology quadrangle, fluorspar mining has occurred along the Tabb Fault System.  
Mining occurred between the late 1890’s and the 1950’s; therefore, no mining maps are readily 
available for these areas.  None of the mines in the quadrangle is now active.  Lead 
contamination of soil and/or water is a concern due to the processing of the fluorspar ore.    
  

Gas and Oil Wells 
 
Gas and oil wells (active and abandoned) have been mapped based on available public 
records.  However, this data indicates that there are no active oil or gas wells within any of the 
eight proposed corridors.  One abandoned well is located west of Eddyville along the edge of 
Alternates 3 and 3A.  Three abandoned wells are located near the end of the project, north of 
US Highway 641 and west of Kentucky Highway 902.  Please reference the attached Sheets C 
and D, US 641 – Proposed Corridors for details.       

 
Geotechnical Issues 

 
Our field reconnaissance was confined to public right-of-ways in and around the eight proposed 
corridors.  Because some corridors (or portions thereof) are located on private property, they 
were inaccessible.    
 
Based on our visual observations of the project area and our review of available mapping, we 
have noted three geotechnical issues which could impact the proposed construction.   
 
Karst activity – Numerous sinkholes were noted in the northern and eastern portions of the 
project area.  Typically, these sinkholes lie within the Fredonia Valley.  The majority of the 
bedrock underlying the Fredonia Valley is comprised of limestone capped with 5 to 10 feet of 
sandstone.  However, where the sandstone cap is absent there is considerable Karst activity as 
evidence by the numerous sinkholes within this area.  In general, the entire Fredonia Valley is in 
a high risk of Karst activity area.   
 
An existing quarry (Fredonia Quarry) is located southeast of Fredonia along the east side of the 
existing US Highway 641.  This quarry is an open pit mining operation which is currently about 
110 feet below the existing grade.  Several of the proposed corridors pass near the existing 
quarry.  Mineral rights may have been split from the surface land ownership in this area.  
Additionally, blasting for road cuts near the quarry may present some concern for the miner’s 
safety.       
 
We did not observe the four abandoned wells during our review of the project area.  Again, oil 
and gas rights may have been split from the surface land ownership in this area.  Since there 
are no active wells within the project area, we do not believe that this will be a major issue for 
the project.  However, future wells present constructability (blasting, etc.) and monetary issues.    
 
An abandoned mine shaft was observed on the geologic map north of Fredonia.  We believe 
that this mine shaft is a remnant of fluorspar mining activities in the general vicinity.  Although 
the mine shaft is not located within the proposed corridors, there could be underground mining 
located within the proposed corridors.  During the processing of fluorspar, the generation of lead 
is a byproduct.  As such, there is a likelihood of soil or water contamination due to the 
processing of the fluorspar. 
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Conclusions 

 
From a geotechnical and constructability standpoint, we believe that the selected corridor 
should avoid certain problem areas or potential geotechnical problems discussed above.  The 
project faces constructability issues (i.e. – sinkholes) which are inherent to the local terrain.  
These issues cannot be eliminated; however, sound engineering solutions are available to 
address them.   
 
We believe that the most favorable corridor should avoid construction along the existing US 
Highway 641 and the railroad track north of Fairview.  Additionally, we believe that the most 
favorable corridors should avoid closed depressions (sinkholes) by proper alignment selection.  
From a constructability standpoint, the most favorable corridors should be in the flatter terrain to 
reduce the amount of cutting and filling required.  Additionally, shallower cuts and fills lessen the 
likelihood of cut or fill slope instability problems.   
 
Based on our evaluation of the eight proposed corridors, we have listed them in order from most 
desired to least desired.  Portions of each route are located within Karst areas.  Remediation of 
Karst areas can quickly become expensive; therefore, it is best to avoid areas underlain by 
Karst activity.  In general, the ranking of the following corridors also ranks the likelihood of 
encountering Karst activity.  The ranking of the following corridors also ranks the amount of 
overlap of the existing US Highway 641.  Houses and numerous underground utilities are 
located along this existing highway, both of which will greatly impact the constructability and 
cost of the project.    
 
We have ranked the eight corridors and listed our major comments for each of the proposed 
corridors.   
 
Alternate 3 (Green) – This route is least likely to encounter Karst terrain.  It includes more hilly 
terrain and is generally longer than the following corridors.  The area to the west of Eddyville 
appears to be more populated than other rural areas.  The corridor does not involve the existing 
railroad track or any portion of the existing US 641.     
 
Alternate 4 (Yellow-Pink-Green) – This route includes some hilly terrain in the yellow section 
and lies within sparsely populated areas. The corridor does not involve the existing railroad 
track; however, it will cross the existing US 641 at one location.   
 
Alternate 2 (Pink-Green) - This route involves a major portion of the existing US Highway 641 
and a railroad crossing (i.e. – bridge) just north of Fairview.  However, a large portion of this 
route avoids probable Karst areas.   
 
The following routes involve the gold corridor (which is the highest probability for Karst activity), 
although to different degrees.   
 
Alternate 4A (Yellow-Blue-Gold) – This route involves a minor portion of the existing US 
Highway 641. The corridor does not involve the existing railroad track.   
 
Alternate 3A (Green-Blue-Gold) - This route involves a significant portion of the existing US 
Highway 641. The corridor does not involve the existing railroad track.    
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Alternate 2A (Pink-Blue-Gold) - This route involves a major portion of the existing US Highway 
641 and a railroad crossing (i.e. – bridge) just north of Fairview. 
 
Alternate 1A (Gold-Yellow-Green) – This route will cross the existing US 641 at one location.  
The corridor does not involve the existing railroad track.  This route travels through rolling hills 
and sparsely populated areas.   
 
Alternate 1 (Gold) – This route will impact the existing US 641 at one location, near the 
Fredonia Quarry.  The corridor does not involve the existing railroad track.  This route travels 
through rolling hills and sparsely populated areas.  
 

Recommendations 
 
The following general recommendations are applicable to the selected corridor: 
 
1. We expect that the cut soils will be used as fill material for this project.  We also expect 
some rock excavation in deep cut areas.  Based on the local geology, we anticipate that the soil 
will be low to high plasticity mixtures of silt and clay.  Chert fragments will also be likely.  We 
expect the rock from deep excavations to consist of limestone, shale, or sandstone.  Soil or shot 
rock fill should be placed according to requirements as specified in the Kentucky Transportation 
Cabinet, Department of Highways, Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction 
(latest edition). 
 
2. Shrink/swell of newly placed fill should not be of significant concern in most areas. Newly 
placed fill will need to be placed with proper moisture control and compactive effort.    However, 
consolidation of soft, alluvial soils near the valley bottoms may present some settlement 
concerns for embankments or for box culverts or other drainage structures.  Undercutting and 
stabilization of soft/wet alluvial soils will likely be required when the roadway crosses alluvial 
areas.     
 
3. We expect that the majority of the cutting and filling of the proposed corridor will be in 
soil.  Therefore, we expect the majority of the cut and fill slopes to be in soil.  For preliminary 
planning purposes only, expect 2.5H:1V (horizontal to vertical) cut and/or fill slopes. Obviously, 
no geotechnical work has been performed for this project.  Shear strength testing of residual 
and compacted fill soils will be required so that specific cut and fill slope recommendations can 
be presented. Rock toe buttresses may be required at the toe of fill slopes in deep alluvial soil 
areas.   
 
4. Depending upon the final selected grades, we expect a few cut slopes in rock.  Cut 
slopes in massive, durable sandstone or limestone are typically stable on cut slope angles 
greater than ¼H:1V.  Cut slopes in durable shale, poor limestone, or fractured sandstone are 
typically less stable and require cut slope angles at ½H:1V.  Cut slopes in non-durable shale will 
require even flatter cut slopes – typically flatter than ½H:1V.  Pre-splitting will likely be required 
below the rock disintegration zone (RDZ).  An overburden bench and flattened cuts slopes will 
be required above the RDZ.  Obviously, no geotechnical work has been performed for this 
project.  Rock coring and a geologic evaluation will be required before specific cut slope 
recommendations can be presented.   
 
5. Groundwater seeps or springs should be expected in down-dip cut areas, especially 
those cuts that intersect the soil/rock interface.  Special construction considerations will likely be 
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required to collect and pipe groundwater in these areas if significant groundwater flows are 
anticipated or encountered.       
 
6. We expect that low to high plasticity soil will be used for the majority of the roadway 
subgrade.  Chemical stabilization of the soil subgrade should be expected for this project.  The 
roadway subgrade could be constructed with durable rock if a more stable road base is desired.  
Depending upon the final selected grades, some shot rock fill may be available as fill material.  
The local geology suggests that there may be some durable limestone or sandstone available 
within certain portions of the proposed corridor; however, we doubt that there will be sufficient 
volume to provide a durable rock roadbed without importing additional material.     
 
7. We expect box culverts (or other minor structures) can be founded on shallow 
foundations bearing on either stiff soil or rock.  We expect bridge foundations will need to bear 
on rock, either shallow foundations on rock or through driven steel piling or drilled shafts.  The 
presence of Karst activity will complicate the installation of rock bearing foundations.  Some 
modifications of designed foundations are anticipated if pinnacled rock and/or voids are 
detected in the rock beneath the foundations.  In addition, large chert boulders can be present in 
the soil mass that can deflect driven piles.  A detailed geotechnical exploration is warranted in 
Karst areas to assess the foundation bearing conditions.    
 
8. The project site is located in western Kentucky about 100 miles east of the New Madrid 
Fault Zone.  Seismic loads are presented in the Kentucky Building Code (2002 Edition), Table 
1608.2, page 232 for Caldwell County and page 233 for Lyon County.  In general, the project 
area is located in a seismic zone which indicates moderate to severe damage to structures 
during large earthquake events.   
 
 
 
 
 































The proposed project addressed in the planning 
study would connect to another segment of US 641 
from Fredonia to Marion that is currently in the design 
phase.  That proposed project would begin on the 
south side of Marion in Crittenden County, follow a 
parallel path east of existing US 641, and terminate 
northwest of Fredonia.  The proposed route is being 
designed as a four-lane roadway with partial control 
of access (i.e., at-grade intersections at a spacing of 
no less than 1,200 feet).  

. There are a number of issues that will be explored 
as part of this planning study.  Some of these 
issues include:
• Access for 102-inch wide trucks
• Connectivity between other major roadways
• Serving the site of a proposed industrial park, 

southeast of Fredonia
• Safety and capacity concerns
• Recreation and tourism access
• Other highway projects in the area

he Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) is 
undertaking an alternatives planning study for 
the proposed reconstruction/relocation of US       
.

Address written comments to:
Annette Coffey, P.E.

or
Daryl Greer, P.E.

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Division of Planning
Station: W5-05-01
200 Mero Street

Frankfort, KY 40622

Or you may contact by phone:
Jimmy Wilson

Project Manager
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet

Division of Planning 
(502) 564-7183

Jimmy.Wilson@ky.gov

You may also look for project 
information at:

transportation.ky.gov/planning/index2.asp

Some environmental issues include:

• Quarry operation in Fredonia
• Mill Bluff Spring
• Impact on and access to farmland
• Karst topography

Four public meetings are being held during the course 
of this study. Efforts have also made to coordinate 
with and get input from local officials, public agency 
representatives, and others who have a special 
interest in the project. 
The first two public meetings were held in September, 
2003, one each in Eddyville and Fredonia, to inform 
the public about the project and request input on 
preliminary project issues.   The second two meetings, 
also in Eddyville and Fredonia, are to present 
information and get input on the proposed 
alternatives. 
To assist in keeping the public and agencies informed, 
information will be added to the KYTC’s Division of 
Planning website:
http://transportation.ky.gov/planning/index2.asp
This website will be updated on a regular basis as 
new information becomes available.

641 from Eddyville in Lyon County to Fredonia in 
Caldwell County.  No funds are available at this time 
for the design or construction of this project. 
The planning study will (1) analyze existing 
conditions (including transportation, environmental, 
and socioeconomic issues), (2) estimate future traffic 
demand, and (3) identify and evaluate potential 
alternatives for the proposed project.    Throughout 
the planning process, comments, concerns, 
suggestions, and insight from the general public and 
local officials will be documented and considered. 
The existing US 641 corridor between Eddyville and 
Fredonia is a two-lane roadway with 10- to 12-foot 
lanes and varying shoulder widths and types.  The 
posted speed limit is 35 mph in urban areas and 
ranges from 45 mph to 55 mph in rural areas.  US 
641 carries an average daily traffic (ADT) volume 
between 3,080 and 3,400 vehicles per day and 
provides access south between Fredonia and US 62, 
I-24, and the Wendell H. Ford (Western Kentucky) 
Parkway.

Reconstruction/Relocation of
From Eddyville to Fredonia

º

The following were identified as preliminary goals 
for the project:
Provide improved regional access along a 
reconstructed highway or an alternate route that 
will:
• Allow the designation of the route for the legal 
operation of 102-inch wide trucks between 
Eddyville and Fredonia;
• Provide improved access to the National Truck 
Network and National Highway System to 
support economic development initiatives in the 
region; and 
• Provide improved access from north of and in 
the vicinity of Eddyville to regional recreational 
and tourist areas, including Lake Barkley and 
Kentucky Lake.

Provide improved connectivity through an extension 
of the programmed US 641 project between 
Fredonia and Marion, thus, affording the opportunity 
for an improved corridor from I-24 near Eddyville to 
US 60 near Henderson that could serve as an 
alternate corridor to the Edward T. Breathitt 
(Pennyrile) Parkway and the Wendell H. Ford 
(Western Kentucky) Parkway; and

Help to alleviate public concerns about safety and 
level of service along the existing US 641 corridor by 
providing a reconstructed highway or an alternate 
route with improved roadway geometrics for 
motorists traveling between Eddyville and Fredonia.

KY 62 / US 641 intersection.

Prime farmland along KY 91 
in Caldwell County.

New Bethel Church adjacent 
to US 641, south of Fredonia.

Martin Marietta Aggregates 
Quarry Facility.

Cemetery with West 
Kentucky State Penitentiary 
Farm in background.

Typical section along 
US 641 in Lyon & 
Caldwell Counties.

Entrance to Fredonia.
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C or Better:
Desirable Operations

D: 
Acceptable Operations

E: 
Undesirable Operations

F: 
Failed Operations

Level of Service





 










































































































