REALIGNMENT OF US 460

MENIFEE COUNTY

AMERICAN CONSULTING ENGINEERS, PLC
Original Design Consultant

VALUE ENGINEERING TEAM #6

Jo Ann Clark
Keith Caudill
Randy Cox
Chad LaRue
David McDowell
Charlie Reichenbach
Bernie Sandman

Proposed Value Engineering Recommendations:

1. Raising the Grade from Station 71+800 to Station 73+800
2. Combining and Eliminating Entrances

3. Eliminating Existing Roadway




Menifee County - US 460

Item No. 10-117.00
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Value Engineering - Study Identification

Project: Menilee Counhy  US 460

Location: Fran K{M’ 14‘1’

508

Team: __ b

Date: 4/20/49-</30/49

VE TEAM MEMBERS

Name Title Organization Telephone
Chad | aRue Bndaewmr KY DOT D-5 |B02-26T-44] |
Randy (ox Maberials EraR.| KY DOT  D-@ 06 677-4017
Bernic Sandman [lunprtuhm GvR ITKY DOT  D-f |(,0b=35L-5300
David My Dowell  [Resident Ero. [KY DT D-2 [502-926-7415
Charlie Eel'ohmbao\f'l'mngp otaharbrpel KY DoT D-12 | b6~ 433- 77|
et Caudi ] Transp Ergg Supl. [KY DOT D=7 |Gbl- 2962355
JoAmn  ClavK Area En&\mccf F WA 502-222-4747

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Length: 4.L80 ¥

Cost: (L,.179 M

Type of Funds: 5TP5 , State

Design Speed.:

Qo Km/hr B5mph)

Projected Traffic:

L300 ADT

Projected Award Date:

Major Project Elements:
brade Drain, and Sur—Facmﬂ

ROUTE CONDITION / GEOMETRY

Adjacent Segments:

Overall Route:
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Investigation Phase - Sources

Date: _4[26/49— 4[30/49 Team: _ b
AUTHORIZING PERSONS
Name Position Telephone
PERSONAL CONTACTS
Contacts Telephone Notes

Glenn A. Hardin

Yaul Snesker

(LU6) 233 - 2100

(H02) b4 -3280

L

American (onsu H—énﬂ E”EIR'
MMAjef , GVl broanp

E_’Q"rlrr\..sji'rrr;{,-5 Branch

A

DOCUMENTS / ABSTRACTS

References

Notes

Stanclard Drvawings
>

For_roadway depth /width




COST

3000000

2500000

2000000

1000000

500000

EARTHWORK

COST MODEL

DGA BASE
DESCRIPTION

ASPHALT

DRAINAGE



Cost

3000000

2500000

2000000 -

1500000

1000000

500000 -

Investigation Phase-

Cost Model

Description

1 B Earthwork
B DGA Base
OAsphalt

ODrainage
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Speculation Phase - Brainstorming

Date: _ 4/26/94 — 4/20/94 Team: __b
Item: Item:
Function: Function:

= Chtwge Profile

O Reduce Ywdaﬂ&

o Mnmize :g*’f 0k WJ\[
o Aldernahive Culvert

n Cohnloirims /ELi'ma‘na-hrj

Ervances
0 Review Drcu“naﬁe,

n Review (Inwsh. c)
%3nmwt

0 Reduce Traffic Contro
Eliminate E»ashnj Roo.dwm/

J Review  \avement D&siﬁns

al Consider H-plo{shg C?o[wf for
Wivert
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Investigation Phase -

Function Analysis

N ¢

Project: Men \fee Counm US deo,

Team No. 4
Overall Project Function: fzmq_e Diain and surfacing Date: - /2¢/49 —4/30/51’9
ITEM FUNCTION ]
# Description Verb Noun Cost Worth Comments

2200 | Roadway EX(ayation Excavate | Roadway 12793580, 00 | 2,463 4o . 00

000 | DGA Base Build Roadbed |1,iik, 72840 ',_'im"‘;gg,uw

0160 _mrmmq Surface | poadwar 1,019,044, 30 1,10151,'@44,%

04 00 Drmnam& Drain Eua.,,ma'\!f 198 555,50 | 158,555 5D
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Evaluation Phase
Date: _ </2¢:/99 — 4/30/49 Team No. _lo
IDEA EVALUATION
IDEA CREATIVE IDEA Advantages Disadvantages IDEA
# LISTING RATING
/ ﬁg'\fp_talre ’Cwi Shorten | Reduce Costs  Reduee Riaht of Way/ "’uede'vf?i;ﬂ (st , Reduced NOT
RY T S Redute Vprdage Peduce Bcavatdsont dishine'” Feis1BLE
2 | Mbenative Culverts  [Reduce Lk Reduce onst| Shorder life igper B
1 n’\ ¢ Mantenans e FEAS\BLE
(omiine and Elimundte | Reduce [psts . Tinerease Yub lic Relgtions
3 | Entrances Setety ’ L
LJ 'E'{x{mmaw E‘\uéhn:j Roadw Sﬁwté*\f EZ Aauce f“"ifiimle‘nanLE Re@{fefl Dwnexs ( invénien( € , 5

(0645

Ci}fﬂ’ pjrlr th t'ml UHLYI

o\

Sta. TI+§60 4o Sta.

Raise  Orade 'h{;nf}
1% 1800

Reduce ZiLﬂ'\r‘J{'\L\ Reduce | osts,

Tnuease Eill Treyease Wght

fmpruie sa[m fedumee Steepness d

wwew&z

u Wud n_hll | Prea, MWE
TE% T Rl Kveas TV
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Evaluation Phase

- Matrix Analysis

Date: _9/z6/4q— 4[5 /49

7
Idea: |<dsing brade

Sha . 11§00 1O

~\ —“ 2 L S
Sta-. 121 ¥UL

.}‘;\tf"-._i% ¥ Lradé  tvim

Criteria

Alternatives [Weights/ |0 Totals |Rank
Dt yna | i_'-,:’f’%ii’m ! 70 / | 32 7/

1 SRR O T ] ¢ : : :
M, ¥ 1-Tice Griide A0 0 ﬂ 4% |

NOTE: First Alternative is the Original Design item
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~ Evaluation Phase — Matrix Analysis
Date: _4/26/94— 4/36/49 Idea: (o and Elmunale Enraney

Criteria

y ' ,'\_.r' ,'L- '. .- f.
(g and. Elimnake
Enyones S

Alternatlves Weights/ [0

] Totals |Rank
0N Donnal Desn Lo ) w8 |2
-P_i“i J[-[?"rf“tl“w/};'_llif:h'l fone 25| 24 \50 |

I

=

3

[N

)

3 / /

% P

|

b
{
1

- ’fb})(
2- oy

NOTE: First Alternative is the Original Design ltem
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Evaluation Phase - Matrix Analysns

Date: _4/26799— 4]26/49 Idea: Tlminale: (me Loadwa
Criteria
4 \Nwe, BX Shino, *’N"“"l\/
(H _:.‘fc’i g z 1 L g o
Sta. 12+950

Alternatives |Weights Totals | Rank
O'r:ﬁ\ nal D(."_-}i(i.\h | 4O 2
it ¢ lum Bxishiy Contwiy 24 [29] ‘

|

@‘{ S -Fycellent

3 AVQ Va
4 - ood

2- foy

|- Foof

/

NOTE: First Alternative is the Original Design ltem
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Evaluation Phase — Matrix Analysis

Date: _ 4/26/99— 4]26/49

Idea: A l¥viahe

Culyerts

Criteria

Alternatives |Weights

Rank
f}r l(\\ ol D P51 (\.h (
b Raund Metal Flg) 7

NOTE: First Alternative is the Original Design Item



VALUE ENGINEERING RECOMMENDATION

ro woec. s COST ESTIMATE - O & M (LIFE CYCLE) COST
IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: Vypposal #* Page of

PRESENT WORTH METHOD _ |
LIFE CYCLE PERIOD (YEARS) = /5 /¢arS
ANNUAL PERCENTAGE RATE = <

g ]

Initial Costs .

Dollars in table are $ times 1,000

Lonstruckion
cuvery

Later Costs In The |PW Original Design Recommended Design

ingl di
Single Expenditure Yr Factor Est$ — —r —
']f‘\?...\?.l&ﬁ&-\'\éf\"ll' ZLS (}."‘) 61 — — 80 ZU

Later Costs For How PW Original Design Recommended Design
Annual Expense | Many Yrs | Factor
Est$ PW$ Est$ PW$
Mankonance | 25 | 15622 | 1o L] b

Totals PW $ for Original & Recommended

Total PW $ Savings (or Added Cost) for Recommended Design
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Evaluation Phase - Matrix Analysis

Date: _4/26/99— 4/26/49 Idea: [22lagde and Shorden T

Criteria

Alternatives |Weights Totals |Rank
C-rlc\ma’l ’eslc\n % |4 2
I T Y N 2 1 19 l

NOTE: First Alternative is the Original Design Item
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VALUE ENGINEERING RECOMMENDATION

FORM 20 DEC 1996

PROJECT: FO 52 083 0460 0l0-014 050b; OSTPS 04602 057  page | of
LOCATION: M &N 1F€E County, US 460
STUDY DATE: Aeric 26, 4fRic 30,1999

[DENTIFICATION NUMBER: FRorosac %/, TEAM #¢&
FUNCTION OF COMPONENT BEING CHANGED: £XcAvA4Te KoABWAY
DESCRIPTIVE TITLE OF RECOMMENDATION: RAise GrAdbe GETWEEW
STA T7I1+800 AND STA 73+800 To Rebuce RoADWAY EXCAVATION,
ORIGINAL DESIGN:

THE ROABWAY EXCAVATIbN ComTHROLS THe EARTHWORK Bidb TTem
Ok TH!S PRoTecT, THIS PRoTecr HAS o/ E0OG Curic Merers OF
WnAsTe, PLAn RoABVWAY EXcAVATION IS 698,395 Cusic MeTERS.

RECOMMENDED CHANGE:
THis PRoPosAL Wit RALSE THE PLAN GRADE FoR 2000 MeTeRs T M

A VERTICAL SAG) SGTWE'EN S"FA 7I+80c Ard g-,—,q 7 +800, THE
PVI TIeo THE SAG AT STA "72+634 Is RAISED 2Z MeTews WITH No

CHANGE To THE cresT PVIS AT S7A472+113 And STA 73 +50%7

THE RESULT IS5 A MAXIMUM GRADE RAISE oF V75 MeTers AT

STATIen 724700, THIs R
@ 5 KESULTS IN A 40,000 Cugie METER RonpwAY
EXCcAVATIoN ReDUcTiow,

First Cost O & M Costs Total LC Cost

(PresentWorth) | (Present Worth)
ORIGINAL DESIGN #2 853,000 #3850 4 2,857,000
RECOMMENDED DESIGN #2 696,000 £4.050|%2, 700,000
ESTIMATED SAVINGS OR (COST) # 157,000
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VALUE ENGINEERING RECOMMENDATION

m
IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: Propesac # { . 7TeAmM #4 Page of
ADVANTAGES:

THiS PRoPosAL HAS A SUASTANTIAL CosT Savinas OF E/€eo0o
IstTiIALLY, THE GRADE oF THE ROAD 15 SLIGHTLY ImpProveEDd BY
RAlsIng THe sAG B8Y 175 MeTeRrs , AL"r'uuuq;.p THe Bip T7em OF
RoADWAY £XcAVAT(on 15 REbBUcEd Ay 40,060 Cugic , THE WASTE

IS Repucen FRom 77, 604 Cukic METERS T 7) 604 Cudic METENRS,
THIS MINIMIBES THE SI12€ oF W ASTE sI1TE NEEDED.

DISADVANTAGES:
Seveny Cross DrAn Pioes HAL Te be LENGTHEY , THE ToTAL TNeRENSE

OF CRosS BRA(LS (S 27 Merers, MINIMAL RIGHT REVISIOHS wiice
Fe REQUIRED , THIS SHoUuld GALANCE OUT 1IN THAT LESS WILL BE NEEDED 11

THE cuTs ANG MoreE I Fires., No Bulcdings ARE T THE CHANGED
R/w Arens,

JUSTIFICATION:

T He CosST SAVIRGS OF ?‘féo) OGO s SIGNIFIcANT, THE ReDucTio
OF WASTE WILL MINIMIZE THE SIZE O0F W ASTE ARER REQUiReD

THILS CHARLE CAP GE MADE WITH No ’Q@UCTIDM IS SAFETY OR

Drivern ComrorT, WE HAve LEARNED FROM THe ProTecT DesicN

E R
NEIREER TUAT FINAL BESIGN HAS NoT BeEN STARTED. THEY
ARE sTiu WAITING FOR £aviRon men

TAC APPRovAL, 7THEREFOR
THus

CHAN G & :
€ CAN B8 MALE WITHOUT SLowindg Downa THE PROTECT,




PROPoSAL #]

(S TATIN NEW ELEY 0RIG. ELEY
g 2526% 382696
PV C (71451377
| t900 243 739 383 745
| 724000 354 (49 384033
(72¢100 292 764 353502
T 1724013, 272
| 12600 B82¢2¢ 382143
12430 3%0.738 372 98)
(724400 27%.100 37700/
|72 +500 276 l2¢ 373657
|72 +600 373519 371,824
P 72463495
| /2+ 700 373 596 271 839
122480, 37 2PC 372 700
572ﬁ%w 27805¢ 376, 659
730000 350,85 379.¢27
(724100 293 16 352595
72+200 396293 385543
573'*360 385 3% 387910
3 +00 | 38903¢ 35%743
73+500 35233 385033
AT 734506949
73600 | 355,50, 350569
730 352250 382242
34500 379.07% 3720éo
AT 73406.945

GRAPE REVISIIN TEAM b

357025

NEW
270792

29472

oy A
3468772



PROPOSAL #12 E ARTH WORK  COMPUTATIONS  GRADE REVISIN TEAM 44

LEss (LUT MIRE  FILL
Eno  AREs VAdLume Ewb AREA  VOLYME
) f'f’ﬁ()u O 9,
11t90y 0 SopLL
/2000 % o 0. (5 x27= 405m* o
'72]LM) 23 g = " 4€s p,B ‘ e 2073
o Z b . L
26%X35 906 m 54 0 4
W20 | (83 XALTR%R* % s
= 2 7
ijoo | o, 23c J 74 x39 = 2Z%n 14473
t ‘ = “
00 10 X567 =627 n 3953 O —_—
12+500 [4S X < (595 m? F5ac . 4S X% =240 m* -
. 5 %
72+600 16S X(9 = 3/.35n? o /65X 14 =23(0 m* 4136
12+ 700 : 2
o s a2 =a3ms a T
+Folv b5 —693n
' 9120 14,
¢ 72+9% |45 X7% = 1130 p? i o /
73+000 20 X43=C1éom* e 7 -
73+t 0, 5 [0 XS2 =52 n? 5720
73120y g, P 0%x7% =624 m* S
7 3300 0 B S x7=350m%
B0 | gne X4 = lion® oy o v
73+500 SMALL SMALL 00
73+ StAL. Same B
31700 SMALL S7hte ;
72¢%) 0 O
Tomes & 39 146 | & 9402
@-WM BE  SLIGHILY moge - o e \
WE T Sioe Ronos 5 é%;fg(ms 70000 PUET0 5105 RowpS)
" USE Agdoo LSS (uT] 30 poym® LESS FiLL ”;fE’j $ 105 e

NOTRL WsIE ORI il 77604 sy 9057 (7699)



C ULVERT

| STATIOW

i7wﬁw

/2050

/2H

?;72+2?0

| 72 #S0p
724700
/3 t0p0
B

“7}ﬁm

ToTAL

FRofosAL # |

F IPE LENGTH CHANGES — GIRADF REUsign) TEAM #é

PIPES /4SJMMJ

[MEREASE nj ven) 6TH
M FAECT
I meree
) METERS
3 METER s
b6 METERS
! METERS
S METERS
2 METER s

MO EFFECT

27 METERs X BIUST /mEmeR= $274239



PROTECT: FD52 083 0460 0i6-0/4 050D &w@ d4602 057

LOCATIN: MENIFEE Coun 7Y, US 460 PVI
\ 73+506,.943 394473
295 ( Mo Nﬂl NG mu
PvI
29 72+113.272 38702&
(NO CHANGE)

.
385

PROPJSED
GRADE

@
]

SVIL- T N>

ORI GINAL
(~ RADE

cLLvp e
o
Vet

370 t 72+63491 370,792
+ 72+63491 368792

365

T+%00 24000 724200 72+400 724600 700 734000 734200 73+400 73+t 73+800



VALUE ENGINEERING RECOMMENDATION

T B T L B N N N T I i O O A R - o T i p
PAGE 1 DISCUSSION (to be later typed on page 1 as Original Design and
Reommended Change). Restrict this discussion to this one page only.

FORM 10 DEC, 1996

IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: Pgoresac ¥/ | Tédam *& Page 1A of

Tde OnicinnaL bé':’!c:,u Iucr.u;_s_&'s 698,395 Cusic Nfé*r*rue:. OF

QOAO wiAY EXCAI/A"T"OM. 7;‘;'&'/9‘?03'&:7 Yierds 77, C;O?- C’udtc M(—rm;

OF WASTE, A SAC VERTIcAL CURVE EXIST BETWeEN

S—+na 7/+Eco Arbd 73+E0v0.

TU s PRoPosSAL RECOmMmends RASInG THE P.I. & STA72+634

Féom 368,732 4o 370,792, THe P.Is AT ST 72+113 and

sS4 73 +S5 07 wilte BE W/pCHARNGCED, ﬂ/‘]fsl,uc THe gﬂﬁ()c Wite

ReDhuceE THE ROADWAY EXCAVATION BY 40O, 000 Cugic MeE7cks,

Tue WasTe Wite b Reduced Oy 7(7,\(7790 Cungic MeTenrs

Lo Tiar Au Ads riouar 30 0086 Cusie Merenrs Wi B llsep FoaFi.
4

THe AFFecT To CowpecTod *Q, kY77 A+ S+a 73 +]180

Avs ComwecTor *3 |5 MipimAL., THE AFFEET To Comuecronc™]

kY 77 AT ST4 73+ 37] Is Less THAN O F MeTer.

NMJG ClRosS DRAGS ARE AFFEecTed . SevenNn 50 pmm

Pires Ned To Be LepecTHeENEd St (CHTLY. THe ToT/AL

Trockense (s 27Me7ecrs OF F50 Mwa Cuecverr ﬂ/’é’.

RIW ErcecT (s Mivimar . No AeotTiona Quicbdircs wiLe

Be NisTurged , SticdTey More R/vw (s Neehed Fog Fices Ang

SeieHTLy LESS FOR CUTS.
SALEcTY Wilel StlcHTLY ZmPROVE BY FLATTENING 3
VeRrRTIcaL CURVES, S ICHT DisrAnce -Z-Mﬂﬁovt-.s SCIGHTLY,




VALUE ENGINEERING RECOMMENDATION

COST ESTIMATE - O & M (LIFE CYCLE) COST

FORM: 30 DEC. 1996

IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: Prereesac # | | Crave CHArge

Page

of

PRESENT WORTH METHOD
LIFE CYCLE PERIOD (YEARS)= £ 5

4

ANNUAL PERCENTAGE RATE = % "7_9_ _Dollars in table are $ times 1,000
Initial Costs b Original | Reccomd
Design }= ¢ ¢ Design
PWS | PW$
ReA AY %
&'xc:vz:iaou 2794 24634
45omM
CucverT PIRE 59 62
sisPWS . |2, 853 2696
Later Costs InThe |PW Original Design Recommended Design
Single Expenditure Yr Factor Est$ PW $ Est$ PW $
C NE
e ek Py 8 lo307| 2.32 | 170 | 243 | .80
16 loszzg| 232 | .24 ]|12.43 | |.30
24 lo.z901|2.32 |09l | 243 | 0.95

Later Costs
Annual Expense

| 385
For How PW Original Design Recommended Design
Many Y Facto
v ¢ Ests$ | PWS$ | Ests | PWS$
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VALUE ENGINEERING RECOMMENDATION

FORM: 30 DEC 1996 COST ESTIMATE - FIRST COST
IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: Prorosar * | . Tenm *¢ Page of
Cost Item Units Unit Cost Original Design Recommended
Design
$/Unit | Sou- Num Total Num Total
rce of $ of $
Code | Units Units
Ronpway excavamd C-M| Foo| | 1698395[2,793,580|6 $8,395] 2,633,554
CucvenrPrc4somd M, |lol57| | 580 |s8910]| 07 |cé53
SOURCE CODE: 1 Project Cost Estimate 4 Means Estimating Manual 7 Professional Experience
2 CES Data Base 5 Richardson’s (List job if applicable)
3 CACES Data Base 6 Vendor Lit or Quote (list name / details) 8 Other Sources (specify)



VALUE ENGINEERING RECOMMENDATION

FORM 20 DEC 1996

prosecT: (Vlenidoe County , US UlU s o
LOCATION: FranKfort, kY 5.0.8-

STUDY DATE: U/26/44 - 4/30/44

[DENTIFICATION NUMBER: Jooon 7 [ropocnl #7

FUNCTION OF COMPONENT BEING CHANGED: Poicks Add foel Brccl Aecesc b P2 50ced
DESCRIPTIVE TITLE OF RECOMMENDATION:
(osslivie. aud Elwiats. o
ORIGINAL DESIGN: |
i ; /£ a
perecls
RECOMMENDED CHANGE: |
!,UL 5 | r;' on e

First Cost O & M Costs Total LC Cost
(PresentWorth) | (Present Worth)

ORIGINAL DESIGN 45ij A S 40 o000
RECOMMENDED DESIGN | V. _— Y.
ESTIMATED SAVINGS OR (COST) 40,0¢

1
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VALUE ENGINEERING RECOMMENDATION

PAGE 1 DISCUSSION (to be later typed on page 1 as Original Design and
Reommended Change). Restrict this discussion to this one page only.

FORM 10 DEC, 1996

Page 1A of

IDENTIFICATION NUMBER:
2 R
% 7 , - G Sk 04950
% ]l peccel 37 / Us 4, 7/ 4 Vid
¥ Tl o 4 Us4 774065 Lt
‘7] . i St 72 +4s
£ A L Us 4 724
% i / / i ( 7S 72 1
% 7i. /! / {/ ¢ 72
£ / ; f U =f 24
r j 77 # i V
& NOTE - /
A from 1




VALUE ENGINEERING RECOMMENDATION

IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: Page of

ADVANTAGES: 7/ fio majer adonloges £ / S

.J' I('.
,_

DISADVANTAGES: //. | dhsaa of hal pre

JUSTIFICATION: (.. fe He pusble pulli whlin po Bis popasal is js

.ZJ' r ’.* l/ ’ f Fie LI ee ot /I - .

!! > I."' . 4 ¢ J / |
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VALUE ENGINEERING RECOMMENDATION
COST ESTIMATE - FIRST COST

FORM: 30 DEC 1996

IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: 7.... %/ *#2 Page of
Cost Item Units Unit Cost Original Design Recommended
Design
$/Unit | Sou- Num Total Num Total
rce of s of $
Code | Units Units
49 ; - | MToN 1329, | 8 ( I1b75
o Jphell Mron | ¥33.3: | 24 917|830, %83 24 418
7,
f- m |4 | ¢98,39c fo.79 | |27
Y 801 340,57 4 71 3%,

SOURCE CODE: 1 Project Cost Estimate 4 Means Estimating Manual 7 Professional Experience
2 CES Data Base 5 Richardson's (List job if applicable)
3 CACES Data Base 6 Vendor Lit or Quote (list name / details) 8 Other Sources (specify)



VALUE ENGINEERING RECOMMENDATION

ocnoec e COST ESTIMATE - O & M (LIFE CYCLE) COST
IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: 7. 7.~ 2 Page of

PRESENT WORTH METHOD _
LIFE CYCLE PERIOD (YEARS) = 2~

ANNUAL PERCENTAGE RATE= 47 Dollars in table are $ times 1,000
Initial Costs | & b0 .| Original | Reccomd
Design f= '+ Design
PWS | PW$
la: o Z

Later Costs InThe |PW Original Design Recommended Design

i ditur Y Fact
Single Expenditure T actor Est$ PW S Est$ PW S

Later Costs For How PW Original Design Recommended Design

Many Y 1o’
AlnisL Expense §¥es | Eacior Est$ PW S Est$ PW S

Totals PW $ for Original & Recommended | W o . Y

Total PW § Savings (or Added Cost) for Recommended Design

40 Z
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VALUE ENGINEERING RECOMMENDATION

FORM 20 DEC 1996

proJECT: (Tenidoe CJDW\/ Us Ukt Page 1 of

LOCATION: Frankfort, K 5.0.B:
STUDY DATE: Y/2¢/44 - 4/50/40!

 1zam # 6 - Yoposal 3

IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: “[7Am # (> - [VOPOS .

FUNCTION OF COMPONENT BEING CHANGED: | n(y2/5€ fam[-éf:{’\j JE hmmalrﬁ}p e
DESCRIPTIVE TITLE OF RECOMMENDATION: Maunrenan e
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