Executive Summary: Kennedy Drive Extension

This study considered options for a proposed extension of Kennedy Drive in southern
Manchester. The proposed roadway would not be a state route, so TDOT's Office of Local
Programs is the intended recipient of this study. The purpose of the proposed roadway
would be to improve local street connectivity in order to enhance the mobility of
commuters and provide access to residential areas. Industrial parks to the east and west
and Coffee County Central High School on the west are major generators of east-west
commuter traffic flow. A possible secondary benefit of a new roadway might be to reduce

congestion on State Route 2 (US-41/Hillsboro Boulevard).

Two options were developed, each with two lanes to connect existing roadway segments or
three lanes for complete reconstruction. The two-lane typical section includes two 12-foot
lanes, 6-foot shoulders and 10-foot utility strips on each side. The three-lane typical section
includes three 11-foot lanes, 3-foot shoulders and 8.5-foot utility strips on each side.

e Option 1: From State Route 55 (McArthur Street) to State Route 2 (US-41/Hillsboro
Boulevard) using Kennedy Drive, Forrest Wood Drive and Skinner Flat Road. This
option would increase congestion at the intersection of State Route 2 (US-41/Hillsboro
Boulevard) with Skinner Flat Road. To complete the sections between existing
segments of roadway, the estimated total cost would be $5,025,200. To construct
a completely new roadway along this same alignment, the estimated total cost
would be $14,270,700.

e Option 2: From State Route 55 (McArthur Street) to State Route 2 (US-41/Hillsboro
Highway) using Kennedy Drive, Forrest Wood Drive, a road in The Lexington
subdivision, Harvest Drive and Powell Drive. East of I-24, this option could be aligned
south and east of Harvest Drive and Powell Drive. This option would increase
congestion at the intersection of State Route 2 (US-41/Hillsboro Boulevard) with Skinner
Flat Road, though less than Option 1. To complete the sections between existing
segments of roadway, the estimated total cost would be $11,731,700. To
construct a completely new roadway along this same alignment, the estimated total
cost would be $20,275,800.
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1. HISTORY OF THIS STUDY AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT) has been requested to evaluate a
proposed extension of Kennedy Drive in Manchester as a potential Local Programs project.

City officials would like to provide connectivity for existing and proposed residential development
in Manchester’s southern quadrant and improve the traffic operations along State Route 2 (US-
41/Hillsboro Boulevard). Thus TDOT enlisted the services of Volkert & Associates, Inc. to study
the options for improving the local roadway network. This Transportation Planning Report
(TPR) presents the results of that study, including the location, a brief project description, the
proposed typical sections, a presentation of two improvement options (each having multiple

sections) and preliminary cost estimates.

The concept of an improved route through southern Manchester has been discussed for many
years. Inrecent years, the city has been proactive in acquiring dedicated right of way through
some of the new subdivisions in southern Manchester to eventually connect existing roadway
segments for the benefit of local residents. Kennedy Drive and its proposed extension are
located in southern Manchester, in Coffee County (see Figure 1). The proposed extension
would run from State Route 55 (McArthur Street) in the west to State Route 2 (US-41/Hillsboro
Boulevard/Hillsboro Highway) in the east (see Figures 2 and 3). The western connection point
would be on State Route 55 (McArthur Street) at the current location of Kennedy Drive. The
eastern connection point would be between Scott Swinney Drive just west of the I-24
interchange with State Route 2 (US-41/Hillsboro Boulevard/Hillsboro Highway) and as much as

1800 feet southeast of Powell Drive on the east side of |-24.

State Route 2 (US-41/Hillsboro Boulevard/Hillsboro Highway) and State Route 55 (New
Tullahoma Highway/McArthur Street/McMinnville Highway) are urban arterial highways. The
existing streets along portions of the potential routes for the Kennedy Drive Extension are
generally minor local streets with approximately 20 feet of pavement or less and minimal

shoulders. Projected traffic volumes for the current configuration are given in Appendix A.

When considering the possibilities for a new roadway, the total context should be carefully
examined. Thus the environmental context of the proposed roadway is explored in some detalil

in Appendix B.
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Figure 1. Area Location Map
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2. PURPOSE AND NEED

The original purpose of the proposed roadway was to improve local street connectivity in order
to enhance the mobility of commuters and provide access to residential areas. Given the local
nature of this proposed roadway, TDOT has consistently encouraged local officials to work
through the Department’s Office of Local Programs in order to explore possible assistance with
funding. During the field review in Manchester on April 24, 2007, another purpose was
suggested—provision of an improved route in order to enhance the attractiveness and viability
of Coffee County’s industrial parks. Being an entirely different purpose, that possibility is

explored in a separate document.

Southern Manchester has seen rapid development of new housing in recent years. While this
development may be slowed somewhat by the current national downturn in the housing market,
there is still a local need for a route to serve the existing and developing residential areas of
southern Manchester. In addition, industrial parks to the southwest and southeast of
Manchester (see Figure 1 on page 2) are significant traffic generators contributing to the east-
west flow of commuter traffic. Furthermore, Coffee County Central High School could benefit

from the proposed roadway through improved access for bicyclists and pedestrians.

A possible secondary benefit of a new roadway might be to reduce congestion on State Route 2
(USs-41/Hillsboro Boulevard). Peak hour congestion is already a concern along State Route 2
(US-41/Hillsboro Boulevard), and would only become worse with a 40 percent increase to the
2032 design year traffic (see Appendix A). Local officials report that drivers currently use Oak
Drive and Hills Chapel Road or Clover Lane to cut through a residential area and avoid the
congestion at the intersection of State Route 2 (US-41/Hillsboro Boulevard) with State Route 55
(McArthur Street/McMinnville Highway). These local roads are not designed to accommodate

heavy traffic flows, so the proposed Kennedy Drive Extension could help balance these flows.

3. FIELD REVIEW

A field review of the project corridor was held on April 24, 2007. Those in attendance were:

Mayor Johnnie W. Brown City of Manchester

Ms. Sara Brown SCTDD RPO

Mr. Landon Castleberry TDOT Design, Region 2
Mr. Gary Chapman TDOT Survey, Region 2



Mr. Terry Gladden
Mr. Steve Hylton

Mr. Phil Lohr

Ms. Betty Parnell

Mr. Scot St. John
Mr. Lonnie Norman
Ms. Betty Superstein
Ms. Leigh Ann Tribble
Mr. Ed Watt

Mr. Gary Webber
Mr. Alvin West

Mr. Alan Wolfe

4. PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS

TDOT Project Planning
TDOT Planning

Volkert & Assoc., Inc.
TDOT Environmental Planning
St. John Engineering
City of Manchester
City of Manchester
FHWA

Volkert & Assoc., Inc.
TDOT Project Planning
City of Manchester
TDOT Traffic, Region 2

Based on all of the background information, two options have been developed to address the

purpose and need of the proposed roadway as discussed in Section 2. Both would follow

portions of the existing roadway network (Kennedy Drive, Forrest Wood Drive and Skinner Flat

Road for Option 1 or Kennedy Drive, Forrest Wood Drive, a road in The Lexington subdivision,

Harvest Drive and Powell Drive for Option 2), and provide connectivity where it is currently

lacking. These options are discussed in detail in the following sections. Table 1 on page 7,

TDOT’s “checklist of determinants for location study”, provides some general context for both

options.

The typical sections developed for this study are shown in Figure 4. Given the Federal Highway

Administration’s and TDOT’s emphases on creating bicycle and pedestrian friendly facilities, it

seems imperative that the proposed Kennedy Drive Extension accommodate both of these

types of traffic. This would be of particular benefit to Coffee County Central High School, which

is located in close proximity to many residential areas near the projected western terminus of

the extension. ldeally, the 3-lane typical section would include 12-foot lanes, 4-foot shoulders

and 10-foot utility strips on each side, but this would require 68 feet of right of way. The goal

was to develop the best cross section that could fit within 60 feet of right of way so the proposed

typical section has three 11-foot lanes, 3-foot shoulders and 8.5-foot utility strips on each side.



Table 1. Checklist of Determinants for Location Study

If preliminary field reviews indicate the presence of any of the following facilities or ESE
categaories, place an "¥" in the blank opposite the item. VWhere mare than one option is to
be considered, place its alphanumeric designation in the blank.

1. Agricultural land usage ... 1,2

2. Alrport (existing or proposed) ..

3. Commercial area, shopping center ... 1,2
4. Floodplains . ... 1,2
9. Forestedland ... 1,2

B. Histarical, archaeological, cultural, natural landmarks or cemeteries . ..
T Industrial park, factary .. 1,2

8. Institutional usages
2. School or other educational institution ... .. ... . 1.2

b. Church or other religious institution .. ... ... ... .. ... ... . ...
c. Hospital ar other medical facilivy © ... .o o
d. Public building, e.q., fire station . ... .. .. ... ... ...
e. Defense installation . ... ... ... . 1,2

9. Fecreational usages
a. Park or recreational area, State Natural Area .. .

b Wildlife refuge orwildlife managementarea ... .. 1,2
10. Residential establishment . ... ... L. 1,2
11. Urban area, towin, city or community ... ... 1,2
12 Waterway, lake, pond, river, stream, spring, wetland. .. ... . 1.2
Fermit required. Coast Guard .. .. .. .. Section404 ... 1,2
Section 10 ... .. ... ... WA Section 26z review ...
MPDES ... 1,2  Aguatic Eesource Alteration Permit ... ... .. 1,2
Class v InjectionWWells © ...
13. Location coordinated with local officials ... ... ... ... ... .. .. .. ... 1.2

14, Railroad crossings - ...

19, Hazardous material site . . ... 1
(Underground storage tanks - ST
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4.1 OPTION 1: SR-55 TO SR-2 VIA SKINNER FLAT RD

The first option considered for providing connectivity to the existing roadway network was
shown previously in Figure 2 on page 3. Note that it is divided into five sections, the first
running from State Route 55 (McArthur Street) in the west to 2" Avenue, the second running
from 2" Avenue to Hills Chapel Road, the third running from Hills Chapel Road to Chickasaw
Drive, the fourth running from Chickasaw Drive to Skinner Flat Road and the fifth running along
Skinner Flat Road to State Route 2 (US-41/Hillsboro Boulevard). A more detailed view of this
concept is shown in Figures G.2 through G.15 in Appendix G. The corresponding annual
average daily traffic (AADT) is shown in Appendix C. This concept could be developed with two
lanes to connect existing segments or with three lanes for complete reconstruction, as shown in
Figure 4. Three lanes would be desirable due to the large number of driveways, and

corresponding left turns, in the residential neighborhoods of southern Manchester.

Regarding the purpose and need for the proposed roadway, Option 1 could be expected to have
some benefits for commuters by increasing the connectivity to the local streets in southern
Manchester. Regarding the second part of the purpose and need for the proposed roadway,
Option 1 would reduce some of the congestion on State Route 2 (US-41/Hillsboro Boulevard) at
State Route 55 (McArthur Street/ McMinnville Highway), Hills Chapel Road and Clover Lane.
However, it could be expected to increase the congestion at the intersection of State Route 55
(McArthur Street) with Kennedy Drive and at the intersection of State Route 2 (US-41/Hillsboro

Boulevard) with Scott Swinney Drive.

The projected total cost for construction of Option 1, Section 1 would be $1,558,300, Section 2
(Two Lanes) would be $2,611,800, Section 2 (Three Lanes) would be $2,696,800, Section 3 would
be $2,631,600, Section 4 (Two Lanes) would be $2,413,400, Section 4 (Three Lanes) would be
$2,506,900 and Section 5 would be $4,877,100. For details on these costs, see Appendix D. If
the city chose to only complete the sections between existing segments of roadway (that is,
Sections 2 and 4), the projected total cost would be $5,025,200 as shown in Table 2 on page 10.

If the city chose to construct all five sections, the projected total cost would be $14,270,700 as

shown in Table 3 on page 11.



Table 2. Summary Data Table--Option 1, Completion of Segments

2-Lane, Sections 2 and 4
Kennedy Orive Extension, Coffee County

From: State Houte 55 (McArthur Street)

Ta: State Foute 2 (LIS-41/Hillsboro BEoulevard)
Item Existing Option 1
Functional Class Irban Local Lrban Minor Arterial
Systemn Class Local Local
Length (Miles) 1.7 3.2
_ross Section (Feet) 200 ariable 40/60
Fresent AADT (2012) 1,400 =ee Figure C.1
Future AADT [(2032) 1,560 =ee Figure T
DHY (2032} 186 [N
Fercent Trucks A, Sl
Estimated Right-of-way Acquisition

(Acres) A, 7.2
Estimated Right-of-way Tracts

Affected [NA, 16
Estimated Family Displacements [iA, (
Estimated Business Displacements A, [
Estimated Mon-profit Displacements [IA, [
Estimated

Right-of-way Cost A8 $170,800
Estimated Utility Cost, Feimbursahble [IA $184.000
Estimated Utility Cost,

Mon-reimbursable [ $0
Estimated

Construction Cost [ $4 280,300
Estimated Preliminary Engineering

Cost A, $380,000
Total Estimated Project Cost A $5,025,200

-10 -



Table 3. Summary Data Table--Option 1. All New Construction
Fennedy Orive Extension
Coffee County

From: State Foute 55 (McArthur Street)

To: State Houte 2 (US-41/Hillsbhoro BEouleward)
Item Existing Option 1
Functional Class Urban Local Urban Minor Arterial
System Class Local Local
Length (Miles) 1.7 3.2
_ross Section (Feet) 200 ariable 4.3/60
Fresent AA0T (2012) 1.400 =ee Figure C 1
Future AADT [2032) 1,960 =ee Figure C 1
DHY (2032) 196 A
Fercent Trucks MIA, P
Estimated Right-of-way Acquisition

(Acres) A, 841
Estimated Right-of-way Tracts

Affected INEA, 2]a]
Estimated Family Displacements A, [
Estimated Business Displacements [IA [
Estimated Mon-profit Displacements A, 1]
Estimated

Right-of-way Cost A4, $554 500
Estimated Utility Cost, Heimbursable MFA $1,653,000
Estimated Utility Cost,

Mon-reimbursahble P72 $0
Estimated

Construction Cost [IA $11,055,200
Estimated Preliminary Engineering

Cost A4 $1.,008 000
Total Estimated Project Cost P $14 270,700

-11 -



4.2 OPTION 2: SR-55 TO SR-2 VIA POWELL DRIVE

The second option considered for providing connectivity to the existing roadway network was
shown previously in Figure 3 on page 4. Note that it is divided into seven sections, the first
running from State Route 55 (McArthur Street) in the west to 2" Avenue, the second running
from 2" Avenue to Hills Chapel Road, the third running from Hills Chapel Road to Chickasaw
Drive, the fourth running from Chickasaw Drive to Skinner Flat Road, the fifth running through
The Lexington subdivision, the sixth running over I-24 to Joe Hickerson Road and the seventh
running along Harvest Drive and Powell Drive to State Route 2 (US-41/Hillsboro Highway).
Sections 1 through 3 are the same as for Option 1. If desired by the city, Sections 6 and 7 could
be adjusted south and east of the existing neighborhoods on the east side of I-24. A more
detailed view of this concept is shown in Figures G.2 through G.11 and G.16 through G.21 in
Appendix G. The corresponding annual average daily traffic (AADT) is shown in Appendix E.
Like Option 1, this concept could be developed with two lanes to connect existing segments or

with three lanes for complete reconstruction, as shown in Figure 4.

Regarding the purpose and need for the proposed roadway, Option 2 could be expected to
benefit commuters by increasing the connectivity to the local streets in southern Manchester
and providing a new connector across 1-24. Regarding the second part of the purpose and
need for the proposed roadway, Option 2's impact on congestion is projected to be the same as
Option 1 for the intersections of State Route 2 (US-41/Hillsboro Boulevard) with State Route 55
(McArthur Street/McMinnville Highway), Hills Chapel Road and Clover Lane and for the
intersections of Kennedy Drive with Hills Chapel Road and State Route 55 (McArthur Street).

Traffic projections and analyses are the same for these intersections for Options 1 and 2.

For Option 2, three intersections were analyzed that are different than for Option 1. Option 2

would increase the congestion at the intersection of State Route 2 (US-41/Hillsboro Boulevard)
with Scott Swinney Drive, but less than Option 1. State Route 2 (US-41/Hillsboro Highway) at
Powell Drive can be expected to flow fairly well under Option 2, as would Skinner Flat Road at

the Kennedy Drive Extension.

Since Sections 1 through 3 are the same as for Option 1, the projected total cost for
construction of Option 2, Section 1 would be $1,558,300, Section 2 (Two Lanes) would be
$2,611,800, Section 2 (Three Lanes) would be $2,696,800 and Section 3 would be $2,631,600.

For details on these costs, see Appendix D. The projected total cost for construction of Option

-12 -



2, Section 4 (Two Lanes) would be $2,532,500, Section 4 (Three Lanes) would be $2,632,000,
Section 5 would be $1,337,400, Section 6 (Two Lanes) would be $6,587,400, Section 6 (Three
Lanes) would be $6,900,400 and Section 7 would be $2,519,300. For details on these costs,
see Appendix F. If the city chose to only complete the sections between existing segments of
roadway (that is, Sections 2, 4 and 6), the projected total cost would be $11,731,700 as shown
in Table 4 on page 14. If the city chose to construct all seven sections, the projected total cost
would be $20,275,800 as shown in Table 5 on page 15.

5. SUMMARY

The study described in this report looked at three options, namely, the no-build option and two
improvement options. The two options for improving commuter traffic flow through southern
Manchester, each having multiple sections, were: Option 1—State Route 55 (McArthur Street)
to State Route 2 (US-41/Hillsboro Boulevard) via Skinner Flat Road, and Option 2—State Route
55 (McArthur Street) to State Route 2 (US-41/Hillsboro Highway) via Powell Drive. As one
might expect, the no-build option performs the worst in terms of meeting the proposed
roadway'’s purpose and need of increasing the connectivity of the local street network to
improve the traffic flow for commuter traffic. As demonstrated by this report, there are
technically viable options that could be implemented for the benefit of the citizens of Coffee

County.

-13 -



Table 4. Summary Data Table--Option 2, Completion of Segments

2-Lane, Sections 2. 4 and 6
Kennedy Orive Extension, Coffee County

From: State Houte 55 (McArthur Street)

Ta: State Foute 2 (LIS-41/Hillsboro Highvway)
Item Existing Option 2
Functional Class Irban Local Lrban Minor Arterial
Systemn Class Local Local
Length (Miles) 1H 3.h
_ross Section (Feet) 200 ariable 40/60
Fresent AADT (2012) 7ol =ee Figure E.1
Future AADT [(2032) 1040 =ee Figure E.1
DHY (2032} 105 [N
Fercent Trucks A, Sl
Estimated Right-of-way Acquisition

(Acres) A, 10.78
Estimated Right-of-way Tracts

Affected [NA, 19
Estimated Family Displacements [iA, (
Estimated Business Displacements A, [
Estimated Mon-profit Displacements [IA, [
Estimated

Right-of-way Cost A8 $204 800
Estimated Utility Cost, Feimbursahble [IA $204 000
Estimated Utility Cost,

Mon-reimbursable [ $0
Estimated

Construction Cost [IA $10,377 900
Estimated Preliminary Engineering

Cost A, $945,000
Total Estimated Project Cost A $11,731,700

-14 -



Table 5. Summary Data Table--Option 2. All New Construction
Fennedy Orive Extension
Coffee County

From: State Foute 55 (McArthur Street)

To: State Houte 2 (US-41/Hillshoro Highwiay)
Item Existing Option 2
Functional Class Urban Local Urban Minor Arterial
System Class Local Local
Length (Miles) 1.6 36
_ross Section (Feet) 200 ariable 4.3/60
Fresent AA0T (2012) 7al =ee Figure E.1
Future AADT [2032) 1040 =ee Figure E.1
DHY (2032) 105 A
Fercent Trucks MIA, P
Estimated Right-of-way Acquisition

(Acres) A, 13.18
Estimated Right-of-way Tracts

Affected INEA, 28
Estimated Family Displacements A, [
Estimated Business Displacements [IA [
Estimated Mon-profit Displacements A, 1]
Estimated

Right-of-way Cost A4, $497 900
Estimated Utility Cost, Heimbursable MFA $1,604,000
Estimated Utility Cost,

Mon-reimbursahble P72 $0
Estimated

Construction Cost [IA $16,655 900
Estimated Preliminary Engineering

Cost A4 $1.,518,000
Total Estimated Project Cost P $20,275,800

-15 -



APPENDIX A
PROJECTED TRAFFIC FOR CURRENT CONFIGURATION



To evaluate the capacity of the current roadway network, analyses were conducted using
Synchro 7 traffic analysis software. Synchro 7 includes automated implementations of the
Transportation Research Board’s Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), 2000 edition. For stop-
controlled intersections, the HCM defines Levels of Service (LOS) ranging from A (delay less
than or equal to 10 seconds) to F (delay greater than 50 seconds), as shown in Table A.1. For
signalized intersections, the HCM defines Levels of Service (LOS) ranging from A (delay less

than or equal to 10 seconds) to F (delay greater than 80 seconds), as also shown in Table A.1.

Table A.1. Level of Service for Stop-controlled & Signalized Intersections

Delay (seconds), | Delay (seconds),
LOS Stop-controlled Signalized
Intersections Intersections

A 0-10 0-10

B >10-15 >10- 20

C >15-25 >20-35

D >25-35 >35-55

E > 35 -50 > 55 - 80

F > 50 > 80

Another important measure of intersection performance is the volume to capacity ratio (v/c). If
the v/c ratio is greater than one, the movement or intersection (whichever is applicable) is

“oversaturated”, traffic flow will be severely congested and estimates of delay have little value.

Turning movement projections were provided by TDOT for the year 2032 for a number of the
“key intersections” as shown in Figure A.1. As shown in Table A.2, State Route 2 (US-

41/Hillsboro Boulevard) does not have adequate capacity to meet the projected demand and
thus does not meet the secondary purpose for the proposed roadway—reducing congestion.

Note that no estimate of delay is shown where it would be expected to be severe.

TDOT provided crash data for State Route 2 (US-41/Hillsboro Boulevard/Hillsboro Highway)
from State Route 55 (McArthur Street/McMinnville Highway) to Asbury Road and for State
Route 55 (McArthur Street) from Kennedy Drive to State Route 2 (US-41/Hillsboro Boulevard).
These data covered the years 2002 through 2004. During that time period, there were 354
reported crashes on State Route 2 (US-41/Hillsboro Boulevard/Hillsboro Highway) at a crash
rate of 5.88 per million vehicle miles and there were 131 reported crashes on State Route 55

(McArthur Street) at a crash rate of 3.32 per million vehicle miles. While these rates exceed the
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Table A.2. Capacity Analysis Summary—Current Configuration (No Build)

Intersection Worst Movement
. Control | 2032 Average
Intersection
Type | Peak | Delay | HCM Label vic Delay | HCM
(sec) LOS (sec) LOS
SR-2 at Signal AM. ---- F NWB Left 1.44 ---- F
SR-55 P.M. F SB Left 2.03 F
SR-2 at Hills . A.M. 154 B NB Left 0.48 41.4 D
Signal
Chapel Rd P.M. 55.3 E NWB Left 1.18 ---- F
SR-2 at . A.M. 49.5 D NWB Left 1.06 F
Signal
Clover Ln P.M. F SEBThru | 1.40 F
SR-2 at Scott . AM. 12.8 B NB Left 0.40 54.1 D
. Signal
Swinney Dr P.M. 455 D EB Thru 1.12 F
SR-55 at AM. 0.8 A WB Left 0.35 32.8 D
Stop
Kennedy Dr P.M. 1.4 A WB Left 0.63 115.4 F

statewide average for similar facilities of 2.82 crashes per million vehicle miles, neither roadway

has a crash rate high enough to qualify for Hazard Elimination Safety Program (HESP) funding.



APPENDIX B
PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION



A preliminary investigation of the environmental context of the proposed roadway has been
undertaken as part of this study. This investigation included a review of existing sources of
information and field observations by Volkert personnel on April 24, 2007 and August 10, 2007.
However, this preliminary investigation should NOT be construed as a comprehensive
environmental assessment. Comprehensive environmental studies will need to be conducted
by qualified, trained personnel prior to the approval of the required environmental document and
permitting.

As a first step, the proposed Kennedy Drive Extension was located on the United States
Geological Survey’s (USGS’s) Manchester Quadrangle map (see odd-numbered Figures G.3
through G.21 in Appendix G. The most notable feature is that there are several “blue-line”
streams within the approximate construction limits of the proposed roadway (see Table B.1).
During construction of the proposed roadway, it would be necessary to protect all of these
streams using appropriate storm water pollution prevention measures. Due to the drought in the
summer of 2007 and the inaccessibility of many of these stream crossings, it has not been
determined to what extent these streams regularly convey flowing water. The quad map seems
to indicate the presence of a marshy area just east of Coffee County Central High School (see
Figures G.3 and G.5). This would be another area needing thorough investigation that is
beyond the scope of this study.

Table B.1. Blue Line Streams within Study Area

Figure Option(s) Description
G.7 1,2 Unnamed tributary of Huckleberry Creek
G.9 1,2 Huckleberry Creek

G.13 1 Hunt Creek

G.17 2 Hunt Creek

G.21 2 Unnamed tributary of Hunt Creek

Another source of information that was consulted in the course of this study was the Federal
Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA's) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (see Figure B.1).
Much of the study area lies within FEMA’s “Zone X", outside the 500-year flood plain, which is
why Figure B.1 does not include the entire study area. However, in the vicinity of Huckleberry
Creek and Hunt Creek, the proposed roadway would encroach into FEMA’s “Zone A” and “Zone
AE”, which are within the area that can be expected to be inundated by a 100-year flood. Local
officials noted that the low bridge on Skinner Flat Road over Hunt Creek typically floods two or

three times annually.
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The next potential area of environmental concern is the presence of threatened or endangered
species within the limits of the study area. It should be noted that the northern part of the Arnold
Engineering Development Center is designated as a Wildlife Management Area (see Figure
B.2). The Tennessee Division of Natural Heritage lists some 78 “rare” species in the USGS
Manchester Quadrangle as shown in Table B.2. As noted in the introduction to this section, a
detailed assessment by a qualified biologist would be necessary as part of the environmental

document to determine if any of these species would be affected by the proposed roadway.

Figure B.2. Looking South onto AEDC Wildlife Manage-
ment Area from The Lexington Subdivision

Table B.2. Rare Species in USGS Manchester Quadrangle

Category Total Number _Federal Status State Status
“Listed Endangered” “Endangered”
Vascular Plant 62 0 21
Nonvascular Plant 1 0 0
Invertebrate Animal 3 0 0
Vertebrate Animal 12 0 1




The final component of the environmental overview was a search for evidence of any potential

hazardous material sites within the proximity of the proposed roadway. The only obvious

evidence of typical hazardous material sites, such as underground storage tanks, was the

Kangaroo gas station located in the southwest quadrant of the intersection of State Route 2

(US-41/Hillsboro Boulevard) with Scott Swinney Drive. However, there are several other

locations that could be affected by the proposed roadway that appear to have some potential for

harboring hazardous materials, as listed in Table B.3. But depending on the selected

alignment, most of these locations can be avoided.

Table B.3. Potential Hazardous Material Sites

(dumpsters)

/Powell Dr

Site Description Location Most Likely Hazards
Number

- North side of Kenned
1 Storage buildings Dr, just east of SR-55y Unknown
2 Business: Innovations North side of Kennedy Printing chemicals

Promotional Products Dr, 1000’ east of SR-55
: South end of Kenned
3 Sewer pump station Dr, 3300’ east of SR-gS Human waste
4 Sewer pump station South end of Ester Ln Human waste
5 Kangaroo gas station SW quadr_ant of SR-2 Leaking motor fuels from
/Scott Swinney Dr underground storage tanks
6 Convenience Center SE quadrant of SR-2 H
ousehold waste

A photograph of Site Number 3 is shown in Figure B.3 and Site Number 6 in Figure B.4.




Figure B.3. Looking South at Potential
Haz-Mat Site Number 3

Figure B.4. Looking SW at Potential
Haz-Mat Site Number 6



APPENDIX C
PROJECTED TRAFFIC FOR OPTION 1
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APPENDIX D
COST ESTIMATES FOR OPTION 1



Table D.1. Cost Data Sheet--Option 1 or 2, Section 1, 3-Lane

Froject. Kennedy Drive Extension, Manchester, Coffee County
section: 1, From State Houte 55 (McArthur Street) to 2nd Avenue
Length: 0.3 miles

Right of Way

Land (D80 A CrES) et s e e s ie i enn e $ 20,000
[T =T 1T $ -
= == $ -
Tt =T =1 = $ 37,000
Felocation Payments (0 residences).......... ¥ -
(0 businesses & farms) ... $ -
(0 non-profits) ... ........ $ -

Total Right-of- ey oSt e e e e e e i e enns $ 57,000

Utility Relocation

Feimbursahble . ... e e 3 280,000
Mon-reimbursable . ... oo e $ -

Total Adiustment Cost. ... oo e e $ 280,000

Construction

Clearing and Grubhing . ... oo oo ¥ 400
g 1T ] 3 18,000
Paverment Removal . ..o e e e 3 18,000
Orainage (Includes Erosion Contral) ... ... ... $ 474,000
1 004 D] =S $ -
Failroad Crossing or Separation .......... ... $ -
4 A 3 238,000
Fetaining Walls . ..o e $ -
Maintenance of Traffic ... ..o oo, $ 30,000
1= $ -
== ] 4 $ -
T ] T $ 9,900
1 o $ 11,000
LIGIENG « - e e v e e e e e e e e e e e e e $ 43,000
Signalization . ... e e $ 150,000
= o] $ -
T =11 $ -
Fip-Fap or Slope Protection . ... ..ol $ -
Other Construction tems (B5%) ... ... ... ... $ 76,000
MORIIZAtON .« . e e e e e e e e 3 49 000
Construction Cost. ... oa... $ 1,017,300
W% Eng. &Cont. ...t $ 102,000

Total Construction Cost. ..o i i et e e $ 1,119,300

Freliminary Engineerng (10% ) . .o o e e e e $ 102,000

Total GOt . . et e e $ 1,558,300



Table D.2. Cost Data Sheet--Option 1 or 2, Section 2, 2-Lane

Froject:
Section:
Length:

kennedy Drive Extension, Manchester, Coffee County

2, From 2Znd Avenue to Hills Chapel Koad

0.8 miles

Right of Way

Land (345 Acres)
Improvements

I b=
1T i = = =

Felocation Payments (0 residences)
(0 businesses & farms) ... $

Total Right-of-WWay Cost

Utility Relocation

Feimbursable
Mon-reimbursahle

Taotal Adjustment Cost

Construction
Clearing and Grubhing . ...........
Earthwork .. e
Favement Removal . ... ... .....
Orainage (Includes Erosion Control) .
Tt =

Total Cost

Failroad Crossing or Separation

(0 non-praofits)

= 0
Fetaning'alls .. ...............
Maintenance of Traffic............
I
=T ]
T ]
1T
0

Signalization

= =
Guardrail .. .o e
Fip-Fap or Slope Protection. ... ...

Other Construction ltems (8.6%)

MObIliZation ..o e e e e e
Construction Cost......
10% Eng. & Cont.......

Total Construction Cost
Freliminary Engineering (10%)

B03,000

28,000
7,100
116,000

249,000

144,000
81,000
1,981,800
184,000

$
$

$

138,000

94,000

2,180,800
199,000

2,611,800



Table D.3. Cost Data Sheet--Option 1 or 2, Section 2, 3-Lane

Froject:
Section:
Length:

kennedy Drive Extension, Manchester, Coffee County

2, From 2Znd Avenue to Hills Chapel Koad

0.8 miles

Right of Way

Land (345 Acres)
Improvements

I b=
1T i = = =

Felocation Payments (0 residences)
(0 businesses & farms) ... $

Total Right-of-WWay Cost

Utility Relocation

Feimbursable
Mon-reimbursahle

Taotal Adjustment Cost

Construction
Clearing and Grubhing . ...........
Earthwork .. e
Favement Removal . ... ... .....
Orainage (Includes Erosion Control) .
Tt =

Total Cost

Failroad Crossing or Separation

(0 non-praofits)

= 0
Fetaning'alls .. ...............
Maintenance of Traffic............
I
=T ]
T ]
1T
0

Signalization

= =
Guardrail .. .o e
Fip-Fap or Slope Protection. ... ...

Other Construction ltems (8.6%)

MObIliZation ..o e e e e e
Construction Cost......
10% Eng. & Cont.......

Total Construction Cost
Freliminary Engineering (10%)

B, 700
44,000

516,000

B53,000

28,000
7,100
116,000

249,000

154,000
84,000
2,052 800
206,000

$
$

$

138,000

94,000

2,258,800
206,000

2,696,800



Table D.4. Cost Data Sheet--Option 1 or 2, Section 3, 3-Lane

Froject:
Section:
Length:

kennedy Drive Extension, Manchester, Coffee County

3, From Hills Chapel Road to Chickasaw Drive

0.6 miles

Right of Way

Land (0.73 Acres)
Improvements

I b=
1T i = = =

Felocation Payments (0 residences)
(0 businesses & farms) ... $

Total Right-of-WWay Cost

Utility Relocation

Feimbursable
Mon-reimbursahle

Taotal Adjustment Cost

Construction
Clearing and Grubhing . ...........
Earthwork .. e
Favement Removal . ... ... .....
Orainage (Includes Erosion Control) .
Tt =

Total Cost

Failroad Crossing or Separation

(0 non-praofits)

= 0
Fetaning'alls .. ...............
Maintenance of Traffic............
I
=T ]
T ]
1T
0

Signalization

= =
Guardrail .. .o e
Fip-Fap or Slope Protection. ... ...

Other Construction ltems (8.6%)

MObIliZation ..o e e e e e
Construction Cost......
10% Eng. & Cont.......

Total Construction Cost
Freliminary Engineering (10%)

38,000
762,000

131,000
80,000
1,741,000
175,000

$
$

$

89,600

451,000

1,916,000
175,000

2,631,600



Table D.5. Cost Data Sheet--Option 1, Section 4, 2-Lane

Froject. Kennedy Drive Extension, Manchester, Coffee County
Section: 4, From Chickasaw Drive to Skinner Flat Foad
Length: 0.7 miles

Right of Way

Land (383 ACrES] ettt e it i e $ 23,000
[T =T 1T $ -
= == $ -
Tt =T =1 = $ 9,900
Felocation Payments (0 residences).......... ¥ -
(0 businesses & farms) ... $ -
(0 non-profits) ... ........ $ -
Total Right-of-Way Cost .. ..o
Utility Relocation
Feimbursahble . ... e e 3 80,000
Mon-reimbursable . ... oo e $ -
Total Adjustment Cost ... oo o
Construction
Clearing and Grubhing . ... oo oo ¥ 7.400
g 1T ] 3 40,000
Paverment REMOVE . ..o i ieee s $ -
Orainage (Includes Erosion Contral) ... ... ... $ B91,000
1 D[R | =T 3 234 000
Failroad Crossing or Separation .......... ... $ -
4 A 3 5472 000
Fetaining Walls . ..o e $ -
Maintenance of Traffic ... ..o oo, $ -
1= $ -
== ] 4 $ -
T 4T $ 25,000
1 o $ 6,800
T P $ 100,000
Signalization . ... e e $ -
= o] $ -
T = | 3 23,000
Fip-Fap or Slope Protection . ... ..ol $ 4,300
Other Construction tems (B5%) ... ... ... ... $ 143,000
MORIIZAtON .« . e e e e e e e e 3 87,000
Construction Cost. ... oa... $ 1,808,200
% Eng. &Cont. oo vieiienn... $ 191,000
Total Construction Cost ..o e i e st et s
Freliminary Engineerng (10% ) . .o o e e e e
LI 1 T

$
$

$

32,900

90,000

2,099,500
191,000

2,413,400



Table D.6. Cost Data Sheet--Option 1, Section 4, 3-Lane

Froject. Kennedy Drive Extension, Manchester, Coffee County
Section: 4, From Chickasaw Drive to Skinner Flat Foad
Length: 0.7 miles

Right of Way

Land (383 ACrES] ettt e it i e $ 23,000
[T =T 1T $ -
= == $ -
Tt =T =1 = $ 9,900
Felocation Payments (0 residences).......... ¥ -
(0 businesses & farms) ... $ -
(0 non-profits) ... ........ $ -
Total Right-of-Way Cost .. ..o
Utility Relocation
Feimbursahble . ... e e 3 80,000
Mon-reimbursable . ... oo e $ -
Total Adjustment Cost ... oo o
Construction
Clearing and Grubhing . ... oo oo ¥ 7.400
g 1T ] 3 472 000
Paverment REMOVE . ..o i ieee s $ -
Orainage (Includes Erosion Contral) ... ... ... $ B97,000
1 D[R | =T 3 248 000
Failroad Crossing or Separation .......... ... $ -
4 A 3 587,000
Fetaining Walls . ..o e $ -
Maintenance of Traffic ... ..o oo, $ -
1= $ -
== ] 4 $ -
T 4T $ 25,000
1 o $ 6,800
T P $ 100,000
Signalization . ... e e $ -
= o] $ -
T = | 3 23,000
Fip-Fap or Slope Protection . ... ..ol $ 5,800
Other Construction tems (B5%) ... ... ... ... $ 149,000
MORIIZAtON .« . e e e e e e e e 3 51,000
Construction Cost. ... oa... $ 1,886,000
% Eng. &Cont. oo vieiienn... $ 198,000
Total Construction Cost ..o e i e st et s
Freliminary Engineerng (10% ) . .o o e e e e
LI 1 T

$
$

$

32,900

90,000

2,185,000
199,000

2,506,900



Table D.7. Cost Data Sheet--Option 1, Section 5, 3-Lane

Froject. Kennedy Drive Extension, Manchester, Coffee County
section: &, From The Lexington Subdivision to State Route 2 (US-41/Hillsboro Boulevard)
Length: 0.8 miles

Right of Way

Land (110 A CrES ] ettt e et ie e nn e $ 46,000
[T =T 1T $ -
= == $ 75,000
Tt =T =1 = $ 116,000
Felocation Payments (0 residences).......... ¥ -
(0 businesses & farms) ... $ -
(0 non-profits) ... ........ $ -

Total Right-of-Way Cost .. ..o $ 237,000

Utility Relocation

Feimbursahble . ... e e 3 738,000
Mon-reimbursable . ... oo e $ -

Total Adiustment Cost. ... oo e e $ 738,000

Construction

Clearing and Grubhing . ... oo oo ¥ 1,500
g 1T ] 3 £4.000
Paverment Removal . ..o e e e 3 48,000
Orainage (Includes Erosion Contral) ... ... ... $ §35,000
1 D[R | =T 3 £19,000
Failroad Crossing or Separation .......... ... $ -
4 A 3 T20,000
Fetaining Walls . ..o e $ -
Maintenance of Traffic ... ..o oo, $ 70,000
1= $ -
== ] 4 $ -
T ] $ 20,000
1 o $ 18,000
LIGIENG « - e e v e e e e e e e e e e e e e $ 128,000
Signalization . ... e e $ 150,000
T o1 3 4,800
T = | 3 23,000
Fip-Fap or Slope Protection . ... ..ol $ 5,800
Other Construction tems (B5%) ... ... ... ... $ 244 000
MORIIZAtON .« . e e e e e e e e 3 145,000
Construction Cost. ... oa... $ 3,250,100
W% Eng. &Cont. ...t $ 426,000

Total Construction Cost. ..o i i et e e $ 3.576,100

Freliminary Engineerng (10% ) . .o o e e e e $ 326,000

Total GOt . . et e e $ 4,877,100



APPENDIX E
PROJECTED TRAFFIC FOR OPTION 2
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APPENDIX F
COST ESTIMATES FOR OPTION 2



Table F.1. Cost Data Sheet--Option 2, Section 4, 2-Lane

Froject. Kennedy Drive Extension, Manchester, Coffee County
Section: 4, From Chickasaw Drive to Skinner Flat Foad
Length: 0.7 miles

Right of Way

Land (3,77 A ES ] ettt et s in i $ 22,000
[T =T 1T $ -
= == $ -
Tt =T =1 = $ 9,900
Felocation Payments (0 residences).......... ¥ -
(0 businesses & farms) ... $ -
(0 non-profits) ... ........ $ -

Total Right-of- ey oSt e e e e e e i e enns $ 31,900

Utility Relocation

Feimbursahble . ... e e 3 80,000
Mon-reimbursable . ... oo e $ -

Total Adiustment Cost. ... oo e e $ 90,000

Construction

Clearing and Grubhing . ... oo oo ¥ 7,300
g 1T ] 3 41,000
Paverment REMOVE . ..o i ieee s $ -
Orainage (Includes Erosion Contral) ... ... ... $ 721,000
1 D[R | =T 3 234 000
Failroad Crossing or Separation .......... ... $ -
4 A 3 587,000
Fetaining Walls . ..o e $ -
Maintenance of Traffic ... ..o oo, $ -
1= $ -
== ] 4 $ -
T ] $ 27,000
1 o $ 12,000
LIGIENG « - e e v e e e e e e e e e e e e e $ 104,000
Signalization . ... e e $ -
= o] $ -
T = | 3 23,000
Fip-Fap or Slope Protection . ... ..ol $ 4,300
Other Construction tems (B5%) ... ... ... ... $ 161,000
MORIIZAtON .« . e e e e e e e e 3 §2.000
Construction Cost. ... oa... $ 2,008,600
W% Eng. &Cont. ...t $ 201,000

Total Construction Cost. ..o i i et e e $ 2,209,600

Freliminary Engineerng (10% ) . .o o e e e e $ 201,000

Total GOt . . et e e $ 2,532,500



Table F.2. Cost Data Sheet--Option 2, Section 4, 3-Lane

Froject. Kennedy Drive Extension, Manchester, Coffee County
Section: 4, From Chickasaw Drive to Skinner Flat Foad
Length: 0.7 miles

Right of Way

Land (3,77 A ES ] ettt et s in i $ 22,000
[T =T 1T $ -
= == $ -
Tt =T =1 = $ 9,900
Felocation Payments (0 residences).......... ¥ -
(0 businesses & farms) ... $ -
(0 non-profits) ... ........ $ -

Total Right-of- ey oSt e e e e e e i e enns $ 31,900

Utility Relocation

Feimbursahble . ... e e 3 80,000
Mon-reimbursable . ... oo e $ -

Total Adiustment Cost. ... oo e e $ 90,000

Construction

Clearing and Grubhing . ... oo oo ¥ 7,300
g 1T ] 3 44 000
Paverment REMOVE . ..o i ieee s $ -
Orainage (Includes Erosion Contral) ... ... ... $ 728,000
1 D[R | =T 3 248 000
Failroad Crossing or Separation .......... ... $ -
4 A 3 F35,000
Fetaining Walls . ..o e $ -
Maintenance of Traffic ... ..o oo, $ -
1= $ -
== ] 4 $ -
T ] $ 27,000
1 o $ 12,000
LIGIENG « - e e v e e e e e e e e e e e e e $ 104,000
Signalization . ... e e $ -
= o] $ -
T = | 3 23,000
Fip-Fap or Slope Protection . ... ..ol $ 5,800
Other Construction tems (B5%) ... ... ... ... $ 167,000
MORIIZAtON .« . e e e e e e e e 3 85,000
Construction Cost. ... oa... $ 2,080,100
W% Eng. &Cont. ...t $ 210,000

Total Construction Cost. ..o i i et e e $ 2,300,100

Freliminary Engineerng (10% ) . .o o e e e e $ 210,000

Total GOt . . et e e $ 2,632,000



Table F.3. Cost Data Sheet--Option 2, Section 5

Froject. Kennedy Drive Extension, Manchester, Coffee County
Section: 5, From Skinner Flat Foad to West of |24
Length: 0.3 miles

Right of Way

Land (D00 ACrES] et s v e et ie e enneennas $ -
[T =T 1T $ -
= == $ -
Tt =T =1 = $ -
Felocation Payments (0 residences).......... ¥ -
(0 businesses & farms) ... $ -
(0 non-profits) ... ........ $ -

Total Right-of- ey oSt e e e e e e i e enns $ -

Utility Relocation

Feimbursahble . ... e e 3 287,000
Mon-reimbursable . ... oo e $ -

Total Adiustment Cost. ... oo e e $ 287,000

Construction

Clearing and Grubhing . ... oo oo ¥ -
g 1T ] 3 21,000
Paverment Removal . ..o e e e 3 21,000
Orainage (Includes Erosion Contral) ... ... ... $ 244,000
1 004 D] =S $ -
Failroad Crossing or Separation .......... ... $ -
4 A 3 273,000
Fetaining Walls . ..o e $ -
Maintenance of Traffic ... ..o oo, $ 27,000
1= $ -
== ] 4 $ -
T ] $ 12,000
1 o $ 11,000
LIGIENG « - e e v e e e e e e e e e e e e e $ 49,000
Signalization . ... e e $ -
T o1 3 8,400
T =11 $ -
Fip-Fap or Slope Protection . ... ..ol $ -
Other Construction tems (B5%) ... ... ... ... $ BB,000
MORIIZAtON .« . e e e e e e e e 3 472 000
Construction Cost. ... oa... $ 874 400
0% Eng. &Cont. . vveieriinnnenn. $ 88,000

Total Construction Cost. ..o i i et e e $ 962,400

Freliminary Engineerng (10% ) . .o o e e e e $ 88,000

Total GOt . . et e e $ 1,337,400



Table F.4. Cost Data Sheet--Option 2, Section 6, 2-Lane

Froject. Kennedy Drive Extension, Manchester, Coffee County
Section: B, From West of I-24 to Joe Hickerson Foad
Length: 0.4 miles

Right of Way

Land (380 ACrES) st e st e e $ 25,000
[T =T 1T $ -
= == $ -
Tt =T =1 = $ 9,900
Felocation Payments (0 residences).......... ¥ -
(0 businesses & farms) ... $ -
(0 non-profits) ... ........ $ -

Total Right-of- ey oSt e e e e e e i e enns $ 34,900

Utility Relocation

Feimbursahble . ... e e 3 20,000
Mon-reimbursable . ... oo e $ -

Total Adiustment Cost. ... oo e e $ 20,000

Construction

Clearing and Grubhing . ... oo oo ¥ 6,800
g 1T ] 3 1,291,000
Paverment REMOVE . ..o i ieee s $ -
Orainage (Includes Erosion Contral) ... ... ... $ 722,000
1 D[R | =T 3 2227000
Failroad Crossing or Separation .......... ... $ -
4 A 3 350,000
Fetaining Walls . ..o e $ -
Maintenance of Traffic ... ..o oo, $ 25,000
1= $ -
== ] 4 $ -
T ] $ 16,000
1 o $ 1,200
LIGIENG « - e e v e e e e e e e e e e e e e $ 58,000
Signalization . ... e e $ -
T o1 3 8,400
T = | 3 51,000
Fip-Fap or Slope Protection . ... ..ol $ 15,000
Other Construction tems (B5%) ... ... ... ... $ 408,000
MORIIZAtON .« . e e e e e e e e 3 239,000
Construction Cost. ... oa... $ 2442 500
W% Eng. &Cont. ...t $ 545,000

Total Construction Cost. ..o i i et e e $ 5,987,500

Freliminary Engineerng (10% ) . .o o e e e e $ 545,000

Total GOt . . et e e $ 6,587 400



Table F.5. Cost Data Sheet--Option 2, Section 6, 3-Lane

Froject. Kennedy Drive Extension, Manchester, Coffee County
Section: B, From West of I-24 to Joe Hickerson Foad
Length: 0.4 miles

Right of Way

Land (380 ACrES) st e st e e $ 25,000
[T =T 1T $ -
= == $ -
Tt =T =1 = $ 9,900
Felocation Payments (0 residences).......... ¥ -
(0 businesses & farms) ... $ -
(0 non-profits) ... ........ $ -

Total Right-of- ey oSt e e e e e e i e enns $ 34,900

Utility Relocation

Feimbursahble . ... e e 3 20,000
Mon-reimbursable . ... oo e $ -

Total Adiustment Cost. ... oo e e $ 20,000

Construction

Clearing and Grubhing . ... oo oo ¥ 6,800
g 1T ] 3 1,348,000
Paverment REMOVE . ..o i ieee s $ -
Orainage (Includes Erosion Contral) ... ... ... $ 737,000
1 D[R | =T 3 2 356,000
Failroad Crossing or Separation .......... ... $ -
4 A 3 479,000
Fetaining Walls . ..o e $ -
Maintenance of Traffic ... ..o oo, $ 25,000
1= $ -
== ] 4 $ -
T ] $ 16,000
1 o $ 1,200
LIGIENG « - e e v e e e e e e e e e e e e e $ 58,000
Signalization . ... e e $ -
T o1 3 8,400
T = | 3 51,000
Fip-Fap or Slope Protection . ... ..ol $ 20,000
Other Construction tems (B5%) ... ... ... ... $ 428,000
MORIIZAtON .« . e e e e e e e e 3 249 000
Construction Cost. ... oa... $ 5,703,500
W% Eng. &Cont. ...t $ a71,000

Total Construction Cost. ..o i i et e e $ 6,274,500

Freliminary Engineerng (10% ) . .o o e e e e $ 571,000

Total GOt . . et e e $ 6,900,400



Table F.6. Cost Data Sheet--Option 2, Section 7

Froject. Kennedy Drive Extension, Manchester, Coffee County
section: ¥, From Joe Hickerson Road to State Route 2 (US-41/Hillsboro Highweay)
Length: 0.4 miles

Right of Way

Land (130 ACrES] et e et ie e n e $ 26,000
[T =T 1T $ 4,000
= == $ 3,800
Tt =T =1 = $ 113,000
Felocation Payments (0 residences).......... ¥ -
(0 businesses & farms) ... $ -
(0 non-profits) ... ........ $ -

Total Right-of-Way Cost .. ..o $ 146,500

Utility Relocation

Feimbursahble . ... e e 3 382,000
Mon-reimbursable . ... oo e $ -

Total Adiustment Cost. ... oo e e $ 382,000

Construction

Clearing and Grubhing . ... oo oo ¥ 1,800
g 1T ] 3 28,000
Paverment Removal . ..o e e e 3 28,000
Orainage (Includes Erosion Contral) ... ... ... $ BO7,000
1 004 D] =S $ -
Failroad Crossing or Separation .......... ... $ -
4 A 3 488,000
Fetaining Walls . ..o e $ -
Maintenance of Traffic ... ..o oo, $ 48,000
1= $ -
== ] 4 $ -
T ] $ 20,000
1 o $ 22,000
LIGIENG « - e e v e e e e e e e e e e e e e $ 65,000
Signalization . ... e e $ 150,000
= o] $ -
T =11 $ -
Fip-Fap or Slope Protection . ... ..ol $ -
Other Construction tems (B5%) ... ... ... ... $ 124,000
MORIIZAtON .« . e e e e e e e e 3 77,000
Construction Cost. ... oa... $ 1,658,800
W% Eng. &Cont. ...t $ 166,000

Total Construction Cost. ..o i i et e e $ 1,824,800

Freliminary Engineerng (10% ) . .o o e e e e $ 166,000

Total GOt . . et e e $ 2,519,300



APPENDIX G
PROPOSED ROADWAY CORRIDORS AND QUAD MAPS



$$$$SYTIMES$$$$4$
$$$$DGNSPEC

KENNEDY pR ILZ12

Figures G.2 & G.3

W

FORREST woop pR

Figures G.8 & G.9

e TYPE | YEAR PROJECT NO. S"“%%T
=z > T
3= ) N 2008
= T & > -
é S g (}/o\ﬁ Qve‘\ ‘\\;
w3 o
2le| o OAK D
Uil 2 R
0 750 1500 2250
I e
«©
!
S,Lp? r&
“Us , 33
LWQLS Z
Sos, %
be
WH] SCOTT SWINNEY DR
TE|
& Oqg 5
@ R
N
N
L3 '9‘2/
I Flgures US\q
N G.14 & G.15 1y,
& %oly, R\
a (4
§ N e ﬁﬁﬁﬁ
= Figures
a < =
e o 3 6.20 & G.21
(%]
o = @ El
a 4 w >~
< % o
5 W 2 Figures 3
Figures G.4 & G.5 7 = =5
Sw 2 Flgures G.6 & G.7 S &8 €.12 & G.13 3
N < — <
T xg 7
et Flgures Figures G.16 & G.17
:ZZZIZ§EIZIZZIZaz:: 6.10 & G.11

Figures G.18 & G.19

LEGEND
L
[///]

OPTION 1

OPTION 2

STATE OF TENNESSEE

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Figure G.1.
Kennedy Dr Ext
Sheet
Layout




TENNESSEE D.O.T.

DESIGN DIVISION

FILE NO.

$$$$SYTIMESS$$$6$

$$$$DGNSPEC

/

NORTHSIDE
CLOCKS

N ‘iﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂZZﬂzgﬁﬁﬂ%’

/ Adﬂﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂWEﬁZﬂ7

/// %

I

lﬂlllﬁl'ﬂﬂ’lﬂ/

ZZ%Q?ZW”GV ‘7”7"n/r", 1/
,Jwnahé&%%szﬁ%ggggggggﬁa?ZZZQV'

TYPE

YEAR

SHEET

PROJECT NO. NO.

2008g|

BARRETT
CONSTRUCTION CO
Banne

TRANSMISSION

4

Z]

7777 D
e MRS
£l 4 .14“zazaEZ’r!”' p 7 % ;

Z ,Jwmmmndé55?Z%az?é%%gg%2%g%?zgzzﬂﬁzﬁy%ﬂﬁmﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂﬂw’""
S '”’lff’d«E%WWWWW”"/7””””
B R i
U 4&@%@5’
ih) 1/

ammuuwzmnﬁt?’
a0 477),

)

N

,azmnuumwwmﬂaﬁé2£

g8/
é«,\? COFFEE
&) COUNTY
: S CENTRAL
/;\g) HIGH SCHOOL
/v
Qv
N
d i

LANDFILL

V/A OPTION 1
7717}

LEGEND

OPTION 2

100 200 300
e e

STATE OF TENNESSEE

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Figure G.2.
Kennedy Dr
Options
1 &2




TENNESSEE D.O.T.

DESIGN DIVISION

FILE NO.

$$$$SYTIMESS$$$6$

$$$$DGNSPEC

i

ORTHSIDE
CLOCKS

%

BARRET T,

SHEET

TYPE NO.

YEAR PROJECT NO.

2008

ey

-

CONSTRUGTION CO.
Banner B |
> [ |
I TRANS Ii)N - |
BLOCK \ _
BLDG. A . = II =4 I =
J2 S BRICK = & 0 =<
w S @ G.x o 2
4 ¥ Q O NOVATIONS &
/’”,‘-’i”’ifii’l ) D L'-:l/_ romotional
Vi % /1 4 y/ g 7 . .
< ”m"f}:;ft/.‘a’i’.‘.,i’ B R, broducts
i L T S i

LANDFILL

Vs ey,

LA

COFFEE
COUNTY
CENTRAL
HIGH SCHOOL

A7 77 77 7
P NI 7T

] mﬁﬂ%ﬂ?]ﬂ%qrr' —
'Jy?, ’,, ’/ ‘:’. ,l’l//!’lﬂ,!”! ’,’r 77 vo. — i
o, G s ’4,.121?7577"‘75/7.’!!7!!’,

2L ’/A G "/ Mﬂr:lﬂ a

Vl',‘ 7

/
L3

=—|—>ij

LEGEND
V/A OPTION 1
[ZZZZ] OPTION 2
0 100 200 300
e e

STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Figure G.3.
Kennedy Dr
Quad Map
Options 1 & 2




TYPE | YEAR PROJECT NO. 5:%51'

TENNESSEE D.O.T.
DESIGN DIVISION

FILE NO.

$$$$SYTIMESS$$$6$
$$$$DGNSPEC

2008g|

4

[ . ‘
\[ E
T 5[ R

I i

> 77
R
R i

7

i ity |
aﬂmﬂnnfa;&@??ﬁ%d@kﬁ?ﬁ”ﬂﬁﬂﬂ?ﬂﬁ?fyﬂ?ﬁﬁat%Zﬂ77$Vﬂ5V5gangy,r S 7 AT

44:uuwztamunaif7 ,uﬂzQAZ%é?ﬁg;mnuV1??ﬁzzzzggﬁyﬂffgggzgzgaﬂy" ‘ézzzgggyﬁygﬂ%zagz 7 {Zﬁ%y

LA, A ] /] ll/ l//l?.l/‘l‘ A

! 7
.auwzmnuuﬁﬁ%%%Znﬁwiﬁmthulgng'

4

77 Ay
s

4 7 o B
Ammunmwngr éa?éﬁzz't,f ‘(:ZP' :2?22%?2&225;’ e

W

LEGEND

V/A OPTION 1
{ZZZZ] OPTION 2

EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE

ARNOLD ENGINEERING

DEVELOPMENT CENTER
Figure G.4.

Kennedy Dr
Options
1 & 2




TENNESSEE D.O.T.
DESIGN DIVISION

FILE NO.

SHEET

TYPE YEAR PROJECT NO. NO.

I 2008g|

Z

$$$$SYTIMESS$$$6$

$$$$DGNSPEC

a
i_|'
ey, T i
r’;”””fi’ 777757 s AT ///’//7//7///////////
/ / / 4 VA4 71 ;41 i 4V

e "”7,/[’[!"’;’7 7 i ,,f{i/’;l;;i/;

v T r’,
vyl o g/ H ’ "’ll”lll’//’%l" 1/ //
G e G S 7 5

5% e el
/L/Zt//l/%/, % %

4 , 90 50 Y i;
0 Ze 2 s E I‘EI t
—

- e a1l
e T T LEE T

e E

LEGEND

] option 1
717}

OPTION 2

ARNOLD ENGINEERING
DEVELOPMENT CENTER

Figure G.5.

.IIF | - . n - Kennedy Dr

u Quad Map
n Options 1 & 2

i L .i"""-""'h.




TYPE | vEAR PROJECT NO. SHEET

2008g|

TENNESSEE D.O.T.
DESIGN DIVISION

FILE NO.

n 2 0
e i
e R
i ol
/// // WW///’///ZI/[;;”/;;‘;;MM/’II ’,‘wruru 7 o ad g
Wi ////////////’/// 0 b
ﬂﬂﬂfnfJi;424#%:4%¢3%¢°’Aﬁﬁ%or"'2@:;5 );’5%”3!”7114107r
LY / It’lfll/ ‘r/ "////I/'////l// ; ’/'"f”‘""”w 777 E—
& ol A, "””q‘“""”figb%5%%2z§gbﬁﬁéﬁuwﬁézﬁﬁbgz;i%:Zé?'"‘“"Mszl;uu,
- 12441170 ‘j,,ﬂ,, i 4 // l/i; Zf/
4 %

LEGEND

] option 1
717}

OPTION 2

0 100 200 300

e ——
ARNOLD ENGINEERING sepamTaL o TaameboRTATION
DEVELOPMENT CENTER
Figure G.6.
Forrest Wood Dr
Options
1 &2

$$$$SYTIMESS$$$6$

$$$$DGNSPEC




TENNESSEE D.O.T.

DESIGN DIVISION

FILE NO.

$$$$SYTIMESS$$$6$

$$$$DGNSPEC

Wii/’/i/’/”ii’il”lifr %

4

CORN
FIELD

4 7%

1

AL ( L

#) f SV
s -unll” o Ariyary

SIAVYD

L7777
MLl L TP 777 s
iﬁzzzzaa!é?TVHZIa

7

'/

i< 7777 7 Ak
E Vvt N e 2wy, s g 4
o Z ‘””'7”Iiﬁilaz’ wdar

”ﬁﬂf"r'EonEST
h.!l.'l/"l"/’/’!‘lﬁlt,'!!,:

= ),

£L57Y
£l =g,
—— e

|
ARNOLD ENGINEERING
DEVELOPMENT CENTER

,&99',!'
'44aggﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬂqy

7
4

4

e AP
iy (V17

R 4 V4|

U707
177 1..14,11’ li’ !” VPP e, .
i | T
LB ary /

i
PN LN

= =rivag

<]

g 7.

7y
A it
i = T l’l.
s yrra

rar

SHEET

PROJECT NO. NO.

TYPE YEAR

2008g|

LEGEND

4
i,

OPTION 1

OPTION 2

0 100 200 300
e e

STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Figure G.T.
Forrest Wood Dr
Quad Map
Options 1 & 2




TYPE | vEAR PROJECT NO. SHEET

2008g|

TENNESSEE D.O.T.
DESIGN DIVISION

FILE NO.

=
|5
>
S Feo -
= = e
/’/ !"’Zn"r”lﬂ,’t'ﬂl”’r 8 Al -
//’l/lil’l/’/”,’ ’F’ ’l ﬂ"’r"””’t’ﬂ!”"rl’ — = /E
S 17 P 7 o —_
/i!t/i:tiiﬂt’z";%%’/ﬂ/ﬂ%’li/’l'/’/’ﬁ e
R 21 1
4 4 /] 4] 4
7

4

/ //” P77 757
‘4”1’ 4 o / $da / ” Y "llﬂ,’z,l’ﬂ”,'lﬂﬁl'lﬂ”, -
FORREST Woo0 ol i1 0%%%%’/7%%,%”, e
,44Au%mu%mﬁﬁiﬂé%g2%g%Zz%ﬁ%%g%zzégzzzzggzgﬁzzaﬂﬁzzz;ﬂzf
LU “l,l‘(ltlf,ll " 7
4 /t/lﬂ%%%%

s
T,
5 ;%

7
7

4
4

LEGEND
/] oPTION 1

OPTION 2

=N

0 100 200 300

e e

STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

ARNOLD ENGINEERING &
DEVELOPMENT CENTER ég
@)

AL
&
(37 Figure G.8.
Ny Forrest Wood Dr
S Options
T 1 & 2

$$$$SYTIMESS$$$6$
$$$$DGNSPEC




TENNESSEE D.O.T.
DESIGN DIVISION

FILE NO.

SHEET

TYPE YEAR PROJECT NO. NO.

2008

$$$$SYTIMESS$$$6$
$$$$DGNSPEC

7777
K777
e sy ) R
l..lr,l::"'flﬂbir‘::;gz‘;’_ 7, -‘_!.1_44/1!' 4l
l."l"'-zn'l’l’,‘-’llzl'"iﬂ':zii;é'ia:y:
ey,

NS

2/ ( L"‘i"’lyi!’l’ ’/r T 7 =
e
DR 4 ks U’l/l’z/l/’l//%%%% //i/

NN

NN

’ 7 ,’ 7 )
//// ////’///”//”/i"f"r Ty
///////////”/’,/”"” 0275 o
//1%1%@””%%%%%(%%%’ ",
LY, ,llllllll/l///l/////// 7, ////’i/’i/,”i”ﬁr’ T
i .
)
4L, 11/4/’//’!’//’

|
LEGEND
V/A OPTION 1
[ZZZZ] OPTION 2
J 0 100 200 300
T e e

ARNOLD ENGINEERING -
- DEVELOPMENT CENTER & .
& -l-_l_ EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE
h TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT

&
&
5; Figure G.9.
Ny Forrest Wood Dr
S Quad Map
T ‘ Options 1 & 2




TENNESSEE D.O.T.
DESIGN DIVISION

FILE NO.

EEEEE
OOOOOOOOOOOOO

2008g|

NN\

:
|
|
,J

AT RD
AN
ANNN

A\

AN

N

NN

P
THE
LEXINGTON

SUBDIVISION

SKINNE
AN

i

]

7 TZT/\/'\/@T

ANNN

R

1

aly
A\NNN\Y
NN

NN

ANAAT IR

P

f‘—‘———————__
AN '\\\Y
N

NN
N

S

jzzyzwagW77”7"r' 7
s 7
“Dgif‘i ""”}”‘69( " " ’5"6"’ V7o D f" /
,.4,14L4149zﬂbuﬂw4ggZ¢g@ﬁzgﬂr4747;4!471@#2@ﬂﬁ%nyvawﬂV', o
ALY, Jlll/l/tlttl/”/l /llllllllllll/////IW I [ E
= (LITTTTT A Anuzndégﬂnzaﬂzm”'}duéﬁ’"uu."""w'“"ﬂuln WTT7777
‘ nnrnn//un"l{l{l{//,{%{llll//l{l%

]
~—— 0]

LEGEND
OPTION 1
[ZZZZ] OPTION 2

EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE
TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT

Figure G.10.
Skinner Flat Rd
Options
1 & 2

ARNOLD ENGINEERING
DEVELOPMENT CENTER




TENNESSEE D.0.T.
DESIGN DIVISION

FILE NO.

n
S
]
—

l... TYPE | YEAR PROJECT NO. SHEET
I 2008
| N
| |

-,
"

QN

D
-
RD

LAT

- ——
)

SN

N\

N
A\\\

¥

NER F

O\
A\ 0\

AN\

THE
LEXINGTON
SUBDIVISION

N\ N\

K.
NS
\\\\\\\\ ‘

N\

NN
AN
B

|

/

s
AN\
g
o
-

AN

s

L)
\ ::'Es‘1n-
SN
T§‘
m
| |
N .

” ‘,f?",,
7

7

N

;;; 2 — o g,yr s
"t‘(" "{ "i’,,?’ el % & '5'“1‘ i!!;i!:l
4////////%/7/% Mifﬂi/’;‘; 7 7/’/'/’/-;”1’%2 ) 7 '
8478 ""'4’; 7 / 7 ”‘ P 7 g

%)
f ﬂ;
Wik 7 2 |
/] 14 _i// nl‘l: ’{l’;ﬂl“ ﬁl/ll( li‘ [/

7
[
& L™ ==

/
Y 2 S

A...."'l '
o IIIIIIIIIIII’II?I'#IA", ‘

WUNDARY

|
" | .IFI.
ARNOLD ENGINEERING | Figure G.11.
DEVELOPMENT CENTER Skinner Flat Rd
B r Quad Map
Options 1 & 2

$$$$DGNSPEC

$$$$SYTIMESS$$$6$




300

LEGEND
OPTION 1
200

Figure G.12
Skinner Flat Rd
Option 1

2008
5
100

IANARNARNNN ///”V///V/V%ﬂ/r//ﬂﬂ////f//ﬁ///ﬁrlﬁ, N
I R S ////r//////ﬂ N —— N\
> E myywwflylllll%vg%%%

Anﬂzzznnnr

uuuuuuuuuuu
wwwwwwwwwwwwwwwww

“ON 3714

NOISIAIQ NO9IS3d
“1°0°0 33SS3NN3L




SHEET
NO.

PROJECT NO.

2008g|

TYPE YEAR

1

-
LS

mﬂu'Ml

——

-

.
2
&
&

:C-H:SI.E-ED-_

N
S

EE

N\ S
N -\
NN “Vf"" X

NN QX e r‘,l \ &
AN N AT R

AN

300

OPTION 1

200

Quad Map
Option 1

\

o
Z
L
(&
L
—J

Figure G.13.
Skinner Flat Rd

100

08 1VI4 y3NNT

AN\ NN

“ON 3714

NOISIAIQ NO9IS3d

“1°0°0 33SS3NN3L

$$$699$ NILASS$$$



NANNNNART

LEGEND

V/A OPTION 1

200 300

100

Figure G.14
Skinner Flat Rd

Option 1

.......

mmmmmmmmmm

.............

BEEN

wwwwwww
wwwwwwwwwwwwwwwww




& (@] M ac
o = .

- e e S.T
Sl =5 a-
s 8 o2 ¢

= o - =

5 = & o E L o
b} w| o IS} ©, U-—
g o « Sl L %o+
- u 5235a
LA O8O

: N =3

& AN "

TYPE YEAR

[

ll
%”""’l"”’l’
/WWWMW”’/%’M&”deHNWM e S
Y - 0y Fy/%///////// ﬂm/ﬂﬂﬂ/q/ﬂﬂf NN
S ‘ -. - //7/«//.////

NS S5

s L""””lf“yﬂﬂ T

g

“ON 3714 J3dSNOQ$$$$
$$$$$$SINILASSSSS

NOISIAIQ NO9IS3d
“1°0°0 33SS3NN3L




TENNESSEE D.O.T.

DESIGN DIVISION

FILE NO.

$$$$SYTIMESS$$$6$

$$$$DGNSPEC

THE
LEXINGTON
SUBDIVISION

ARNOLD ENGINEERING
DEVELOPMENT CENTER

o WO

HUNT CREEK DAM

SHEET

TYPE YEAR PROJECT NO. NO.

2008g|

LEGEND

\ ”It OPTION 2
0 100 200 300
e e

STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Figure G.16.
The Lexington
Option 2




$$$$SYTIMESS$$$6$

$$$$DGNSPEC

B | T
| [ g
ME o
| IIII I IIII.
|
|
r
3
o
1
F m ] B
THE '-.\_.\.}
LEXINGTON
SUBDIVISION \\I\
I\
\ |
’ |
[

b ARNOLD ENGINEERING
DEVELOPMENT CENTER

i

.:l ﬂ TYPE | vEAR PROJECT NO. SHEET

2008g|

LEGEND

([]]]}  oprion 2

0 100 200 300
e e

STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Figure G.1T7.
.ﬁ The Lexington
Quad Map
Option 2




o)

N/

OOOOOOOOOO

EEEEE
NO.

LEGEND

EEEEEEEEEEEEEEE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPO

TTTTTTT

HHHHHHHH




EEEEE
OOOOOOOOOOOOO

:: / I[I""'i" "'J.':.f.' wVetfasdeyy /
i
] ,i,' ‘!//I

7

N e ',jj;//

&

!

/]
|/
N
| \i\ STATE 2F TEIN]INIiS EEEE
] i NN\
3 B TR Figure G.19.
éﬁ | N | ‘%\ rrrrrrrrr
:-E-J% \ GGGGGGG
23 AN Option 2
b4 N




EEEEE
ooooooooooooo

.
N

.
I
/

EEEEEE

EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

am gy

il
/ iy
//; w




EEEEE
RRRRRRRRRRRR

\/////I" TR
//////////,//{ﬁ My, »
/ Z”’//////////{’//////// s

0 100 200 300
e e

:2, ;;'77 ﬁﬁg}
1 25557 R
. ke

A' " ‘ , l /
A gl
" /n paesesconfuaiiud T 7 1 //“"'o%ﬂ:-y/({/(//{///////’/
o Tedllprpark T =r
i ' /‘ ’7 aaaaaaa





<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




