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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

A. Pur pose of Study

The purpose of this study is to determine the feasibility of providing access to US 25E
(State Route 32, Davy Crockett Parkway) in the vicinity of existing College Park Drivein
the City of Morristown, Hamblen County (see map).

This report will consider current and future needs of the area and analyze traffic
operational features for access points at this location. Estimated costs for the proposed
interchange will be prepared, functiona plans will be developed and preliminary
environmental concerns for the proposed project will be identified. The report also
documents the local stakeholder involvement throughout the planning process.

This route is a portion of the Appalachian Development Highway System and therefore
falls under the jurisdiction of the Appaachian Region Commission. The original
Appaachian Development Act of 1965 designated this portion of US 25E as an APD
route and proposed a grade-separated interchange in this area. Recent concerns of
increased development leading to a higher demand for direct access along the route,
along with requests from City officials, have prompted the Tennessee Department of
Transportation to study the proposed interchange location at this time.

B. Description of Project L ocation

The proposed interchange location is approximately 0.75+ miles south of the existing US
11E separation structure. This is the approximate location of the at-grade signalized
intersection of US 25E at College Park Drive. This location is approximately 4.4+ miles
north of the existing interchange with State Route 160.

US 25E is currently a four-lane, partially-controlled access facility with a depressed grass
median through the proposed interchange area. The typical roadway cross-section
contains four (4) 12' travel lanes, 6" inside shoulders, 10' outside shoulders, and a 60°
grass median inside of a variable width right-of-way. Separated turn lanes also exist for
three at-grade intersections in the area.

The proposed interchange location serves three major destinations within the Morristown
urban area: Walters State Community College, College Square Mall, and Crockett Square
Shopping Center. Other adjacent tracts of land are currently open and additional
commercia development is expected. No residential, recreational, or other land use areas
are directly impacted by the proposed interchange location.
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MAP
APD Route US 25E (SR 32)
Interchange Location at
College Park Drive and Environs
Morristown, Hamblen County




C. Relationship to Other Transportation | mprovement Plans & Classifications

Preliminary planning has been completed and design is currently underway for an
interchange modification between US 25E and Interstate 81 approximately 5.8+ miles
south of thislocation. In order to more completely establish full access control between I-
81 and State Route 34, future planning between these termini will establish three new or
improved grade separated interchanges.

The first, as mentioned, is currently under design and will improve loop radii at the
existing US 25E/1-81 interchange location.

The second, located approximately 1.83+ miles north of 1-81 in the vicinity of State
Route 343, will replace three at-grade intersections including two intersections with state
routes.

The third is the subject of the current study and will replace three at-grade intersections
and establish future access opportunities for further commercial development.

Because direct access along the segment of US 25E between 1-81 and College Park Drive
has been alowed, additional planning and considerable infrastructure improvement
would be required to eliminate all at grade access points. With the completion of the
above mentioned interchange studies, additional investigation may then proceed to
determine the feasibility of altering the access policy along this entire 6+ mile segment.

US 25E in the study area is classified as an urban mgjor arterial being located inside the
Morristown City Limits. College Park Drive is an urban collector, generaly providing
access to the Walters State Community College campus on the west side of US 25E and
the Crockett Square shopping center on the east side of US 25E. The other two at-grade
intersections within the study area are unnamed and unclassified and provide access to
the campus south of College Park Drive and the shopping center and College Square
regional mall north of College Park Drive.

The proposed interchange is not anticipated to cause the modification of any existing
classification. Rather, it will serve to redefine access to the adjacent developments and
allow higher quality, unimpeded movement along the major arterial route.

Other planning in this area may also impact this proposed interchange location. Large
open tracts of land (currently pasture) exist just north and just south of the shopping
center on the east side of US 25E. Discussions with local officials and developers have
indicated that future retail development in this area is likely and future travel demand
should be anticipated with any improvement. Planning of the proposed interchange has
been completed with consideration of the possible future development.



In addition to commercial land development, it is also expected that adjacent property
owned by Walters State Community College will undergo future land use changes.
Campus expansion on both sides of US 25E has been noted and the proposed interchange
developed to fit with the plans of the campus to the greatest extent possible.

Due to high speeds, multiple lanes, and partial access control along US 25E, no dedicated
pedestrian or bicycling features currently exist. No crosswalks or pedestrian signals are
present at any at grade crossing of US 25E. Current planning for Walters State
Community College indicates the need for an improved pedestrian connection between
the main campus on the west side of US 25E and other college-owned property
(including recreationa fields) on the east side of US 25E. As part of this study, such
connections have been investigated. Public transit in Morristown is limited to on-demand
service by the East Tennessee Human Resource Agency. Therefore, no fixed-route, fixed-
schedule transit will be affected. No additional transit facilities are being proposed.



CHAPTER 2

PRELIMINARY PLANNING DATA

A. Land Use

The proposed interchange is located inside the eastern City Limits of Morristown
(population 24,965) in Hamblen County. Land use in the immediate vicinity of the
interchange location is a mixture of institutional use, retail development, open
agricultural (pastureland), and scattered outlying residential development. Heavier
residential development exists west of the proposed interchange location. The three
affected stakeholders in the development of the proposed interchange are Walters State
Community College (6,000 students), Crockett Square Shopping Center (including a
Wal-Mart Supercenter), and College Square Mall (460,000 s.f.). Apart from these three
destinations, no other lands are accessible directly from US 25E at the proposed
interchange location.

Thompson Creek runs through the project area, a small portion of which has been
relocated to accommodate a driveway serving College Square Mall. This is primarily a
wet weather stream and crosses US 25E in a box culvert located approximately 0.27+
miles north of the intersection with College Park Drive.

Adjacent existing interchanges are located at State Route 160, approximately 1.88+ miles

south of College Park Drive and at State Route 34 (US 11E), approximately 0.75+ miles
north of College Park Drive.

B. Traffic Served

The Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT) furnished traffic data for this study
effort. Traffic provided for the existing system shows 2006 ADT volumes of 22,700 on
US 25E between College Park Drive and the SR 34 (US 11E) interchange. Design year
(2026) volumes on this section are expected to reach 36,200 vehicles per day. Traffic on
existing College Park Drive shows a daily volume of 3,800 vehicles in the base year
(2006) and 4,500 by the 2026 design year. Just north of College Park Drive, the
secondary access point to the shopping center is predicted to accommodate 4,300
vehicles daily in 2006, growing to 5,200 vehicles in 2026. South of College Park Drive,
the southern college access is expected to see base and design year daily volumes of
2,600 and 3,800 vehicles, respectively. Existing and projected traffic volumes are shown
on pages 7 and 8.

Because this proposed interchange is not expected to initiate major traffic growth or
significantly alter travel patterns within the Morristown area, large scale volume shifts
are not expected. Rather, reassgnment of turning movements representing those
motorists with destinations to the college, the shopping center, or the regional mall would
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be expected. Therefore, except for the standard growth rates applied generally to the City
of Morristown and environs, the Walters State Community College enrollments, and
anticipated further retail development within the interchange limits, forecasted traffic
volumes will likely not grow significantly with the construction of the proposed
interchange.

Major AM peak hour (7:15 — 8:15 AM) turning movements are the northbound left turn
into the south college entrance and the southbound right turn onto College Park Drive.
This is consistent with the expected travel patterns generated by a campus and the
relatively low amount of travel to/from retail areas during the morning peak.

Heavier volumes of traffic must be accommodated during the PM peak hour (4:30 — 5:30
PM). The most significant turning movements during this time are right turns from the
northern driveway to NB US 25E, left turns from SB US 25E into the northern driveway,
right turns from the northern driveway onto SB US 25E, and right turns from NB US 25E
onto College Park Drive. These movements, too, are consistent with travel patterns
generated by the major retail centersin this area.

Present and projected ADT volumes, along with Design Hour Volumes (DHV) are shown
in the Appendix.

C. Proposed | mprovement

From the technical analysis conducted for this study and from the input of loca
stakeholders, the resulting proposed interchange form may best be described as a split
single-point urban interchange (SPUI) with one-way frontage roads. At least ten other
interchange forms have been investigated with respect to safety, operationa efficiency,
mai ntenance/improvement of access to adjacent properties, impacts to these properties,
compatibility with future development, cost, and aesthetics. The proposed interchange
has been found to satisfy the objection of restructuring access in this area while limiting
detrimental impacts to adjacent properties.

Cross-streets at College Park Drive and at the northern driveway will remain as two-way
roads. Connecting these two cross-streets will be one-way frontage roads running parallel
to mainline US 25E. The terminal of these frontage roads will resemble one-half of a
SPUI with left-turning and through traffic being brought to a single signalized location.

To allow movement between mainline US 25E and the frontage roads and cross-streets,
ramps would be constructed on both sides of US 25E. On the west side of the mainline,
ramps would carry traffic to/from southbound US 25E. Northbound traffic would
enter/exit on the ramps east of the mainline. Off ramps will terminate and on ramps will
begin at a signalized intersection located roughly midway along the frontage road.
Signalization at these locations provides the safest movement and allows the ramps to
terminate without extra allowance for frontage road weaving movements.
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Other related considerations include:

1

To keep access ramps to and from the proposed cross-streets as compact as
possible within standards, a portion of mainline US 25E should be rebuilt to better
utilize the existing median. With construction of a median barrier to separate
opposing travel directions, al travel lanes on US 25E can be built from the center
out, creating a more compact roadway area while maintaining safety and capacity.
The rebuilding into the center of the mainline will extend atotal of approximately
2200'.

Because standard bridge runout lengths for elevated separation structures for
College Park Drive and the northern cross-street would have severe impacts on
the campus and one or more of the shopping center outparcels, it is proposed to
vary the elevation of mainline US 25E while maintaining the cross-street
elevations roughly as existing.

From points 1 and 2 above, the resulting portion of mainline US 25E would
accommodate 12" outside shoulders, 4 @ 12' travel lanes, and 11’ inside
shoulders including a concrete median barrier. Because the change in elevation of
the mainline will require retaining structures, reconstruction that would be
required for future potential widening through this area may prove infeasible.
Thus, it is proposed to allow a minimum 12" width on the outside of the shoulders
to accommodate potential future widening. While this allowance will not and is
not intended to add capacity to the roadway, it will contribute to the sustainable
design of the interchange.

Depression of the roadway would begin approximately at the location of the
southern college property limit and would remain depressed for approximately
1700, returning to grade approximately 300" north of existing College Park
Drive. Here, the mainline would remain elevated for approximately 1200° before
returning to grade just south of the ramps to/from the Morris Boulevard
interchange. Due to limited right-of-way and slope easement area, it is proposed
that retaining walls be constructed along the length of this portion of US 25E.
Entrance and exit ramps to and from US 25E would also require smaller lengths
of retaining structures.

All  ramps will be constructed to alow acceptable minimum
acceleration/deceleration distances. The distance between the southbound on-
ramp from Morris Boulevard and the southbound off-ramp at College Park Drive
is expected to be approximately 1600’. Between the northbound on-ramp from
College Park Drive and the northbound off-ramp at the SR 34 interchange, a
distance of roughly 1700 is expected. While adequate merging and diverging
distances are given between these ramps, weaving traffic flows have been
considered. It is proposed to add a single continuous auxiliary lane between the
proposed interchange and the ramps to/from Morris Boulevard on both the east
and west sides of the mainline.



6. Signalization will be required at four locations in this interchange. At the
southernmost intersection, a three-phase signa will allow southbound to
eastbound or northbound movement (o1), eastbound to northbound or through
movement (©2), and westbound through movement (©3). A similar configuration
would exist at the northernmost intersection. Along the frontage roads, a two-
phase signal would alow movement from the off ramp to the frontage road (91),
then from the frontage road to the on ramp or through the intersection (92). It is
anticipated that signal coordination could allow a vehicle to pass through three of
the four signals without being stopped. All right turns are separated from the
intersections and would operate on yield conditions.
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CHAPTER 3

ENGINEERING INVESTIGATIONS

A. Traffic Operations

An analysis was conducted to determine what impacts the proposed interchange would
have on the US 25E route and on the surface street network as a whole. The traffic
operation analyses contained in the appendix include basic multilane segments, ramps,
and ramp intersections with the proposed connector routes.

Existing Conditions (No-Build Analysis)

Without the proposed interchange, the analysis shows the existing mainline between the
College Park Drive intersection and the SR-34 (US 11E) interchange operating at a Level
of Service (LOS) “A” in the northbound lanes during the AM peak with base year (2006)
traffic. Service for these lanes drops to a LOS “B” during PM peaks. The southbound
lanes, through this same area, will operate at a LOS “B” during both peak periods in the
base year. Using projected design year (2026) traffic, these northbound and southbound
lanes are expected to operate at a LOS “C” during both AM and PM peaks.

The unsignalized intersection of the south college entrance and US 25E is expected to
operate at a minimum LOS “C” through the 2006 base year during both peaks and
through the AM peak of 2026. However, during the design year (2026) PM peak,
operation is likely to drop to a LOS “F’. This categorization is mainly due to left-turn
delays onto SB US 25E approaching one minute.

The currently signalized intersection with College Park Drive is expected to operate at a
LOS “B” during both peak periods through the 2006 base year. By 2026, the intersection
would be predicted to continue to operate acceptably with aLOS“C” in both peak times.

The unsignalized intersection with the northern access driveway is expected to operate at
a LOS “B” during AM peaks of 2006. A minimum LOS “E” would characterize one
approach of the intersection during PM peak hours. In 2026, AM hours would operate at
aLOS“C”, dropping to LOS “F” in the PM peak. At this intersection, large volumes of
right-turning vehicles cannot find ample gaps in the traffic stream along the mainline US
25E.

Proposed Conditions (Full-Build Analysis)

With the proposed interchange, mainline sections of US 25E are not expected to see
significant increases or decreases in traffic volumes. Therefore, mainline operations
would be expected to be characterized as stated above.
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With combination of all three at grade intersections into, effectively, one interchange
location operating with four signals, efficient operation of these signalized intersectionsis
crucial. Traffic analyses performed at these locations reveals an expectation of all
approaches to operate with a minimum LOS “B” during both peak periods through the
2026 design year. The magjority of ramps and weave areas within the proposed
interchange limits are expected to operate under minimum LOS “B” conditions. The
exceptions are the northbound and southbound on ramps. These ramps are expected to
operate with aLOS “C” through the peak periods of the 2026 design year.

To analyze the operation of adjacent on and off ramps of the existing interchange with
SR 34, merge and diverge analyses have been completed. Through both peak periods of
2006 and 2026, all ramps generally operate with a LOS “B”, none operating below a
minimum acceptable LOS “C”. Weaving movements between the proposed interchange
and the SR 34 interchange are not expected to drop below a LOS “B” through the 2026
design year.

The signalized intersections of the SR 34 interchange should not be significantly affected.
The northbound ramp intersection with SR 34 will likely operate with a LOS “B” during
both peak periods of 2006, and a LOS “C” in the PM peak period of 2026. The
intersection of the southbound ramps with SR 34 is expected to continue to operate in
both peak periods with a minimum LOS “B” into the design year 2026.

Traffic volumes and level of service analyses for both base year volumes (2006) and
design year volumes (2026) are presented in the Appendix.

B. Cost

The total estimated cost for the proposed interchange is $18,742,000 and is detailed on
Page 17 of this report. This total estimated cost includes $983,000 for right-of-way
acquisition, $307,000 for utility relocations, $15,358,000 for construction, and
$2,094,000 for preliminary engineering. Worksheets used in developing these cost
estimates are contained in the Appendix of this report.

C. Environmental Concerns

The area in the vicinity of the interchange consists of primarily institutional and
commercia uses with some undeveloped (pasture and wooded) property. No residences
or businesses are expected to be acquired for the construction of the proposed
interchange. No National Register listed properties or other cultural resource areas were
identified during preliminary reviews. One small stream, Thompson Creek, will be
affected by construction of the proposed alternative and will require proper permitting.
Special considerations may be necessary to minimize impacts to this stream.
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D. Access Analysis

This study has been undertaken in accordance with the Federal Highway
Administration’s (FHWA) policy for granting new or modified APD route access and
conforms to the Administration’s analysis of interchange justification on the Interstate
system. The FHWA policy, as described in FHWA Docket No. 89-23, “Additional
Interchanges to the Interstate System” (Federal Register 55, No. 204, October 22, 1990),
is provided in the following paragraphs along with comments for consideration. In these
paragraphs and for purposes of this study only, references to the Interstate System have
been replaced with the Appalachian Development Highway System.

It isin the national interest to maintain the [ Appalachian Devel opment Highway]
System to provide the highest level of service in terms of safety and mobility.
Adequate control of accessis critical to providing such service. Therefore, new
or revised access points to the existing [ Appal achian Development Highway]
Systemwill be considered for approval only if:

1. The existing interchanges and/or local roads and streets in the corridor
can neither provide the necessary access nor be improved to satisfactorily
accommodate the design year traffic demands while at the same time providing
the access intended by the proposal.

The City of Morristown is agrowing city located approximately 6.5+ miles north
of Interstate 81 in Hamblen County. The City has a certified population of
24,965. Primary movement between the Morristown urban area and Interstate 81
is along the US 25E corridor. Also, three of the City’s largest trip generators are
located within the proposed interchange limits.

Current access in this area is provided by signalized and unsignalized at-grade
intersections. Traffic analysis has shown that additional capacity and/or additional
signalization is needed within this area. The purpose of this interchange is to
maintain the mobility integrity of US 25E while providing efficient access to
adjacent properties.

Implementation of this proposed roadway project will provide improved
transportation access and, as is the function of Appalachian Development Routes,
enhance continued development of business and industry within this area of
Morristown and Hamblen County.

2. All reasonable alternatives for design options, location and transportation
system management type improvements (such as ramp metering, mass transit, and
HOV facilities) have been assessed and provided for if currently justified, or
provisions are included for accommodating such facilities if a future need is
identified.
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Due to the limited amount of undeveloped land in this area, only one interchange
location has been investigated. However, through preliminary analysis of the
proposed interchange, ten distinct interchange alternative configurations were
considered. These alternates were reviewed and evaluated in field investigations
and meetings with representatives from TDOT’ s Planning, Design, and Structures
Divisions as well as affected local stakeholders (see Chapter 4). Officials from
FHWA'’s Tennessee Division Office have also been involved in the aternative
selection.

Public transit services are currently available only on a demand-response basis in
the Morristown area through the East Tennessee Human Resource Agency. HOV
facilities are not applicable or warranted through this area of US 25E.

3. The proposed access point does not have a significant adverse impact on
the safety and operation of the [Appalachian Development Highway] facility
based on analysis of current and future traffic. The operational analysis for
existing conditions shall, particularly in urbanized areas, include an analysis of
sections of [Appalachian Development Highway] to and including at least the
first adjacent existing or proposed interchange on either side. Crossroads and
other roads and streets shall be included in the analysis to the extent necessary to
assure their ability to collect and distribute traffic to and from the interchange
with new or revised access points.

As stated earlier, the maor purpose of this study is to provide an interchange
proposal which will allow the removal of specific at-grade intersections along US
25E. Additionally, this proposal will continue to serve existing and future
commercia development in this part of Hamblen County without compromising
the operation of US 25E in the addition of signalized intersections.

An operational analysis of current and future traffic was made for sections of the
APD route, all ramps, and ramp termini within the limits of the interchange area.
The adjacent existing interchange (State Route 160) south of the proposed site is
approximately 1.9+ miles south and outside the influence of weaving or
operational effects of the proposed interchange. The adjacent interchange north
of the proposed site is State Route 34 which is located 0.75+ miles north.
Auxiliary lanes are proposed on both sides of US 25E between this and the
proposed interchange. Analysis of the weaving movements between these two
interchanges reveals expected minimum weaving levels of service of “B” through
the 2026 design year.

4, The proposed access connects to a public road only and will provide for
all turning movements. Less than “ full interchanges’ for special purpose access
for transit vehicles, for HOV's or into park and ride lots may be considered on a
case-by-case basis. The proposed access will be designed to meet or exceed
current standards for Federal-Aid projects on the [Appalachian Development
Highway] system.
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The proposed interchange has been described as a split single-point type
interchange with one-way frontage roads and will provide for al traffic
movements. The recommended interchange design will meet or exceed all
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)
criteria. The northernmost cross-street will be maintained as a public road but will
terminate into private roads at its eastern and western ends. Future development in
the area will likely extend the limits of this roadway to access additional adjacent
properties.

5. The proposal considers and is consistent with local and regional land use
and transportation plans. Prior to final approval, all requests for new or revised
access must be consistent with the metropolitan and/or statewide transportation
plan, as appropriate, the applicable provisions of 23 CFR part 450 and the
transportation conformity requirements of 40 CFR parts 51 and 93.

The recently formed Lakeway Area Metropolitan Planning Organization has not
yet formed a Long Range Transportation Plan for the Morristown Area. Upon its
formulation, the proposed interchange should be included. The proposed
interchange is consistent with the Statewide Transportation Plan. The proposal
has also been developed in partnership with multiple local officials and fits with
local planning objectives.

6. In areas where the potential exists for future multiple interchange
additions all requests for new or revised access are supported by a
comprehensive [Appalachian Development Highway] network study with
recommendations that address all proposed and desired access within the context
of along term plan.

Implementation of the interchange at College Park Drive will place four APD
route interchanges within a distance of approximately 2.75 miles. No additional
interchanges are either planned or proposed for this portion of APD route US 25E.
One additional interchange location is currently under review, however. This
interchange would also attempt to limit at-grade access to the mainline route, but
is located approximately 4.2 miles south of the currently proposed location.

Additional study of the Appalachian Development Highway route has been
proposed south to Interstate 81. The aim of this study would be investigation of
complete access control along this portion of US 25E. Due to the relatively high
number of at-grade intersections with public roads and private driveways,
however, a comprehensive study of the route’s travel patterns and access needs
would be required.

7. The request for a new or revised access generated by new or expanded
development demonstrates appropriate coordination between the development
and related or otherwise required transportation system improvements.
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The primary objectives of the proposed interchange are to provide safe and
adequate mainline access for existing traffic volumes and those likely to be
generated through normal growth of adjacent land uses. Also, the proposed
interchange will provide improved access to an area that is targeted for future
expansion and development by the City. The interchange facility proposed in this
study will meet these objectives.

8. The request for new or revised access contains information relative to the
planning requirements and the status of the environmental processing of the
proposal.

Construction of the proposed interchange scheme would not require the
acquisition of any residences or businesses. Acquisition of small amounts of land
now held by a community college would be required. Construction is not
expected to impact any environmentally sensitive areas, but will necessitate
crossing a USGS-identified blue-line stream.
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COST DATA SHEET

Project Total

PROJECT: College Park Drive at US 25E Interchange

LENGTH: CROSS-SECTION:

Right-of-Way

Land, Improvements and Damages (4.78£ ACIES)...c.cviuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieii e aeeiann
INCIAENTAIS (L2 TrACTS) . uuiuiiiiitiiie ettt e e e e e e e aeae e
Relocation Payments: (0O RESIAENCES) . iuiiiiiiiiiiiei e

(0 Business)
(0 Non-Profits )

TOTAL RIGHT-OF-WAY COST ..ottt

Utility Relocation

ReIMBDUISADIE. ...
NON-REIMDUISADIE. ... e
TOTAL ADJUSTMENT COST . ittt ettt
Construction

Clearing and GrUbDING. ... oo
BartnWOrK. ... e
Pavement REMOVAL. .. .. ... e
Drainage (Includes Erosion Control)........ccooviiiiiiiiiii e
S U C U S, ettt et ettt e et
Railroad Crossing 0r SeParation........c.coviueiriiii e
L= VT o
RetainiNg W allS. ..o
Maintenance Of TraffiC...... ..o
10 157 01|
Y= =T L1 4o TP
o o [ 1114 TP
IS Lo 1 11 o P
SIGNAHZATION L.
B
GUATAIAIL .t e ettt
Rip Rap 0Or SIope ProteCtion......c..ivuiiiiic e
Other Construction EMS (8.5%0) ... iuuiur i
MOBIIZATION. .. ettt
10% Engineering and CoNtiNgENCIES. . ..cuuviuiiiiiiii e
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST . itiiiiiiieiiei et
Preliminary ENQGIiNEering (15%0)......iuiiniiiiiieiieie et e e e e e a e e anas
TOTAL PROJECT COS T ittt ettt e

$937,000.00
$46,000.00

983,000.00

$8,000.00
$299,000.00

307,000.00

$55,000.00
$1,886,000.00
$11,000.00
$1,006,000.00
$2,275,000.00
$2,351,000.00
$4,063,000.00
$51,000.00
$12,000.00
$11,000.00
$78,000.00
$32,000.00
$400,000.00
$21,000.00
$111,000.00
$1,050,000.00
$549,000.00
1,396,000.00

15,358,000.00

$2,094,000.00

$18,742,000.00



CHAPTER 4

PLANNING PARTNERSHIPSWITH LOCAL STAKEHOLDERS

A. Affected Organizations/| ndividuals

Because this interchange location lies in the midst of and serves traffic bound for three
major destinations, TDOT with the consulting firm of Neel-Schaffer, Inc. sought
partnership and input from those ingtitutions listed below:

Walters State Community College

Tennessee Board of Regents

CBL and Associates (owners of College Square Mall)

Holrob Investments, LLC (owners of Crockett Square shopping center outparcels)
Certified Properties, LLC (lease-holder for Crockett Square outparcels)
Wal-Mart Stores, Inc.

City of Morristown Engineering Department

City of Morristown Planning Department

City of Morristown, Office of the Mayor

City of Morristown, Office of the City Administrator

Lakeway Area Metropolitan Transportation Planning Organization
Morristown Chamber of Commerce

Morristown Industrial Board

Office of Tennessee State Senate, District One

Office of Tennessee State Representative, District Ten

Drawings, documents, and information were also shared with the Morristown Citizen-
Tribune newspaper for publication.

In the development of all alternatives, TDOT and the consultant worked with officials

from the Federal Highway Administration. FHWA served to guide acceptable design of
the interchange layout and provide information regarding construction funding.

B. Stakeholder M eetings

In order to gather information from and distribute information to affected local groups
concerning the interchange planning process, a series of three meetings was held. Each
progressive session was designed to narrow in scope as alternate layouts were introduced
and evaluated. Other meetings by telephone were also participated in by TDOT and/or
the consultant at which individual stakeholders discussed specific issues faced at their
location with respect to the interchange proposal. A chronologica listing of maor
communications between TDOT and local stakeholders is provided below:
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May 9, 2003: TDOT received endorsement of the interchange project from the Mayor of
Morristown and chairman of the Lakeway Area MPO.

May 23, 2003: Correspondence from Walters State provided campus long-range planning
information.

July 1, 2003: Stakeholder Meeting #1. The purpose of the project along with the role of
the APD route was established. Presentation of preliminary interchange schemes initiated
participation from local groups.

July 2, 2003: Citizen-Tribune article detailed events of first stakeholder meeting. City
approval of the access-control was documented.

July 3, 2003: Comments from the Lakeway Area MPO detailed the interchange's
possible relation to other planning initiatives.

August 4, 2003: Correspondence from CBL proposed an alternate interchange
configuration. Impacts of this proposal to the campus were found to be prohibitive.

August 12, 2003: Citizen-Tribune article detailed an aternative interchange proposal.
August 20, 2003: Conference call with leaders of Walters State detailed concerns of
campus in having interchange location at current WSCC entrance. Additional long-range

campus plans were received.

August 29, 2003: Citizen-Tribune article presented an aternative proposal, detailing
approval by Walters State.

August 29, 2003: Telephone discussion with CBL official detailed mall’s concerns with
an alternative proposal.

September 3, 2003: Telephone discussion with Morristown engineer answered guestions
about an dternative proposa and prompted further investigation of a northern
mall/shopping center connection.

September 26, 2003:. Stakeholder Meeting #2. New aternatives based on input were
presented.

September 27, 2003: Citizen-Tribune article discussed impacts to retall developments
east of US 25E stemming from an alternative proposal .

December 11, 2003: a TDOT-sponsored “Public information and input session” was held
at Walters State. Information concerning the project purpose and progress was presented.
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December 12, 2003: the Morristown city engineer provided an alternative interchange
proposal. Due to insufficient weaving distances and vertical ramp grades, this proposal
was deemed inadequate.

December 14, 2003: Citizen-Tribune article detailed events of public meeting and city-
sponsored alternative proposal.

January 12, 2004: Stakeholder Meeting #3. Information was given detailing the design
deficiencies of the city proposal. The current proposed alternative was presented with
those in attendance favoring it.

In addition to the meetings, summaries and drawings presented at the meetings were
distributed to a 32-person list via e-mail. This correspondence allowed those unable to
attend meetings to be kept informed of the planning progress and allowed an avenue for
guestions or concerns to be communicated.

C. Public M eeting

A valuable component of this planning process, Morristown residents were invited to
attend an advertised “public information and input session” on the Walters State campus.
As part of the public meeting, TDOT and the consultant presented the background and
purpose of the study as well as progress made. An alternative proposal was shown and
explained. Comments were received in writing and orally by means of a court reporter.
This meeting was held on December 11, 2003 and comments received by TDOT for
approximately two weeks thereafter.

D. Selection of Alternate

The purpose of al the public and stakeholder involvement was to solicit feedback from
and assistance in formulating workable interchange configurations. Because of the
potential impacts to adjacent lands in construction, detailed knowledge of the current and
expected future land uses was needed. By bringing the most affected and interested
parties together, the needs of this area were better understood prior to developing the
interchange to serve it. Then, throughout the process, thislocal group was used to critique
and modify the proposal where appropriate.
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CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The preceding study was conducted to evaluate current and future traffic operations on
Appaachian Development Route US 25E within the proposed interchange area and
determine the effects of modified and more structured access to US 25E at this location.
Existing US 25E is currently a four-lane divided highway with partial access control but
having three at-grade intersections within the proposed interchange limits. With
continued development in this area these at-grade intersections will be operating at an
unacceptable level of service and/or requiring signalization in the near future. In order to
protect the mobility integrity of the APD route and increase the safety of this location, it
has been proposed to implement the interchange here originally proposed by the
Appaachian Development Act of 1965.

Through the anaysis of no less than ten distinct interchange configurations and in
partnership of affected local stakeholders, the proposed interchange configuration and
location has been shown to be the most desirable. All proposed intersections, ramps,
weaving areas, and mainline sections have been shown to significantly improve
operations in both AM and PM peak periods through the 2026 design year.

The analysis indicates that the proposed split single-point interchange with one-way

frontage roads at the recommended location is in conformity with transportation plans of
the area and will meet established objectives of the study.
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State reveals 25E interchange plans

By:, From Staff Reports July 62, 2002

¥ News

: Morristown community leaders got their
Top Stories first glimpse of the proposed traffic
Schoot . "
Closingsischedules | iNterchange on Highway 25E Tuesday.
Agricutture
AP News
Archives

Automolive

Business
Church News Road consultant Rick Hammond
] outlined Highway 25E traffic
Columnisis interchange options at a meeting
I Tuesday at Walters State

di |
Ediloria Community College with
Education Marristown community leaders.

Entertainment

Features The interchange would eliminate the lone traffic light on the theroughfare in

Health and Medicine | Liambien County and create a single access point to Walters State Community

National News College, College
Lifestyles Square Mall and the Wal-Mart dominated Crocket! Square.
Obituaries

Tennessee Depariment of Transporiation officials unveiled their proposals at
WSCC Tuesday afternoon. Those in attendance included officials from the
State Government | rottage, College Square Mall, Crockett Square and the Morristown Area

Senior Living

Technology Chamber of Commerce.
TV Listings
Weather Perhaps not surprisingly, the option favored by a majority of the affected parties

is the most expensive.
¥ Garfield Coloring

contest The most-favored plan calls for raising the elevation of Highway 25E in front of e
¥ Sports the college to a sufficient height to install two underpasses, or smait tunnels,
 Sports Wire! beneath the roadway.
¥ Civil War Courier 5

The two underpasses would link Crockett Square to both the mall and WSCC.
b Business
Directory "We would want to sit down and review what we've seen here foday before we
» View Display Ads | commented on particuiar options, but {the elevated-highway) option was of
interest o us," said Mike Kaufman, general manager of College Square Mail.

| * Career
Opportunities

Mail officiais openly expressed displeasure when the city of Morristown elected
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to limit access between the mall and Crockelt Square.

Funding for the project - $5 million initially - comes through the Appalachian
Regional Commission. Additional funding could be available through the ARC if
$5 million is not enough to complete the project, a TROT official said.

Morristown City Administrator Jim Crumley says city staff member likely will
“tweak” TDOT's raised-road proposal. The TDOT plan calls for a "flyway”
bridge from an aceess road on the east side of Highway 25E back onto the
highway.

Crumley says he favors nixing the fiyway onto the northbound lane, and instead
direct fraffic onto Thompson Creek Road. This would both eliminate a costly
bridge and open up property north of Crockett Square Mall to commercial
development.

Some of the propesais presented Tuesday would require taking significant
amounts of WSCC-owned property.

" think the city's interest is fo see that we continue to have a full access road
that takes care of our commercial developers and improves traffic flow through
and inte Marristown,” said Morristown Mayor Gary R. Johnson, "We want
pecpie to be able to get here as easily as they can.

s going 1o be a balancing act of trving 1o do both of
those things.”
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Plan to aid 25E traffic proposed

By: ROBERT MOORE, Tribune Staff Writer August 12, 2003

A trip back to the drawing board produced
a redesigned road-improvement plan for
Highway 25E near Walters State Community
College in Morristown.

After receiving input from
the three principat
stakeholders, stals
transportation officlals
redesigned proposed
changes to Highway 25E
near Walters State
Communtty College. The
design depicted above is
not final.

The goal is to facilitate traffic flow on Highway 25E and increase accessibility to
the college, College Square Mall and Crockett Square, the Wai-Mart dominated
shopping center east of the thoroughfare, offictals say.

Most or all of the options would eliminate the traffic
fight between the college and Crockett Square.

Ron Baker, a roadway specialist with the Tennessee Department of
Transportation, emphasizes nobody has made a final decision on road design.
TDOT plans to conduct a public hearing on different options "in the near future,”
Baker said Monday. Baker says it's far too early to estimate when construction
could begin or when the roadway will be complete.

The latest redesign is a modification of an initial proposal that found favor with
the college, both shopping centers and city officials.
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The broad framework remains the same, but engineers added one key access
road and nixed others,

The new plan calls for raising the elevation of Highway 25E
a sufficient height o install two underpasses, or small funnels, beneath the
roadway.

The two underpasses would link Crockett Square with both the coliege and
matl.

Road-design engineer Jeff Hammond estimates the roadbed would rise by
approximately 23 feet.

Entrance and exit ramps near the Highway 25E-College Park Drive would
provide access to the northbound and southbound janes of Highway 25E.

Perhaps the biggest addition in the highway redesign is a roadway linking
Cotlege Square Mall and the College Park Drive intersection. The recentiy
reieased proposal shows the new access road traveling across property owned
by Walters State,

The principal entrance from College Park Drive to Crockett Square would be
southeast of the gasoline station, according to the proposal.

The new design also includes a pedestrian walkway between the WSCC
College Center and the baseball field, on the southernmost portion of the
Campus.

Possibly the largest downsizing modification of the most recent proposails
waould be the elimination of a bridged on—ramp calied a "flyway," linking Crockett
Square and the northbound lanes of Highway 25F.

After seeing the flyway proposal, city officials essentially dismissed the idea as
cost-prohibitive and unnecessary.

Another traffic-flow modification in the new plan involves the southern entry
point to Crockeft Square.

Currently traffic siphons onto the property via the frontage road or directly onto
the Wal-Mart parking ot

The new propasal calls for directing all traffic on the south end of Crockett
Square onto the frontage road.

The underpass linking WSCC and Crockett Square would be for moforized
vehicles only, according to Hammond.

Hammond says the underpass linking College Square Mall and Crockett
Square would be able to accommodate foot traffic.

The initial completion date mentioned was 2008,
CBL & Associates Properties inc., Coliege Square Mall's parent company,
wants a solution to its traffic-flow concerns before 2008, according o Mike

Kaufinan, mall manager.

For several months, College Square Mall lobbied for 5 fraffic light between the
mall and Crockett Square.
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Until the entire Highway 25E road-improvement project is complete, College
Square stilt wants a traffic light, according to Kaufman.

_ : "Over the past six months, we have spoken at length with the ¢ity council and
N?‘E«HAQ? fgg' | the mayor-elect, lobbying for those efforts and generating some support within
= the council,” Kaufman said. "We feel we've got some pretty solid support there.

Kaufman says CBL & Associates is working closely with Holrob Investments,
the company in charge of Crockett Square development "o build support with
our neighbor.”

"We feel that due fo the convoluted intersection between us that the safety
factor is an issue also ... We feel that signalization of that intersection wouid
alleviate traffic concerns that currently exist,” Kaufman said.

A Holrob Investments representative could not be reached for comment.

Baker says TDOT doesn't currently have an official position on the interim
{raffic fight.

"It really hasn't been addressed at this point,” Baker said. "You can't say if's a
possibitity unless it's been
addressed.”
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BY ROBERT MOORE
Tribame Staff Writer

The Tennessee Department of Transporta-
tion's fatest design proposal for road
improvements near Walters State Community
College scores points with the coliege.

The draft proposal would mnave the tunne]
Hnkdng WSCC with Crockent Sguare to a
potat weil north of current buildings, creating

. a new sntrance for the coilege.

“I like fhe changes they made” W3ICC
President Dr. Jaek Campbeil said Thursday.
“f think we can work with this proposal””

Highway 15E traffic bound for College
Square Mall would aceess the property
through a roundabowt and roadway systzm on
property currently owned by WSCC,

. The tuunel Hinkgng the northesn portion of
Crockett Square with College Square Mall
remains in the latest proposal.

Mike Kaufman, College Square Mall
‘manager, said this moming the'mall’s parent
company, CBL &'Assotiaes Properties, has-

n'1 yet developed a position op TIXOT's jatest

. design scheme. - .

Holrob-Investments, the Knoxville-based
company developing Crockett Square, dawld
not be reached for comment.

The revised road plan is pat final, TDOT

“plans to conduct & public heasivg in Mormis-
town some time 18 October, but the date has
not been determined, aceording to Campbell.

Camphell crpresséd strong reservations
about a previous TDOT plan that would have
amptied hendreds of vehicles per day nedr
the main college campus. : .

The college president says He still Has
sofhe issues ke plams to raise’ with TDOT
before construcrion, begins.

Baoth plas cali for raising Highway 25

approximately 25 feet, a height sufficient to
eonstruct tunnels under the roadway, Both
plans also elimipate the traffic light between
WSCC and Crockett Square.

nder the new proposal, traffic cowing to
Crockett Square wonld enter the property at a
ST intersection onto the current three-lane
actess road. .

Moving the interchange north of the cam-
pus would shorten the distance between the

ramps entering and exiting Momis Bovlevard. .

- %o compensate for this, TDOT. proposes
building two auxiliary Janes between the
interchange and the Morris Beulevard
Famps.
The anxiliary lanes would allow traffic to
enter and exit Highway 25E more easily.
. A pedestrian walkway across Highway
25E on the south side of the WSCC campus
would provide anotlier avenue for foot iraffic.
Both proposals included the pedestrian
wallkway. : :

This represents the latest Tennessee Depatbment of Transportatlon rSpos-
- af far the interchange linking Walters State Community College,
_ Square and College Square Mall: The plan Is not final. -

raised portlon 'of roadway
‘n"xe'w access roads

To8d crossings, livo tnnels

- and ohe pedestrian bridge

an-pf-ramps

auxtliaty lanes "tg and from’
var .

{ Morris Bouleval

TDOT right-otivay

ockett

Morristown
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Road plan hits bump

By: ROBERT MQORE, Tribune Staff Writer September 27, 2003

The generally cordial debate about the proposed new
interchange on Highway 25E near Walters State Community

significant new commercial development in the area.

Witliam 'Chin’ Slagle, owner of Knoxville-based Certified Properiies LLC - one
of the two companies developing the Wal-Mart-dominated Crockett Square sife
- says curreni plans would rob him of high-doliar real estate. :

State fransportation officials propose building an interchange that would include
a five-iane roadway linking Walters State to Crockett Square,

The five-lane roadway would bisect one or more frontage lots on Highway 25E
in front of Wal-Mari, according 1o Slagle.

The latest proposal would move the interchange approximately 700 feet north
of the current Walters State main entrance,

The proposal also would maintain a Highway 25E entrance for Coltege Square
Mall.

both Walters State and College Square Mall.

"I'm all for compromise, and everybody in our organization is all for making this
work for the benefit of everyone,” Slagle said. "I've heard this word
‘compromise,” but | don't think there’s been anybody giving more than what we
have,

"I den't think there's been a lot of compromise,” Slagle added. " think it's &
great word and it's a good caich word to throw out, but it seems like things are
pretty well set, regardless of what Wal-Mart or anyone else thinks.”

Johnny Graves, a representative of the Tennessee Department of y
‘Transportation planning office, says all proposals are tentalive at this point. a&

"We will not make a decision on how to move forward untit we resolve all these
issues,” Graves said during a meeting in Strawberry Plains Friday.

L aVia NiaYeavTelal
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In raising objections to the latest TDOT proposal, Slagle mentioned plans exist
for an "additional 100,000 square feet of retail space” on the 16 acres of land
south of Crockett Square,

Slagle indicated he has letfers of intent for retailers to locate on the 16 acres
but fears the proposed interchange could jeopardize tentative agreements.
"Quite frankly, if {the refaiters) catch wind of this, 'm quite cerfain most of them
will not commit at this point in time," Slagle said.

He declined to comment publicly about the possible new retailers.

The developer also added the proposed access restriction could violate access-
related provisions with existing tenants, and hinted at legal action ¥ the state
decides to move forward with its latest plan.

"I our tenants vacate, we've got mortgage payments to meet, things of that
nature,” Slagle said. "If we incur those types of damages because of being
thrown into default of our leases, then we've got to look somewhere for
damages.”
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Complete Morristown offers new plan for 25E
Archives
By: Robert Moore, Tribune Staff Writer December 13, 2003
[Hews The city of Morristown recently pitched a radicaily different
o Stores plan to Tennessee Department of Transportation officials
ClosingsiSchedules | Involving improvements to Highway 25E near Walfers State
Agricuiture - Community College.
AP News
Archives The city-proposed plan varies significantly in at least three ways from the plan
Autometive outlined by TDOT officials at a public hearing at the college Thursday,
Business according io Bryan Fowler, Morristown city engineer.
Cherch N
— C;m ) e Both plans call for raising the roadway approximately 25 feet and installing
fumnists access roads underneath, but the city plan has only one tunnel linking the Wal-
Edttorial Mart-dominated Crockett Square and properties on the west side of Highway
Education 25E, according to Fowler.

Ertertainment
Fealures

The tunnel under the raised thoroughfare would be at the current intersection of

Health and Medicine College Park Drive and Highway 25E.

National News The most-favored propasal being considered by TDOT up until last week calls

Lifestyles for two tunnels benegth the roadway.
Obituaries
One tunnel propased by TDOT would run from north of the WSCC parking lots
and bisect the Crockeit Square frontage lot, a plan that drew opposition from
Holrob Associates, the Knoxville-based development company selling and

Senior Living
State Govemment

Technalogy - leasing the frontage lofs.

TV Listings

Weather The second TDOT-proposed tunnel would link the north entrance of Crockett
¥ Lakeway Ticket %qu?re wazth College Square Mall. The proposed city design would eliminate
ox Office is tunnel.
* Sports The city plan also includes another link between East Morris Boulevard and
¥ Sports Wirel Crockett Square.

# Civil War Courier

The city engineer says the plan is to extend the westernmost East Morris
Boulevard entrance io College Square Mall - at Haun Drive - through property
south of the mall,

¥ Business
Directory

¥ View Display Ads

b Career
iOpportunities

The city-proposed roadway would intersect with the lone roadway and tunnel
linking WSGC with Crockett Square.

Page 1 of3




Citizen Tribune

¥ Classifieds

P Commnity Links

# Community News

P Consumer Guide

¥ Festivals &
[Events

B Regional Travel

¥ Info-Connech

¥ Lakeway
Publishers Inc.

¥ Lifestyles Wire

¥ Local Internet
IACCess

¥ Medical Directory

¥ Morristown Radio

¥ Online Bookstore

¥ Our Mewspaper

# Parade Magazine

¢ PARADE
MAGAZIMNE
CLASSROOM

b Personal Finance

¥ Photo Memaories

b Smoky Mountain
IMarketplacce

¥ Subscribe

¥ Tennessee
Smokies Baseball

P Tennessee State
INews

¥ Administrative

¥ Fun and Games

Page 2 of 3

Fowler says he envisions a divided "four-lane, boulevard-type” connector
between East Morrfs Boulevard and the Highway 25E tunnel {o Crockett
Square,

Fowler says the plan surfaced foliowing consuliations between city officials and
representatives of the college and College Square Mall's parent company, CBL
Associates Properties,

“We feel like it would be in the best interest of evervone,” Fowier said. "t wouid
have the least impact ot Walters State, and would allow thern do to things that
work better for them ... it's a win-win situation for everyone.”

The precise path of the connector south of the mall has not been determined,
according to Fowler,

Fowler presented the city's latest proposal to TDOT officials following
Thursday's public meeting.

The Appalachian Regional Commission allocated §5 million for the highway
improvements,

The $5 million is for construction on Highway 25E, and would not pay for the
city-proposed connecting boulevard between the mali and college, according to
Fowler.

The city engineer says money for this project would have to come from a
"partnership” between the city, college and mall.

" Jim Hammond, a TDOT engineer, says the depariment will consider ali viable

pfans. \

The project likely will not be et for bid before late 2007 or early 2008, according
to Hammand, who did not offer a prediction on how long construction would

- take.
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COST ESTIMATE WORKSHEETS



COST DATA SHEET

Project Total

PROJECT: College Park Drive at US 25E Interchange

LENGTH: CROSS-SECTION:

Right-of-Way

Land, Improvements and Damages (4.782 ACIES)....cc.uueiieeiieriiiinieeeeeiiiiiseeeeeaaiinaeeans
FaTelTo L=Tg) o= L ESR (2 I = (o £ PSSO P
Relocation Payments: (0 RESIAENCES)...uuiiiiiieeiii e

(0 Business)
(0 Non-Profits )
TOTAL RIGHT-OF-WAY COST ..ttt e e e e e eeeanien e

Utility Relocation
REIMBUISADIE. .. ... e
NON-REIMBUISADIE. ... ..o e
TOTAL ADJUSTMENT COST .ouiiiiiiii et

Construction
Clearing and GrubbinNg..........uuiiiiiii e e e
EarthwWOrK. ... oo
Pavement REMOVAL. ... ...
Drainage (Includes Erosion CONtrol)........ccuuuiiiiiiiiiiieeiis e
] 1 0 (1 (0 =T PPN

10 1o | P P
Y=o 11 o TR PSP
Yo o [ 11 o TR PSP
L T 1 11T PN
T |01 1] T
SIGNALIZALION .ouiiii e

Rip Rap or SIOpe ProteCLION.......cccviiiiiii e e
Other Construction IHEMS (8.5%0)......uuiiiiii i e s
[0] o 11 F72= 11 o o DO ST UPPTTR

10% Engineering and CoNtiNgENCIES..........uuiiiiiiiiiiiiieeieee e e e e,

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST ....ouiiiiiiieiiii e

Preliminary ENGIiNEEring (L5%0)......iceuuuuiiieiiieetieie e et e e e e e et e e et e e e e e e e eaa e e eaaeeaeaens

TOTAL PROJECT COST ...

$937,000.00
$46,000.00

983,000.00

$8,000.00
$299,000.00

307,000.00

$55,000.00
$1,886,000.00
$11,000.00
$1,006,000.00
$2,275,000.00
$2,351,000.00
$4,063,000.00
$51,000.00
$12,000.00
$11,000.00
$78,000.00
$32,000.00

$400,000.00
$21,000.00
$111,000.00
$1,050,000.00
$549,000.00
1,396,000.00

15,358,000.00

$2,094,000.00

$18.742,000.00



UTILITY COST ESTIMATE WORKSHEET

ROUTE: 25E ALTERNATE SECTION
(Off) | (On) Reimb. [Non-Reimb.| TOTAL
ROW | ROW (Off RIW) | (On R/W)
Electric
Two Phase 0 0 poles @ $1,400 $0 $0 $0
Three Phase 0 17 poles @ $1,800 $0 $30,600 $30,600
Luminaires 0 32 poles @ $2,200 $0 $70,400 $70,400
Transformer 0 5 @ $1,000 $0 $5,000 $5,000
TVA Lines 0 0 | tw/poles @ | $60,000 $0 $0 $0
Telephone
Owned 0 0 poles @ $1,000 $0 $0 $0
Shared 0 17 poles @ $600 $0 $10,200 $10,200
Service Drop | O 0 poles @ $900 $0 $0 $0
Underground
Direct Bury 0 0 feet @ $7 $0 $0 $0
In Conduit 0 0 feet @ $15 $0 $0 $0
Closures 0 0 @ $150 $0 $0 $0
Terminals 0 0 @ $250 $0 $0 $0
Manholes 0 0 @ $2,500 $0 $0 $0
AT&T Toll Cable 0 0 feet @ $50 $0 $0 $0
Water
2" 0 0 feet @ $5 $0 $0 $0
4" 0 0 feet @ $7 $0 $0 $0
6" 0 0 feet @ $10 $0 $0 $0
16" 0 |410 feet @ $30 $0 $123,000 | $123,000
Hydrants 0 0 @ $500 $0 $0 $0
Meters 0 0 @ $400 $0 $0 $0
Sanitary Sewer
6" 0 0 feet @ $14 $0 $0 $0
8" 0 0 feet @ $22 $0 $0 $0
12" 0 0 feet @ $32 $0 $0 $0
Manholes 0 0 @ $1,000 $0 $0 $0
Natural Gas
2" 0 0 feet @ $8 $0 $0 $0
4" 0 0 feet @ $10 $0 $0 $0
6" 400 0 feet @ $17 $6,800 $0 $6,800
Valves/Tap 0 0 @ $600 $0 $0 $0
Pipelines (Petroleum)
12" 0 0 feet @ $250 $0 $0 $0
Cable TV
Owned 0 0 poles @ $1,000 $0 $0 $0
Shared 0 17 poles @ $600 $0 $10,200 $10,200
Total Estimated Cost $6,800 $249,400 | $256,000
Per TDOT ROW Division, 20% increases = $8,000 $299,000 | $307,000




ADVANCE PLANNING REPORT

RIGHT-OF-WAY COST ESTIMATE WORKSHEET

|Route No.: US 25E County: Hamblen From: To:
Project No. Land Required Improvements Taken |Damages Total Incidentals Residential Relocations Bus. & Farm Reloc. |Total ROW
Sections | Tracts Acres Cost Number Cost Cost Cost Cost Houses Cost Trailers| Cost Number Cost Cost

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
All 12 4.78 $526,000 $20,000 | $781,000 [ $38,000 $0 $0 $0 $819,000

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Per TDOT ROW, increase total estimate by 20%

$0 $937,200 [ $45,600 $0 $0 $0 $983,000

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Land Cost [$110,000 |/ ACRE

Incidentals $3,200 / Tract




TRAFFIC COUNTSAND PROJECTIONS
EXISTING AND PROPOSED CONDITIONS
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TRAFFIC ANALYSES
(OUTPUT FILESFROM HCS 2000, VERSION 4.1D)



SUMMARY OF CAPACITY ANALYSES

PROPOSED INTERSECTIONS

Average Delay (sec.) / Level of Service

Intersection Condition (;r(r)?]f'(frlgl P-I;al:ri]:d Year Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound OI\_/gr;lll
LT Thru RT LT Thru RT LT Thru RT LT Thru RT

Frontage @ College . . ) i i ] ] ] ] ] ] ) ] ]
Park Dr (South) Proposed | Signalized | AM Peak | 2003 N/A
Frontage @ College . . ) i i ] ] ] ] ] ] ) ) )
Park Dr (South) Proposed | Signalized | PM Peak | 2003 N/A
Frontage @ College . ) ) i i i
Park Dr (South) Proposed | Signalized | AM Peak | 2006 11 10 B 20 B 11 11 B B
Frontage @ College . ) ) i i i
Park Dr (South) Proposed | Signalized | PM Peak | 2006 11 10 B 19 B 11 15 B B
Frontage @ College . ) ) i i i
Park Dr (South) Proposed | Signalized | AM Peak | 2026 11 10 B 20 B 12 11 B B
Frontage @ College . ) ) i i i
Park Dr (South) Proposed | Signalized | PM Peak | 2026 11 10 B 20 B 11 18 B B
Frontage @ NB . )
Ramps (East) Proposed | Signalized | AM Peak | 2003 N/A
Frontage @ NB . )
Ramps (East) Proposed | Signalized | PM Peak | 2003 N/A
Frontage @ NB Proposed | Signalized |AM Peak | 2006 | 17 -] - - -] - 10 0| A - - B
Ramps (East)
Frontage @ NB Proposed | Signalized | PM Peak | 2006 | 13 -] - - -] - 13 13| B - - B
Ramps (East)
Frontage @ NB Proposed | Signalized |AM Peak | 2026 | 17 - - - 14 14| B - - B
Ramps (East)
Frontage @ NB Proposed | Signalized | PM Peak | 2026 | 12 -] - - -] - 19 19| B - - B
Ramps (East)
Frontage @ Retail . )
Dr (North) Proposed | Signalized | AM Peak | 2003 N/A
Frontage @ Retail . )
Dr (North) Proposed | Signalized | PM Peak | 2003 N/A
Frontage @ Retall | pnoseqd | signalized |AM Peak | 2006 | - 19| B 11 10| B 10 13| B - - B
Dr (North)
Frontage @ Retail . )
Dr (North) Proposed | Signalized | PM Peak | 2006 19 B 12 10 B 10 11 B B
Frontage @ Retall | 0004 | signalized | AM Peak | 2026 | - 19| 8B 11 0|8 10 15| B ; A B
Dr (North)
Frontage @ Retail . .
Dr (North) Proposed | Signalized | PM Peak | 2026 19 B 13 10 B 10 12 B B
Frontage @ SB . .
Ramps (West) Proposed | Signalized | AM Peak | 2003 N/A
Frontage @ SB . .
Ramps (West) Proposed | Signalized | PM Peak | 2003 N/A
Frontage @ SB . )
Ramps (West) Proposed | Signalized | AM Peak | 2006 11 14 14 B B
Frontage @ SB . )
Ramps (West) Proposed | Signalized | PM Peak | 2006 13 17 17 B B
Frontage @ SB . )
Ramps (West) Proposed | Signalized | AM Peak | 2026 14 14 14 B B
Frontage @ SB . )
Ramps (West) Proposed | Signalized | PM Peak | 2026 19 19 19 B B




MAINLINE ANALYSES
EXISTING AND PROPOSED CONDITIONS

{OUTPUT FILES FROM HCS 2000, VERSION 4.1d)



MULTILANE HIGHWAYS WORKSHEET(Dir 1) Page 1 of 2

MULTILANE HIGHWAYS WORKSHEET(Direction 1)

s | / A ] fcation Impas g
Z b onlion S e G wih 0 ot g — Operationat (105} FFS. B,y L
@ |z it B PR T s et Design (1) FFS, 105, %, H
g T, £ < i o
L5 o 7 - = . Desig o) FES, LGOS M %
8 15 wit| pr ) P S : |
& T I A R Planping 05} FFE, M, AADT 3
o Rl & - - 3 = . u
Ew Y % e ot Flaaming BN FFS, LOS, RALT H
& i @é‘?%t oG ﬁﬁ?}" : ﬁgﬁi— &wgﬁﬁ‘? | Planning G FES. LOS, B ¥
i & 500 T T F7 LS
Fhover e ipofhiing
General Information Site Information
Analyst I Highway/Direction to Travel LS 25E, SR 32
Agency or Company From/To COLLEGE PARK DR/ St
Date Parformed 8/7/2003 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK - NO BUILD Analysis Year 2006
Project Description
i Oper L.0S) I Des. (N} " Plan. fvp)
Fiow Inputs
Volume, V {veh/h) 08 Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.90
AADT(veh/h) %Trucks and Buses, P, 8
Peak-Hour Prop of AADT (veh/d) %RVs, Py i)
Paak-Hour Direction Prop, D General Terrain: Rodling
DDHY {vehit) Grade  Length (mi} 0.60
Driver Type Adjustment 1.0G Up/Down % 0.00
Number of Lanes pi

ICalculate Flow Adjustments

f, 1.00 Ex 20
E; 25 fy 0.843
Speed inputs Calc Speed Adj and FFS
LW

Total Laterat Clearence, LG () 12.0 i (k)
Access Points, A (A/mi) ] e .

_ fy (mifh
Median Type, M .

m

FES (measured) 0.0 (i)
Base Free-Flow Speed, BFFS FFS (mifh) 50.0
Operaticns Design
Operationai (LOS) Design (N)
me"“ Rate, v, {pc/hfin) 44 Required Number of Lanes, N
Speed, S {mi/h} 50.0 Flow Rate, v, (pe/)
B {pe/mifing 8.8 Max Service Fiow Rate (po/hin}
LOS A Design LGS

file://C\Documents%20and%20Settings\ihammond\Local%20Settings\Temp\u2k23 tmp 2/10/2004



MULTILANE HIGHWAYS WORKSHEET(Dir 1} Page 1 of 2

MULTILANE HIGHWAYS WORKSHEET(Direction 1)
‘% E i E s A " | o dication ingast ¥
| Lk L oot - - Operational (165} FES, v, L
< o B 4 gL EA U My e Design (4} FFS, LOS, v, H
7 50 ;@gﬁ’rgf -7 e v Design fvg) FFS, LOS, N ¥
4 S o - i . | Plannisg 1L0S) FFS, N, AADT L
§ P e e | Plaing 89 FFS, LOS, AADF N
ié; 343 ﬁge?f @:g}’ '&@?& ﬁﬁ.,r ﬁﬁﬁ\ﬁ@‘ Fhanning (i FF5. L0 H %
270 400 B 200 =) G 240
Fhov: Rate lpefhie)
General information Site Information
Analyst JH Highway/Direction fo Travel US 25E, SR 32
Ageney or Company From/To COLLEGE PARKDR /&1
Date Performed 8712003 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Analysis Time Period PM PEAK - NG BUILD Analysis Year 2006
Project Description
% Oper (LOS) I Des. (N) I Plan. {vp)
Fiow Inputs
Volume, ¥ {vah/h) 1194 Peak-Hour Factor, PHF £.90
AADT{veh/h} %Trucks and Buses, P 8
Pesk-Hour Prop of AADT {veh/d) %RVs, Pp {
Peak-Hour Direction Prop, [ General Terrain: Rofling
DDHY (weh/h} Grade  length (mi} .60
Driver Type Adjustment 1.00 Up/Down % 0.00
Number of Lanes 2
Calculate Flow Adjustments
f 1.00 Ex 2.0
E 25 o 0.893
Speed Inputs Calc Speed Adj and FFS
Lane Width, LW (f} 12.9 £, (mifh)
Total Lateral Clearance, LC (/) 129 i.o (mi)
Access Points, A {Ami) 0 .
- f, (miftey
Median Typs, M —
FFS (measured) 50.0 w (i)
Base Free-Flow Speed, BFFS FFS (mih) 50.0
Operations Design
Operational (LOS5) Design (N}
Fiow Rate, % {po/hfin} 742 Required Number of Lanes, N
Speed, S (mifh} 500 Flow Rate, v, (pch)
D (po/mifin) 1438 Max Service Flow Rate (po/hfin)
LOS B Design LOS

file://C:\Documents%20and%208ettings\thammond\Locai%20Settings\Temp\w2k29 tmp 2/16/2004



MULTILANE HIGHWAYS WORKSHEET(Dir 1) Page | of 2
MULTILANE HIGHWAYS WORKSHEET(Direction 1)
% kit y - s
% ! ¢ o o = fipplization ot g
‘% i Fromfion Sooed » 08 (_,»f - I . of S & Operatiotiol fLi%) FES 1, ¥ i
b m; ry o ‘m . "
2 — :wl ~ — e ] ::‘:;» ﬁe?ggﬂ {H FFS.L08, vy H
& 5 ¥ i e e o Design {ig) FFS.LOS.H #
2 Bud) i i o i Planning (LOS FFS, M, AADT 1
& TR . semving (LOSH %, i,
2 j; S W N e I = Phnning 08 FES, LGS, AADT f
5 S & e ee® Planning (i) FFS.L0S, 1 %
z 0 A 803 mn T Pt ZH
Flow R {pevio
General Information Site information
Analyst I Highway/Direction to Travel US 25E, SR 32
Agency of Company From/To COLLEGE PARK DR/ 8F
Date Performed 8/7/2003 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Analysis Time Pariod AM PEAK - NO BUILD Analysis Year 2026
Project Descrintion
B OperL0S) [ Des. () [ Plan. (wp)
Fiow Inputs
Volume, ¥ (veh/h} 1308 Paak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.90
AADT(vehih) %Trucks and Buses, Py 8
Peak-Hour Prop of AADT (veh/d) %RVs, Py 1}
Peak-Hour Direction Frop, D General Terain: Roliing
DDHVY {veh/h) Grade  Length {mi} 6.0
Driver Type Adjustment 1.00 Up/Down % .00
Numbsr of Lanes 2
Calculate Flow Adjustments '
i 1.00 Eq 20
E 25 fy 0.883
Speed Inputs Calc Speed Adj and FF3
Lane Width, LW (ff) 120 £, (i)
Total Lateral Clearence, LC {ft) 120 f o imi
) ) ¢ (mifh}
Access Points, A (Afmi o )
. i, (mifh)
Median Type, M "
FFS (measured) 50.0 fn (i)
Base Free-Flow Speed, BEFS FFS (mifh) 560
Operations Design
[Oparational (LOS) Desion (N}
Flow Rate, v, (peiin) 813 Required Number of Lanes, N
Speed, S {(mifh) 500 Flow Rate, v, {pe/h)
D (pe/mifin} 163 Max Service Flow Rate {pc/h/in}
LOS B Design LOS
file://C:\Documents¥20and%20Settings\thammond\Local%208ettings\Temp\u2k2F tmp 2/10/2004



MULTILANE HIGHWAYS WORKSHEET(Dir 1}

Page | of 2

MULTH.ANE HIGHWAYS WORKSHEET(Direction 1}

Flow Rate, v, (pc/niin} 1167
Speed, S {mi/hj 5(.6
O {pefmilng 23.3
LOS "

=T Py = »” ol P
= ¢ . o e \pplication Input. [
g Fioe-Fow Sped » REaid 0 e i o Dperational 185 EES B, v L
% # i ' _;-{ " s S F i r ¥y
5 - 'ﬁ sl ! i e »—«w_*r_:_qwh:? ﬂ%i@ﬁ fre FFS 105, ¥ H
T S e 7 — g e Lo Design fn FFS5, 1035, B ¥
j &5 il 5 o ; S L ‘
g | e e il W Pluing 105} FFSNAMT L
3 EA T B £ - R T I v . _
E s %‘gy(w X s g Flarmning §9 FFS, LOS, 88T M
,‘ o s | o % o H ¥ G B
. S & ﬁg“& ST g Planning fir} FFS.205. 0 %
z 6 A B 100 L 0 2E0
Fhow e e
General Information Site Information
Analyst JH Highway/Dirsction to Travel S 25E, SR 32
Agency or Company Fromi/To COLLEGE PARK DR / St
Date Performed 8/7/2003 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Analysis Time Period PM PEAK - NO BUILD Analysis Year 2026
Project Descripfion
i Oper.{LO3) [ Des, (W) [~ Plan. (v
Flow Inputs
Volume, ¥ (veh/h) 1877 Peak-Hour Factor, PHE (.90
AADT{vehh) %Trucks and Buses, P 8
Peak-Hour Prop of AADT {veh/d) %RVs, Pp, 0
Peak-Hour Direction Prop, D . (seneral Tarmain: Roliing
DOHV (veh/h) Grade  Length {mi} 0.00
Diiver Typs Adjustment 1.00 UpiDown % 0.00
Number of Lanes 2
Caiculate Flow Adjusiments
f 1.00 Eq 2.0
E; 2.5 Sy 0.893
Speed Inputs Calc Speed Adj and FF3
lfane Width, ZW ) 1&.’21{} £, (mim)
Total Lateral Clearence, LC (&) 12.0 f.c (mif)
Access Points, A (Almi} g .
. f,, (mifh}
| edian Type, M ¢ i
| EFS (measured) 50.0 u (i)
Base Free-Flow Speed, BFFS FES {mitk) 500
Operations Design
Operational (LOS}) Design (N}

Reauirad Number of Lanes, N
Flow Rate, v, {pcih)

fax Sepvice Flow Rate (pe/h/in)
Dasign LOS
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UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTION ANALYSES
EXISTING CONDITIONS

(OUTPUT FILES FROM HCS 2000, VERSION 4.1d}



Two-Way Stop Control

Page I of 2

TWC-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

iGeneral Information

Site Information

Analyst J4H Intersection S. Campus & US 25K
Agency/Co. : Hurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Date Performed 713112063 Analysis Year 2006
Analysis Time Period Al PEAK - NG BUILD
Froject Description
East/\West Street: 8. CAMPUS DRIVE North/South Street:  US 25E
ntersection Orientation:  North-South Study Period (hrs):  0.25
ehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Major Street Naorthbound Southbound
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 &
L T R L T R
nolume 183 838 0 0 727 118
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.20 .80 0.90 0,90 (.90 .90
Hourty Flow Rate, HFR 203 228 0 0 807 151
Farcent Heavy Vehicles & — - 0 - —
Median Type Undivided
RT Channelized 0 O
[anes 7 2 0 0 2 1
Configuration L T T R
Upstream Signal { 3]
ﬁMinor Street Wastbound . Eastbound
fMovement 7 8 ] 10 11 12
L T 33 L T R
olume 4] 4 2 o o 19
Peal-Hour Factor, PHE .60 .90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 0 g O ] g 21
Percent Haavy Vehicles g o o 2 & 8
Percent Grade (%) 0 a
Fiared Approach N N
Storage 0 o
RT Channelized 0 0
Lanes 0 4] o 1] o 1
Configuration R
Delay, Gueue Length, and fevei of Service ]
Approach NB 8B Westbound Eastbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
.ang Configuration £ B
y (vph) 203 21
C (m) {vph) 590 580
vic 0.29 0.04
i95% queue length 1.23 0.11
Control Delay 12.4 11.4
LOS 2 B
iApproach Delay - - 11.4
Approach LOS - - B
Rights Reserved
Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Verston 4,1d
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Two-Way Stop Controf Page 1 of 2

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

iGeneral Information Site information

Analyst JH Intersection S. Campus & US 25E
Agency/Co. ‘ urisdiction MORRISTOWN

Date Performed ari3112003 Anatysis Year 2006

Analysis Time Period Pid PEAK - NO BUILD
Project Description

East/West Street: 5. CAMPUS DRIVE MNorth/South Street: S 256
Intersection Qrientation:  North-South Study Period (hrs): 0.25

ehicie Yolumes and Adjusiments
Major Street Northbound Southbound
Movement 1 2 4 5 8
T i T R
olume 57 1086 0 1121 31
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0. (3.90 .90 0.90
Hourty Flow Rate, HFR 83 1217 [ 1245 34
Parcent Heavy Vehicles 8 - &
iiedian Type Undivided
RT Channelized
Lanes 1 2 4 0 7 1
Configuration L T T R
Lipstream Signal 5 1 0O
iMinor Street Westhound Easthound
iMovement 7 8 10 11 12

R T T R

olume o g 0 o 88

Peak-Hour Factar, PHF 0.90 .90 0. 0.90 0.80

0

0

A

Ll ROy Ll
)

'
i

o
o

Dl
-

Hourly Flow Fate, HFR 108

fy urd 9701 R
L]
o
(o]
Lo ]

0

Percent Heavy Vehicles O
Percent Grade (%) I
N

a

iFlared Approach
Storage

R T Channelized O &
Lanes a & 0 o
Configuration - R

&
[
&
A
)

o
-t

—- pem

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Approach NB SB Westbound Eastbound
iMovement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
_ane Configuration L R
v (vph) 63 108
C {m) (voh} 507 418
e Q.12 0.26
95% queue Jength 0.42 1.03
Controf Delay 13.1 1687
LOS B C
Approach Delay - - 16.7
Approach LOS ‘ - - o

Rights Reserved

Copyright € 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d
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Two-Way Stop Control Page 1 of 2

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

iGeneral Information Site Information

Analyst JH Intersection 5. Campus & US 25E
Agency/Co. . Lurisdiction MORRISTOWN

Date Performed Q713112003 Analysis Year 2026

Anatysis Time Period AM PEAK - NO BUILD
Project Description

East/West Street:  S. CAMPUS DRIVE North/Sauth Strest:  US 25
intersection Orientation:  Nerth-South Study Period (hrs):  0.25

Vehicle Volumes and Adiustments
Major Street Northbound Southbound
Movement 1 2 4 5 4]
L T L T [
olume 271 . 1475 g 1301 175
Peak-Haur Factor, PHE 0.90 0,90 0. 9 0.90 (.90
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 301 1638 o 1445 104
Percent Heavy Vehicles 8 - - ) -- -
Iedian Type Undivided
RT Channslized
i anes i 2
‘Configuration T
Upstream Signal 14
ﬂMinor Street Westhound Eastbound
Mavement 7 3 10 11 i2
L T T R
Volume [ & 4 4] 28
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.80 0,80 0.90 (.90 0.50 0.90

4]

0

i

Y

Dl
>

o

ey =]

D~k

i
=

Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 31

L Eon ) 00 f]
©

0

Percent Heavy Vehicles [
Percent Grade (%} 0
N

¢

Fiared Approach
Storage

RT Channelized a
ianes &
Configuration R

in e e

olzioiojo

<
fn]
<
fw]
-

Delay, fiueue Length, and Level of Service
Approach NB SB Westhound Eastbhound
IMovement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
I ane Configuration L R

F {vpky) 301 31
C {m) {vph} 365 356
fe 0.82 0.09
95% queue length 7.35 0.28
Contrel Delay 47.8 16.1
.0S E <
Approach Delay - - 16.1

Approach OS5 - - c

Rights Reserved

Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d
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Two-Way Stop Control Page 1 0f 2

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

eneral Information Site Information

Analyst JH intersection S. Campus & US 25E
Sgency/Go. Lurisdiction MORRISTOWN

Date Performed 0713112003 Analysis Year 2026

Analysis Time Period PM PEAK - NO BUILD
Project Description

Cast/West Street:  S. CAMPUS DRIVE Norh/South Sireel;  US 25
lintersection Orientation: North-South Study Period {hrs).  0.25

Eﬁehicie Volumes and Adjustments
Bdajor Street Marthbound Southbound

Movement 1 2 3 4 5 G
b T R L T R

olume o0 1987 i 0 1862 4G
Paak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.94 .90 0.80 0.80 0.90 0.90
o 4]

1]

Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 106 2207 2068 54
Percent Heavy Vehicles & - -
Median Type Undivided
RT Channelized g
Lanes i 2 0 0 2

Configuration T T R

Upstream Signal 4] 0

iMinor Sireet Waesthound Fasthound

Movement 2 9 10 11 12
T R L T |24
Y] g O 155
.80 0.80 0.80 2,90
0
0

o

e

volume
iPeok-Hour Factor, PHF .
Hourly Fiow Rate, HFR
Percent Heavy Vehicles G
Percent Grade £%) [
Fiared Approach N
Storage o
RT Channelized & ¢
Lanes o
:Configuration R

= it b

172

olojele
olr |~
o
i
=

0
¢
Q
N
a

<
f]
<
o
ok

Deiay, Queue Length, and Level of S;Nice
pproach NB 58 Westbound Easthound

ovement 1 4 7 8 9 16 11 12
|ane Configuration L R
{vph} 100 172
G {m} {vph} 233 219
lc 0.43 .79
95% queus length 2.01 561
Control Delay 316 53.4
LOS D F
Approach Delay - - §3.4
iApproach LOS - - F

Rights Reserved

Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d
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Two-Way Stop Control

Page 1 of 2

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY
General information Site Information
iAnalyst JH Intersection Drive & US 25E
Agency/Co. Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Date Performed Q73112003 Analysis Year 2006
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK - NO BUILD
Project Description
EastWes! Streel: NORTHERN DRIVE North/South Street: LS 26€
intersection Orientation:  North-Sauth Study Period (hrs). 0.25
ehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Major Streat Northbound Southbound
Movement 1 2 3 4 o g
L T R L T R
Nolume 56 850 3 98 871 70
Peaak-Hour Factor, PHF .90 2.90 0.80 Q.80 0.90 .90
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 82 722 3 108 967 77
Percent Heavy Vehicles 8 - e 8 - -
edian Type Lindivided
T Channelized O 0
Lanes 7 2 1 il 2 1
Configuration L T T R
Upstrearn Signal o 0
Minor Street Westbound o Eastbound ]
IMovement 7 8 g 10 19 12
L T H L T R
clume g { 86 4] O 38
Pegk-Hour Factor, PHF 0.80 0.90 0.80 .80 0.90 .90
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 0 a0 95 a 0 42
Parcent Heavy Vehicles a 0 8 2 ¢ 8
Percent Grade (%) Q a
Fiared Approach N N
Storage 0 0
RT Channelized G
l.anes 0 { 1 0 g i
Configuration R R
Delay,-hueue Lengﬁ? and Level of Se-fﬁce B
Approach NB SB Westhound Eastbound
IMovement 1 4 7 5 9 10 14 12
|.ane Configuration L L R R
v {vph) 82 108 85 42
(C (m) (vph) 627 835 619 513
e 0.10 .13 015 .08
95% gueue length 0.33 0.44 0.54 0.27
Control Delay 11.4 10.0 11.9 12.6
LOS B A B B
Approach Delay - - 11.9 12.6
Approach LOS - - B 8
Rights Reserved
Copyright © 2003 University of Flerida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d
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Two-Way Stop Control Page 1 of 2

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY
iGeneral Information Site Information
Analyst JH Intersection Drive & US 25E
Agency/Co. Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Date Performed 07131/2063 Analysis Year 2006
Analysis Time Petiod Fid PEAK - NO BUILD
Project Description
Fast/West Streel:  NORTHERN DRIVE MNorth/South Street: 1S 26E
intersection Orientation:  North-South Study Period {(hrs): 0.25
shicle Volumes and Adjustmentis
Major Street Northbound Southbound
iMovement 1 2 3 4 5 8
L. T R L. T R
olume 1340 1049 15 322 1036 35
Poak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.80 G.90 0.90 .80 0.90 (.90
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 144 165 16 357 1157 38
Parcent Heavy Vehicles 8 - - 8 e --
Median Type Undivided
RT Channelized g
Lansas 7 2 1 1 2 1
Configuration L T R T R
Lipsiream Signal 0 0
dMiner Streat Westbound Eastbound ]
BMovement 7 ] B 10 11 12
L T R L T R
olume 0 4] 334 0 o 187
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.90 0.80 0.90 (.80 (.80 0.80
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR a g 371 o i 218
iPercent Heavy Vehicles o ] & 2 o 8
Porcent Grade (%) o G
Flared Approach N N
Storage a a
RT Channelized 0 0
Lanes 0 0 7 0 & 1
Configuration R R
Delay, Gueue Length, and Level of Service N ~
IApproach NB SB Westbound Eastbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 G 10 i1 12
i_ane Configuration L L R R
v (vph) 144 357 377 218
C {rn) {vph} 550 554 442 446
ie 0.28 0.64 0.84 .49
95% queue length 1.04 4.58 8.16 2.63
Controf Delay 13.9 22.6 43.2 20.5
LOS B c E C
Approach Delay - -- 43.2 20.5
Approach LOS - - E C
Rights Reserved
Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, Afl Rights Reserved Version 4.1d
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Two-Way Stop Control Page 1 of 2

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY
IGeneral Information Site Information
Analyst JH intersection Drive & US 256
Agency/Co. L durisdiction MORRISTOWN
Date Performed 0713112603 Analysis Year 2026
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK - NC BUILD
Frolect Description
East/\West Street: NORTHERN DRIVE North/South Streel: US 25E
Intersection Orientation:  Noerh-South - {Study Period {(hrs): 0.28
ehicle Yolumes and Adjusiments
ajor Straet Northbound Southbound
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 5]
L T R L T R
Wolume 62 1242 4 119 1537 85
Paak-Hour Factor, PHF 0,50 0.90 0.80 0.90 .90 0.90
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 68 1380 4 132 1707 94
Parceni Heavy Vehicles 8 - - 8 - -
Median Type Undivided
RT Channelized o 0
Lanes 1 2 1 7 2 i
Configuration L T R L T R
Lipstream Signal 4] [
Minor Street Westhound Eastbound
IMovement 7 2 a 10 i1 12
L T R L T R
B olume 0 o 108 a o 45
Peal-Hour Factor, PHF .90 .80 0.20 0.90 0.80 (.90
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 0 ] 120 2 0 50
Percent Heavy Vehicles ] 2 ) 2 0 8
Percent Grade {%) 0 0
Flared Approach N N
Storage g o
RT Channelized [ o
Lanes & & ¥ 4] 0 1
Configuration R R
Delay, Queue Length as;:i Level of Servige B -
Approach NB SB Westbound Eastbound
hMovement 1 4 7 8 8 10 11 12
fLane Configuration L L R R
{vph} &8 132 120 50
C {m) {vph) 314 461 374 290
/G 0.22 0.28 0.32 017
35% queue length 0.81 717 1.36 0.6%
Control Delay 19.5 15.9 19.1 20.0
LOS C C c C
iApproach Delay - - 19.7 20.0
iApproach LOS — - 9 c
Rights Reserved
Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d
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Two-Way Stop Control

Page 1 of 2

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY
(General information Site Information
nalyst JH ntersection Drive & US 26E
gencyfCo. Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Date Performed 07/3112003 Analysis Year 20286
Analysis Time Period PM PEAK - NO BUILD
Project Description
Eact/West Street;  NORTHERN DRIVE North/South Street:  US 25F
Intersection Orientation:  North-South Study Period {hrs): G.25
ehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Major Street Northbound Southbound
IMovement 1 2 3 4 5 6
L T ad L T R
olume 153 1758 19 393 1615 47
Paak-Hour Factor, PHE 3.90 (.90 0.60 0.90 0.90 6,60
Hourly Flow Rale, HFR 170 1953 21 436 1794 45
Percent Heavy Vehicles 8 — - ] - -
Median Type Undivided
RT Channelized 9] a
Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 )
Configuration 7 R T R
Uipstream Signal Q 0
Minor Stroet Waestbound Easthound
[Mavement 7 3 g 10 11 12
i T R i T R
Volume 0 Y 407 O Q 242
Paak-Hour Factor, PHF 0,90 0.90 0.90 .80 .90 0.90
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 0 [ 452 4 0 268
Parcent Heavy Vehicles & 0 8 2 o 8
Percent Grade (%) 0 0
Flared Approach N N
Storage ¢ g
RT Channelized o 0
Lanes Q 0 1 ¢ 0 1
Configuration R R
Delay, Gueue Length, and Lavel of Service
Approach NB SB Westbound Eastbound
iMovement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
L.ane Configuration L L 24 R
{vph) 170 436 452 268
C {m) (vph} 303 268 240 271
vie 0.56 1.63 1.88 0,99
95% gueve length 3.2% 27.06 31.83 9.84
Conirol Delay 31.1 331.9 447.3 g92.7
LOS D F F F
Approach Delay - - 447.3 92.7
Approach LOS - - F F
Righis Reserved
Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d
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SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION ANALYSES
EXISTING CONDITIONS

(OUTPUT FILES FROM HCS 2000, VERSION 4.1d}



Detailed Report

Page 1 of 2

HCS2000™ DETAILED REPORT

General Information Site Information
Analyst JH Intersection g‘ggege Park Drive & US
Agency or Co.
Area Type Alf other areas
Date Performed 07/37/2003 o
) . Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Time Period  AM PEAK - NO BUILD Analysis Year 2006
Project ID
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH BT LT { TH § RT LT TH | RT LT ™ RT
Number of lanes, N1 2 1 e 2 1 ? i 2 1 1 2 f
Lane group L TR L T R L I o4 L T R
Volume, ¥ {vph} 13 5 8 53 31 ] 62 1690 | 84 18 1784 L7110
% Heavy vehicles, %HY | 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Peak-hour factor, PHF  logz 1002 1092 {o.92 {0.92 {092 loez log2 0.92 10,92 10,82 §0.92
Pretimed (P) or actuated
A) A A A A A A A A A A
Start-up lost time, |, 20 20 20 120 120 20 (20 (20 {20 (20 |20
Exiension of effective
green, & 20 1238 20 120 120 (20 (20 (20 {20 120 lao
Arrival type, AT 3 3 3 3 3 3 K} 3 3 3 3
Unit extension, UE 20 130 30 130 |30 (30 130 130 §30 130 |30
Filtering/metering, | 1.000 §1.000 1.000 [7.000 §1.000 (1.000 171,000 {1.000 11.000 {1.000 1.000
Initial unmet demand, Q, | 0.0 0.0 00 100 (00 0.0 (00 [00 (00 [00 [0.0
Ped / Bike / RTOR
olumes 4] o 0 o g 0 0 ] G Iy
Lane widlh 2.0 {12.0 12.0 (120 §12.0 (120 (120 {120 {120 {120 (120
Parking f Grade / Parking | N 0 N N s] N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking maneuvers, Nm
Buses stopping, Mg ¢ 1] & 0 4] & 0 o a o o
Min. time for pedestrians,
GP
Phasing WB Only J EW Perm 03 04 Excl Left { NS Perm o7 08
o G=43 {G= 117 iG= G= G= 22 1G= 234 |G= G=
Timing
Y= 4 Y= 4 ¥ = Y= Y= 4 Y= 4 Y= Y =
Duration of Analysis, T = 0.25 Cycle Length, C= 57.6
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination
EB wB NB oB
LY TH RT ! LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Adjusted flow rate, v | 14 14 58 34 7 67 750 91 16 852 1120
Lane group capacity,
o 434 1342 677 1647 1643 240 (1438 1643 1279 11438 1322
0.03 10.04 0.09 1005 jo.01 (028 (052 {014 (0.06 [0.59 1037
file://C\Documents®20and%20Settings\jhammond\Local %208ettings\Temp\s2k42. tmp 2/10/2004



Detailed Report Page 2 of 2

v/e ratio, A

Total green ratio, g/C {0.20 10.20 035 [0.35 {041 [0.57 (0471 (041 |0.57 1047 {0.20
Uniform defay, d, 184 1184 2.6 11258 1102 {83 12.6 108 7.7 (134 188
Progression factor,

e 1.000 11.000 1,000 {1.000 11.000 1.000 (1.000 [1.000 [1.000 [1.000 11.000
Delay calibratiors, k. f0.77 §0.77 o1f 1041 jef1 jotr 1043 ot 011 o018 o1t
incremental delay, d, | 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 g.0 0.6 0.3 0.1 0.1 o7 0.7
initial queue delay, d,

Control detay 18.4 |18.5 127 1125 (102 (9.0 132 {109 |78 (140 (205
Lane group LOS B & B B & A B B A B C
Approach delay 18.6 12.5 12.7 14.7
Approach LOS B B B8 B
Intersection delay 13.7 X =051 Intersection LOS B

HOS2000™ Copyright € 2000 University of Fiorida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d
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Detaifed Report Page 1 of 2
HCS82000" DETAILED REPORT
General Information Site Informaition
Analyst JH Intersection gggege Park Drive & US
Agency or Ca.
Date Performed 07/31/2603 G\rga dTytPe ﬁgggg?.’g‘;&!
Time Period  PM PEAK - NO BUILD UMISGICHON
Analysis Year 2006
Project ID
Volume and Timing Input
EB WEB NB SB
LT TH P RTHI LT {TH § RT LT TH § RT LT TH & RT
Number of lanes, N3 2 0 Z 1 ¥ 2 1 7 2 1
t.ane group L TR L T R L T R L T R
Volume, ¥ (vph} 48 15 6 1178 | 13 74 T4 1072 {165 (100 (7096 | 37
% Heavy vehicles, %HV 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Peak-tiour factor, PHF 0.892 10.92 1082 §0.92 10.92 1092 {0.92 |0.82 (082 0.2 (092 1092
Pretimed (P) or actuaied
A) A A A A A A A A A
Start-up lost time, 1, 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of effective
areen, e 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2O 2.0 2.0 2.0
Arrival type, AT 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit extension, UE 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0
Fittering/metering, | 1.600 [1.000 1.000 11.000 [1.000 $4.000 11.000 [1.000 11.000 11.000 (1.000
initial unmet demand, Qb .0 0.0 0.¢ a.0 0.0 0.0 Q.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.G
Ped f Bike/ RTOR
olumes 0 0 {0 o fo jo {0 Lo 0
Lane width 12.0 {12.0 120 (120 1120 1120 (120 120 (12.0 120 120
Parking / Grade f Parking{ N M N 0 N N 0 N N 1] N
Parking maneuvers, Nm
Buses stopping, Ng i} g a ¢ 0 0 G s 0 o
Min. time for pedestrians,
Ce
Phasing Excl Left { WB Only | EW Perm 04 Excl Left | NS Perm 07 08
. G= 2.1 G= 27 G= 3.6 G= G= 33 G= 3458 [G= G=
Timing
Y= 4 Y= 4 ¥=4 Y = Y 4 Y= 4 Y = Y =
Duration of Analysis, T = 0.25 Cycle Length, C= 72.2
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and .08 Determination
ER WEB NB S8
LT TH RT§ LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Adjusted fiow rate, v | 52 23 193 | 14 80 15 {1165 179 109 1187 | 40
Lane group capacity,
o 387 238 738 1421 756 193 {1687 1756 200 {16891 1210
G113 a1a 0.26 10.03 (0717 10.08 1069 (024 (055 (070 1019
file://C\Documents?%%20and%%208ettings\jhammond\Local%208ettings\ Temp\s2k 58.tmp 2/10/2004
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vic ratio, X
Total green ratio, g/C 10.16 10.13 0.31 1023 (048 10.58 (048 {048 (0.58 (048 [0.13
Uniform delay, d; 257 127.5 7183 (218 (104 ;594 14.7 1111 10.3 (74.8 127.8
Progression factor,

PE 1.000 11.000 1.000 [1.000 11.000 |1.000 {1.000 1.000 11.000 11.000 1.000
Delay calibration. k= 1011 10.77 o4t 6.1t jo11 {071 [0.28 (017 1015 |0.27 (0.1
Incremental delay, d, 1 6.2 10.2 82 {00 (ot o2 12 102 21 (14 (04
initial queuve delay, d,

Control delay 259 1277 8.6 (1218 (104 |55 18.¢ {171.3 (134 1168.2 }283
Lane group LOS C 9 B C B A 8 g B8 B C

Approach delay 26.4 16.4 15.2 16.3
Approach LOS C 8 B a8
Intersection delay 16.1 X = .60 tntersection LOS g8

Hesg00TM Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, Al Rights Reserved Version 4.1d
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Detailed Report Page 1 of 2
HCS2000" DETAILED REPORT
General information Bite Information
Analyst JH Intersection gg gege Park Drive & US
Agency or Co.
Date Performed 07/31/2003 i‘re.a dTyts?e ﬁgﬁ%ﬁg@’gﬁ%
Time Period  AM PEAK -~ NO BUILD urisdiction
Analysis Year 2026
Project 1D
Volume and Timing Input
EB WWB NB SB
LT TH RT | LT TH KT LT TH RT LT ™ RT
Number of lanes, N1 Z i 4] 2 i bl i 2 7 i 2 1
Lane group L iR L T R L T R L T R
Volume, ¥ (vph) 19 7 13 L 64 |46 ] o1 1281 1103 } 19 1390 164
% Heavy vehicles, %BHV | 2 2 2 Z2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Peal-hour factor, PHF 0.92 (092 1092 10.82 [0.92 {092 [0.92 1092 082 (0.2 (062 1092
Pretimed (P) or actuated
™ A A A A A A A A A A
Start-up lost time, E1 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.4 2.0 2.0
Exiension of effective
reen, ¢ 20 120 20 120 (20 120 120 120 120 (20 (20
Arrival type, AT 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit extension, UE 3.0 3.0 3.8 |30 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.4 3.0
Filtering/metering, | 1.000 11.000 1.000 {1.000 11.000 11.000 [1.000 {1.00¢ [1.000 11.000 i1.000
initial unmet demand, Q, | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4g 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pad / Bike / RTOR
volumes a o 0 0 0 g g o 4] o
Lane width 12.¢ {12.0 12.0 {12.0 {120 {120 {120 {120 §12.0 }12.0 [i2.0
Parking / Grade / Parking | # 0 N N o M Y g N N 0 N
Parking maneuvers, N_|
Buses stopping, Ny G o ] 4] o 0 g 4] 0 o oy
Min. time for pedestrians,
Gp
Phasing Excl. Left 1 WB Only | EW Perm 04 Exch. Left § NS Perm 07 08
Timin G= 14 G= 1.6 G= 140 [C= G= 4.0 G= 452 1G= =
$ =4 Iv=4 |v=4 |v- V=4 |Y- % = Y=
Duration of Analysis, T=0.25 Cycle tengih, C= 86.2
Lane Group Capacity, Controf Defay, and LOS Determination
EB WH NB SB
LT TH RT§ LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Adjusted flow rate, v | 27 22 70 50 9 99 §1392 {412 b 27 {1521 (178
Lane group capacity,
o 381 274 510 1424 830 168 1856 1830 170 11856 | 257
.05 (0.08 011 {012 10.0f 059 1075 (0.13 (012 10.82 (069
file://C\Documents®%20and%20Settings\thammond\Local%20Settings\Tempis2k4D tmp 2/10/2004



Detailed Report Page 2 of 2
vic ratio, X

Total green ratio, g/C 10.18 {0.76 ore 023 (052 loe62 1052 (052 (062 (0.52 |0.76
Uniform delay, d, 29.3 308 223 1264 (98 147 {161 {105 (113 (171 1341
Progression factor,

e 1.000 [1.000 1.000 11.000 Yi.000 11.000 l1.000 11.000 {1.000 {7.000 1.000
Delay cafibration, k{0,717 [0.11 ¢11 lat1 to1e [otg (0.31 (o1 017 |0.36 0.26
Incremental delay, d, | 0.1 o1 2.1 0.1 0.9 5.4 1.7 0.1 0.3 3.0 7.8
Initial queue delay, d,

Contrel delay 20.3 j30.8 224 1266 16.8 (201 [17.8 (106 [11.6 [20.1 [41.8
t.ane group L.OS C C C A c B B B c o
Approach delay 30.% 23.1 17.5 22.3

Approach LO8 ¢ o B C
intersection defay 20.2 X =075 Intersection LOS C

HOS2060TM Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.14

file://C\Documents¥20and%20Settings\ihanmond\Local%20Settings\Temp\s2k4D.tmp 21072004



Page 1 of 2

Detailed Report
HC52000" DETAILED REPORT
General Information Site Informalion
Analyst JH Intersaction gggege Park Drive & US
Agency or Co.
Date Performed 07/31/2003 frea Type
Time Periad PM PEAK - NO BUILD Analysis Year 2026
Project ID
Volume and Timing input
EB WB NB SB
LT ™ RT § LT TH RT LT ™ RT LT TH RT
 Number of lanes, N, 2 1 0 2 1 1 1 2 7 1 2 1
Lane group L TR L T R L T R L T R
Yolume, V (vph} 71 22 9 (217 20 93 20 1713 201 4117 11672 | 58
% Heavy vehicies, %HY 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Peak-hour factor, PHF  {p.02 lp.oz 10.92 {692 {082 1092 {092 {0.92 1092 1092 1092 10.92
Pretimed (P) or actuated
A A A A A A A A A A
(A}
Start-up iost time, |, 2.0 2.0 20 120 (20 120 (20 20 120 {20 120
Extension of effective
green, e 2.0 2.0 20 120 120 {20 20 (20 (20 (28 §j20
Arrival type, AT 3 3 2 a 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit extension, UE 3.0 130 3.0 30 130 (30 | 30 30 130 (30 130
Filtering/metering, | 1.000 11.000 1.000 11.000 H.000 11.000 1.000 {1.000 11.000 11.000 i1.060
Initial unmet demand, Q, { 0.0 0.0 09 {100 100 106 100 0.0 {00 100 (00
Pead f Bike /| RTOR
volumes o 4] g o 0 4] 3 g 0 ¢
Lane width 2.0 1120 12.0 112.0 112.0 1120 {120 {12.0 {120 {120 [12.0
Parking / Grade / Parking | N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking maneuvers, N
Buses stopping, Ny o ] G o) 0 o 0 o 0 0 a
Min. time for pedestrians,
Gp
Phasing Excl Left. | WB Only | EW Perm 04 Excl. Left | NS Perm 07 08
_ G= 31 G= 3.1 G= 89 G= G= 4.4 G= 504 IG= G=
Timing
Yo o4 Y= 4 Yo 4 Y= Y= 4 Y= 4 Y = Y =
Duration of Analysis, T=0.25 Cycle Length, C= 89.8
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination
EB WB NB SR
LT TH RT§ LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Adjusted flow rate, v | 77 34 236 22 (101 22 1862 {218 127 11817 | 60
Lane group capacity,
e 345 1176 647 [332 1887 (170 {1984 1887 170 (1984 | 157
0.22 (019 0.36 0.07 (011 1013 1094 (025 (075 (092 [0.38
2/10/2604
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Detailed Report

Page 2 o0f2

vic ratio, X

Total green ratio, g/C 10,13 0.0 0.26 (0.18 10.56 10.658 [0.56 (056 0.65 [0.56 [0.10
Uniform delay, d, 34.5 §37.2 26.F 307 9.3 16,9 (783 {101 19.9 117.8 37.8
Progression factor,

b 1,000 11.000 1,000 11.000 t1.000 $1.000 H.000 |1.000 [£.000 11.000 11.06G
Detay calibration, &k j0.77  [0.11 Q.1F 1017 091 0.1F {045 1011 1030 j0.43 10.71
Incremental delay, d, | 0.3 a.5 0.4 a.1 o1 4.3 g4 0.1 185 L7.2 1.6
Initiat queue delay, d;

Control delay 34.9 377 271 1308 {93 {173 277 (102 365 1250 (385
Lane group L.OS 94 D c c B o B D c D
Approach defay 357 22.3 25.7 26.2
Approach LOS fa ;G [ c
intersection delay 25.9 X.=083 Intersection LOS C
s 2000T™ Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, Al Rights Reserved Vessian 4.1d
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Pretailed Report Page 1 of 2

HCS2000™ DETAILED REPORT
General Information Site information
Analyst JH Intersection NORTH INTERSECTION
Agency or Co. ) Area Type Ali other areas
Date Performed 111412004 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Time Period AM PEAK Analysis Year 2006
Project ID
Volume and Timing Input
EB W NB SR
LT { TH RT § LT TH RT | LT TH RT § LT § TH ¢ RT
Number of lanes, N1 14} 1 & 1 7 0 7 2 0 0 o ¢
Lane group T L T L T
Volume, V (vphl 5 53 & 5 559
% Heavy vehicles, %HV > 0 2 a &
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.80 0.9G 10,90 0.90 10.90
Pretimed (P) or actuated (A) A A A A A
Start-up tost time, |, 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of effective green, |
A 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 2.0
Arrival type, AT 3 K2 3 3 3
Unit extension, UE 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Fiitering/metering, 1 1.000 1.000 {1.000 1.000 §1.000
Initia! unmet demand, Qy 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.G 0.0
Pead / Bike / RTOR volumes Iy ]
Lane width 12.0 2.0 {120 120 §12.0
Parking f Grade / Parking i o] N N 4] N N o N N N
Parking maneuvers, N
Buses stopping, Ng G 0 G 0 a
Min. time for pedestrians, Gp 3.2 3.2
Phasing WB Only | EW Perm 03 04 NB Only 06 a¢ 08
. G= 80 G= 120 [G= G= G= 250 |G= G= G=
Timing - ]
Y= 5 Y= 5 Y= Y= Y = 5 Y = Y= Y=
Duration of Analysis, T= 8.25 Cycle Length, C= 80.0
Lane Group Capacify, Controf Defay, and LOS Determination
EB Wh NB SB
LT FTH RT ¢ LT TH RT ¢ LT TH RT LT | TH | RT
Adjusted fiow rale, v & 59 B 6 566
Lane group capacity, ¢ 373 527 776 752 1504
vic ratio, X .02 g.41 10.01 0.07 .44
Total green ratio, g/C G20 0.42 10.42 0.42 {042
Uniform delay, d, 18.3 10.8 (102 0.2 12.5

file//C:\Documents%20and%208ettings\thammond\Local%208ettings\ Temp\s2k240.tmp 2112004



Detailed Report Page 2 of 2

Progression factor, PF 1.000 1.000 11.000 1.000 §1.600
Delay calibration, k 0.§1 011 jo.71 o.11 1041
incremental delay, d, 0.0 0.1 0.0 Q.o 0.2
initial queue defay, d, ‘
Control defay 19.3 0.8 7102 10.2 2.7
Lane group LOS B g B B B
Approach defay 19.3 10.6 12.7
Approach LOS 8 B B
interssction delay 128 XC =029 Intersection LOS B
HCS2600T™ Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d

file://C:\Documents%20and%208Settings\jhammondiLocal%20Settings\ Temp\s2k240.tmp 2/11/2004



Detailed Report

Page 1 of 2

HCS2000™ DETAILED REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst JH intersection NORTH INTERSECTION
Agency ar Co. Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 1/14/2004 Jurigdiction MORRISTOWN
Time Period Pi PEAK Analysis Year 2006
Project D
Volume and Timing Input
ER WHB NB SB
LT § TH RT § LT TH RT | LT TH RT I LT | TH ¢ RT
Number of lanes, N, o 1 0 1 7 O 1 2 0 0 0 ¢
Lane group T L T L T
Volume, V {(vph) 178 5 5 308
% Heavy vehicles, %HYV 2 0 2 0 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 §0.80 0.80 10.90
Fretimed (P) or actuated (A} A A A A A
Start-up lost time, 1, 20 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of effective green,
a 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Arrival type, AT 3 3 3 2 3
Unit extension, UE 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Fittering/metering, | 1.000 1.000 {1.060 1.000 {1.000
Initial unmet demand, Q 0.0 0.0 0.0 ¢.0 0.0
Ped / Bike / RTOR volumes o o
Lane width 12.8 12.0 §12.0 2.0 1120
Parking / Grade / Parking M o N N o] N N a N N N
Parking maneuvers, N
Buses stopping, Ng a i g 0
Min. time for pedestrians, Gp 3.2 3.2
Phasing WB Only | EW Perm 03 04 NB Only 06 07 08
- G= 80 G= 120 |G= G= G= 250 |G= G= G=
Timing
Y= 5 Y= 5 Y= Y = Y= 8 Y= Y o= Y =
Duration of Analysis, T= ¢.25 Cycle Length, C = 60.0
f.ane Group Capaclty, Controf Delay, and LOS Determination
EB WB NB 5B
LT § TH RT | LT TH RT | LT TH RT § LT t TH | RT
Adiusted flow rate, v & 198 8 & 343
Lane group capacity, ¢ 373 527 776 752 1504
vic ratia, X 0.02 038 lo.o1 0.07 j0.23
Total green ratio, g/C .20 0.42 1042 0.42 1042
Uniform defay, d, 18.3 1.7 1102 10.2 11.3
fite://C\Documents%20and%20Settings\jhammond\Local%268ettings\Temp\s2k2 58 top 2/11/2004



Detatled Report Page 2 of 2
Progression facior, PF 1.000 1.000 {1.000 1.000 §1.000
Delay calibration, k g1t ot (o1t 0.1 {011
Incremenial delay, o, 0.0 0.4 0.0 8.0 .1
Initial queue delay, d, ’
Control delay 19.3 122 {10.2 0.2 1114
Lane group LOS B B B8 B 8
Approach delay 19.3 12.1 71.3
Approach LOS B & =
Intersection delay 147 X,=0.28 ntersection L.OS B
HCS2000TM Copyright © 2000 University of Flarida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d
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Detaitled Report Page 1 of 2
HCS2000™ DETAILED REPORT
General information Site information
Analyst JH Intersection NORTH INTERSECTION
Agency or Co. Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 7/14/2004 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Time Period AM PEAK Analysis Year 2026
Project 1D
Volume and Timing Input
EB WE NB SH
LT § TH RT | LT TH RT | LT T RT | LT { TH §{ RT
Number of lanes, M,I ] 1 0 7 1 o ¥ 2 0 0 o 0
Lane group T I T I T
Volume, V {vph} 5 64 & & 848
% Heavy vehicles, %HV ' 2 o 2 0 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.80 0.90 10.90 0.80 10.90
Pretimed (P} or actuated (A) A A A A A
Start-up lost time, 1, 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of effective green,
A 2.0 20 2.0 2.0 2.0
Arrival type, AT 3 3 3 3 3
Unit extension, UE 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Filtering/metering, | 1.000 1.0060 11.000 1.000 {1.000
Initial unmet demand, Q) 0.0 0.0 |00 4.0 (00
Ped / Bike { RTOR volumes & o
Lane width 12,0 12.0 1120 12.0 1120
Parking / Grade / Parking N a N N 0 M N o N N N
Parking maneuvers, N,
Buses stopping, N ] D 1) o o
Min. time for pedestrians, Gn az 3.2
Phasing WEB Cnly | EW Perm 03 04 NB Only D& 07 08
Timin G= 8¢ G= 120 1G= G= G= 250 |Gz G= G=
¥ N=5  Iv=s  Ive V= Y=5  lv= v = V=
Duration of Analysis, T.= 0.25 Cycle Length, C= 60.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination
EB WB NB SB
LT | TH RT § LT TH RT | LT TH ¢ RT ¢ LT | TH ¢ RT
Adiusted flow rate, v & 71 g ] 042
'Lane group capacity, ¢ 373 527 {776 752 11504
vie rafia, X 0.02 0.13 10.01 0.01  ]0.63
Total green ratio, g/C 0.2¢ 0.42 {042 6.42  §0.42
Uniform delay, d, 79.3 16.8 §10.2 10.2 13.8
file://C:\Documents%20and%203ettings\ihammond\Local%20Settings\Temp's2k24Cimp  2/11/2004
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Pregression factor, PF 1.000 1.000 {1.000 1.000 11.000

Belay calibration, & 0.11 Q.11 |0.11 a.f1  (0.21

Incremental delay, d, 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.8

Initial quele delay, d,

Confrol delay 18.3 1.0 110.2 10.2 14.6

Lane group LOS B B I = B

Approach detay 18.3 10.8 14.8

Approach LOS 2 B a

Intersection delay 14.4 X, =0.40 Intersection LOS B
HCS2000T™ Copyright @ 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1
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Detailed Report Page 1 of 2

HCS2000™ DETAILED REPORT
General Information Eite Information
Analyst JH Intersection NORTH INTERSECTION
Agency or Co. Area Type Al other areas
Date Performed 1/14/2004 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Time Period ~ PM PEAK Analysis Year 2028
Project ID
Volume and Timing input
EB WB NB SB
LT | TH RT | LT TH RT § LT TH RT § LT | TH | RT
Number of lanes, N? 0 7 i 1 i & 1 2 o 0 o 0
Lane group T L T L T
Volume, V {(vph) 5 o7 | 5 5 1408
% Heavy vehicles, %RV P ) 2 0 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.20 0.90  10.90 8.90 050
Pretimed {P) or actuated (A) A A A A A
Start-up lost time, |, 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of effective green,
- 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Artival type, AT 3 3 3 3 3
Unit extension, UE 3.0 3.0 30 3¢ 130
Filtering/metsring, | 1.000 1.000 11.000 1.000 11.000
Initial unmet demand, Q i 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0 a.0
Ped/ Bike / RTOR volumes 2] 0
Lane width i2.0 12.0 112.0 12.0 {120
Parking / Grade { Parking B 0 N N o N N o N N N
Parking maneuvers, N
Buses stopping, Ny 0 0 0 G 0
Min. time for pedestrians, Gp 3.2 3.2
Phasing § WB Only | EW Perm | 03 Q4 NB Only 06 07 08
. G= 8.0 G= 120 §G= G= G= 260 {G= 5= G o=
Timing
Y=35 Y=5 ¥ = Y= Y= & Y = Y = Y =
Duration of Analysis, T.= .25 Cycle Length, C= 60.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and L8 Determination
ER WE NB 5B
LT | TH RT § LT TH RT | LT TH RT LT | TH | RT
Adjusted flow rate, v ) 241 g 6 453
Lane group capacity, © 373 527 776 752 1504
v/C ratio, X 0.02 .46 10.01 0.1 10.530
Total green ratio, g/C 0.20 0.42 §0.42 042 §6.42
Uniform delay, d, 19.3 12.¢ 110.2 102 }11.7

file:/C:\Documents%20and%20Settings\jharnmond\Local%20Settings\Temp\s2k264.tmp 21172604
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Progression factor, PF 1.000 1.000 H.000 1.000 1.000
Detay calibration, k G117 011 jG.71 011 j0.71
Incremental delay, d,, 0.0 0.6 a.0 a.0 0.1
Inittal queue delay, d,
Conirof delay 78.3 2.7 1i0.2 10.2  |11.8
Lane group LOS 12} B B 8 B
Approach defay 19.3 12.8 11.8
Approach LOS B. B B
Infersaction detay 121 X =035 intersection LOS B
HCS2000FM Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, Al Rights Reserved Version 4.1
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HCS2000™ DETAILED REPORT
General Information  Site Information
Analyst JH intersection SOUTH INTERSECTION
Agency or Co. Area Type All other areas
Drate Performed 171472004 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Time Period  AM PEAK Analysis Year 2008
Project 1D
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH BT § LT § TH RT I LT I TH { RT | LT TH RT
Number of fanes, Nz 1 7 o & i O 0 o 2 1 a
Lane group L T T ! T
Volume, V (vphj 5 5 37 3t1 (101
% Heavy vehicles, %HY 2 2 2 2 ?
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.5¢  ]6.90 0.80 0.90 10.90
Pretimed (P} or acluated {A) | 4 A A A A
Start-up lost time, |, 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 2.0
Extension of effective green,
A 20 12z 2.0 20 120
Arrival type, AT 3 3 3 3 K
Unit extension, UE 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Filtering/metering, | 1.000 11.000 1.000 1.000 }1.000
tnitial unmet demand, Gy 0.0 8.0 Q.0 0.0 0.0
Ped / Bike f RTOR volumes 0 g
Lane width 12.0 §12.0 12.0 12.0 1120
Parking / Grade / Parking N a N N 1] N N N N 0 N
Parking maneuvers, N_
Buses stopping, Ng o 0 a 0 0
Min. time for pedestrians, Gp 3.2 3z
Phasing EB Only | EW Perm 03 04 S8 Cnly 06 o7 0g
. G= 80 G= 120 1G= G G= 250 |G= G= G=
Timing
Y=5 Y=5 Y = Y ¥=5 Y= Y= Y =
Duration of Analysis, T=0.25 Cycle Length, C= 60.0
Lane Group Capacify, Control Delay, and L.OS Determination
EB WEB NB SB
LT TH BT § LT { TH RT | LT TH RT LT TH RT
Adiusted flow rate, ¥ 5 8 34 346 12
Lane group capacity, ¢ {570 776 373 1430 | 776
/¢ ratio, X 0.0t [0.01 0.09 0.24 10.14
Total green rafio, g/C jo.42 {0.42 0.20 0.42 1042
Uniform delay, d, 0.6 {10.2 19.6 114 }10.9
file://C\Documents®%20and%20Settings\thammond\Local%20Settin gs\Temp\s2kF8 tmp 2/10/2004



Detailed Report Page 2 of 2
Progression factor, PE {7,000 [1.000 1.000 1.000 [1.000 }
Delay caltbration, k OfF 4017 0.11 .11 {0.11
Incremental delay, d, 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1
initial gueue delay, d,

Control delay 108 102 19.7 114 1108
Lane group LOS B g B & B
Approach delay 10.4 19.7 71.3
Approach LOS B B B
Intarsection delay 11.9 Xc =016 intersection LOS B
Version 4.1d

HCS2000™™

Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, AH Rights Reserved
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Detailed Report Page 1 of 2
HC52000" DETAILED REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst JH Intersection SOUTH INTERSECTION
Agency or Co, Area Type All other aress
Date Performed 1/14/2004 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Time Period PM PEAK Analysis Year 2006
Project 1D
Volume and Timing Input
EB WEB NB SB
LT TH RT § LT | TH RT ¢ LT | TH I RT § LT TH RT
Number of lanes, N1 7 1 g g 7 o o & 0 2 f g
Lane group L T T i ¥
Volume, V (vph} 5 15 13 283 1422
% Heavy vehicles, %HY 2 2 2 2 2
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 {0.90 0.90 0.90 {0.90
Pratirmed (P} or actuated (A) A A A A A
Start-up lost time, I, 20 120 2.0 20 120
Extension of effective green,
o 20 120 2.0 20 120
Arrival type, AT 3 3 3 3 3
Unit extension, UE 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 {30
Filtering/metering, | 1.006 }1.000 1,060 1.000 |1.000
initial unmet demand, G, a.0 100 0.0 60 {00
Ped / Bike f RTOR volumes o o
Lane width 12.0 2.0 12.0 12.0 §12.0
Parking / Grade / Parking N o N N o 8 M N N 0 N
Parking maneuvers, N
Buses stopping, Mg g 0 0 a &
Min. time for pedestrians, Gp 3.2 3.2
Phasing EB Oniy | EW Perm 03 04 5B Cnly 06 o7 08
o G= 80 G= 720 |G= G= G= 250 [G= G= G=
Timing
Y= 5 Y= 5 Y = Y = Y= & Y = Y= Y =
Duration of Analysis, T=0.25 Cycle Length, C= 60.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination
ER W5 NE SB
LT TH RY I LT ¢ TH BT | LT § TH RT LT TH RT
Adjusted flow rate, v ) 17 14 281 468
Lane group capacity, ¢ 5715 {776 373 1430 776
w/c ratio, X 0.01 10.02 0.04 0.20 10.60
Total green ratio, g/C 10,42 10.42 0.20 0.42 10.42
Uniform delay, d, 105 110.3 8.3 1.7 136
fite://C:\Documents®%20and%e20Settings\thammond\Local%208eitings\Temp\s2k 10E.tmp  2/10/2004



Betailed Report Page 2 of 2
Progression factor, PF 11,000 {7.000 1.000 1.000 {7.000
Delay calibration, k e.11 {0.11 0.11 0.11 10.19
incremental deiay, d, 0.0 0.0 0.0 .1 1.3
Initial queue delay, d,
Controt delay 105 3103 19.4 11.2 {150
Lane group LOS B 2 B B ]
Approach delay 10.4 19.4 13.6
Approach LOS B B 8
intersection delay 3.6 Xc =35 Intersection LOS a
Hosopopt™ Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Versiond.{d
file://C:\Documents%20and?%20Settings\jhammond\Local%20Settings\ Temp\s2k 10E.tmp ~ 2/10/2004



Detailed Report Page 1 of 2

HCS200¢™ DETAILED REPORT
General information Site information
Analyst JH Intersection SQUTH INTERSECTION
Agency or Co. Area Type All other arcas
Date Performed 1/7142004 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Time Period AM PEAK Analysis Year 2026
Project ID
Volume and Timing input
EB WER NE SB
LT TH RT LT §TH JRTILT §TH ¢ RT § LT ™ RT
Number of lanes, N1 7 i o 0 7 g a [ & 2 7 &
Lane group L T T I I
Voltme, VW {vph) 5 7 46 443 1138
% Heavy vehicles, %HV 2 2 2 2 2
Peak-hour factor, PHF .80 }10.80 0.90 0.90 {0.80
Pretimed (P} or actuated (A} A A A A A
Start-up lost time, 1, 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Exiension of effeclive green,
o 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Arrival type, AT 3 3 3 3 3
Unit extension, UE 3.0 130 3.0 30 1ae
Filtering/metering, | 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 11.000
Inftial unmet demand, Q, 0o a0 0.0 0.0 10.0
Ped / Bike f RTOR volumes 0 0
Lane widih 12.0 #12.0 12.0 12.0 129
Parking / Grade [ Parking N a N N o N N N N O N
Parking maneuvers, N,
Buses stopping, Ny c a 0 H o
Min. time for pedestrians, Gp 3.2 3.2
Phasing EB Only | EW Perm 03 04 SB Cnly 06 o7 08
Timi G= 8¢ G= 120 1G= &= G= 250 iG= G= G=
irnin
Y =5 IN=5 lv= v = Y=5  |v= Y= Y =
Duration of Analysis, T= 0.25 Cycle Length, C= 60.0
Lane Group Capactty, Control Delay, and LL.OZ Defermination
EB W8 NB SB
LT TH RT § LT | TH RT ¢ LT ™ RT LT TH RT
Adjusted flow rate, v & & 51 492 153
Lane group capacity. ¢ | 506 {776 373 1430 1776
vic ratic, X 0.0 10.07 0.14 0.34  [0.20
Total green ratio, g/C .42 0,42 0.20 042 (042
Uniform delay, d, 10.5 110.3 18.7 1.6 1111

file://C:\Documents%20and %205 etiings\thammond\Local%20Settings\ Tempis2k 1 03 .tmp 2/10/2004



Detailed Report

Page 2 of 2

Progression factor, P [1.000 11.000 1.000 1000 [1.000
Delay calibration, k 0.1t 0.11 0.11 0.1 §0.11
ncremental delay, d, 0.0 0.0 0.2 o1 0.1
initial queue delay, d,
Control delay 70.5 110.3 18.8 129 §11.2
Lane group LOS I3 8 B B &
Approach delay 10.3 15.9 1.9
Approach LOS B B B
Intersection delay 12.4 X, =0.23 Intersection LOS B
HeS2p00™ Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.14
file://C:\Documents%20and%20Settings\jhammond\Local%20Settings\Temp\s2k 103 tmp 2/10/2004



Detailed Report

Page 1 of 2

HCS2000™ DETAILED REPORT
eneral Information Site Infarmation
Analyst JSFH intersection SOUTH INTERSECTION
Agency ar Co. Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 1/14/2004 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Time Period  PM PEAK Analysis Year 2026
Project 1D
Volume and Timing input
EB WEB NB SB
LT TH RT ¢ LT | TH RT P LT § TH § RT { LT TH RT
Number of lanes, N, 1 1 a & Q o a 0 2 1 &
Lane group H T T L T
Valume, V {vph) 5 22 20 216 {510
% Meavy vehicles, %HV 2 2 2 2 2
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.80 {0.80 0.90 0.90 10.80
Pretimed (P} or actuated (A) | A A A A A
Start-up lost time, |, 20 120 2.¢ 20 120
Extension of effective green,
A 20 120 2.0 20 120
Arrival type, AT 3 3 3 3 3
Unit extension, UE 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Filtering/metering, | 1.600 |1.000 1.000 1.000 {1.000
Initial unmet demand, Q, o0 0.0 Q.0 a.¢ 0.0
Ped f Bike / RTOR volumes o 0
Lane widih 12.0 {120 72.0 12.0 {120
Parking / Grade / Parking N 0 N N g N N N N ¢ N
Parking maneuvers, N,
Buses stopping, Np, 0 a O g 0
Min. time for pedestrians, GQ 3.2 3.2
Phasing EB Only 1 EW Perm 03 04 SB Only 06 o7 0g
Timi G= 80 G= 120 {G= G G= 250 jG= G= G=
imin
 NTF  Iv=5  v- v Y=5 Iv= Y= V=
Duration of Analysis, T = 0.25 Cycle Length, C= 60.0
Lane Group Capacity, Controf Delay, and LOS Determination
EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT § LT | TH RT § LT TH RT LT I TH RT
Adjusted flow rate, v 5 24 2z 240 1587
tane group capacity, ¢ 1513 1776 373 1430 [ 776
vic ratia, X Q.01 10,03 0.08 047 1073
Total green ratio, g/C 0.42 10.42 0.20 0.42 10,42
Uniform delay, d, 0.6 §10.3 18.4 11.0 {147
file://C\Documents%20and%20Settings\harnmond\Local%20Settings\ Temp\s2k 119.tmp 2/10/2604



Detaited Report Page 2 of 2
Progression factor, PF 11,000 [7.000 1.000 1.000 11.000
Delay caiibration, k o.11 o117 G.11 0.11 {0.29
Incremental delay, d, 0o |00 o1 a.1 3.5
Initial gueue delay, d,
Control delay 10.56 (104 18.56 1.0 (182
{.ane group LOS 8 B B B B
Approach delay 10.4 19.5 16,1
Approach LOS B & B
Intersection delay 16.0 X o= 0.43 Intersection LOS &
Hes2006™ Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4,14
file://C\Documents%?2 Cand%20Settings\thammond\Local%20Settings\Temp\s2k 1 18.1mp 2/10/72004



Detailed Report

Page 1 of 2

HCS2000™ DETAILED REPORT

General information Site Information
Analyst JH Intersection EAST INTERSECTION
Agency or Co. Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 1/ 142004 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Time Period  AM PEAK Analysis Year 2006
Project 1D
Volume and Timing Input
ER W NB S8
LT TH RT I LT } TH [ RT | LT § TH RT { LT | TH | RT
Number of tanes, I\t1 1 o 0 o 0 o a 2 0 0 o a
Lane group i LT
Volume, V {vph} 388 106 1298
% Heavy vehicles, %HV 2 2 d
Peak-howr factor, PHF 0.6G 0.0 {0.90
Pretimed (P} or actuated {A} A A A
Start-up fost time, 1, 2.0 20
Exiension of effective green, e{ 2 ¢ 2.0
Arrival type, AT 3 3
Unit extension, UE 3.0 3.0
Filering/metering, ! 1.000 [1.000 1.000
Initial unmet demand, Q) 0.0 0.0
Ped f Bike / RTOR volumes 0 o
Lane widih 2.0 12.0
Parking / Grade / Parking N o N N N M 0 N | w N
Parking maneuvers, N
 Buses stopping, Ny 0 &
Min. time for pedestrians, Gp 3.2 3.2
Phasing EB Only 02 03 04 NB Only (6 Q7 08
o G= 200 [G= G= G= G= 250 |G- G= G=
Timing
¥=5 Y = Y = Y = Y= 5 Y = Y= Y =
Duration of Analysis, T = 0.25 Cycle Length, C= 55.0
Lane Group Capacity, Controf Delay, and LOS Defermination
EB WB NB SB
LT TH IRT § LT 3 TH | RT § LT TH RT LT 1 TH | RT
Adjusted flow rate, v 431 448
Lane group capacity, ¢ 844 1588
vic ratio, X G.67 0.28
Total green ratio, g/C 0.36 0.45
Uniform delay, d, 14.7 8.4
Progression factor, PF 1.000 1.000
file://C:\Documents%20and%208ettings\jhammond\Local%20Settings\ Temp\s2kA Q. tmp 2/10/2004
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Dretailed Report
Delay calibration, k 0.24 0.11
fncremental delay, d, 2.7 a1
tnitial queue delay, d,
Controf delay 17.4 8.5
Lane group LOS B A
Approach delay 17.4 9.5
Approach LOS B A
Intersection delay 13.4 X, =045 Intersection LOS B
FHCS2000TM Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, Al Rights Reserved Version 4.1d
2/13/2004
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Detailed Report Page 1 of 2
HCS2000" DETAILED REPORT
General information Site Information
Analyst JH intersection EAST INTERSECTION
Agency or Co, Area Type Alf other areas
Date Performed #/74/2004 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Time Period Pl PEAK Analysis Year 2008
. Project 1
Volume and Timing Inpui
ER . wWe NB SB
LT TH RT {7 ¢ TH | RT | LT TH RT § LT § TH | RT
Number of lanes, N1 1 a2 G g a g ) 2 Q ) o o
Lane group i LT
Volume, V (vph) 384 256 1105
% Heavy vehicles, %HY 2 2 2
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 30.80 10.90
Pretimed (P} or actuated (A} A A A
Start-up lost time, |, 20 2.0
Extension of effective areen, ef 2o 2.0
Arrival type, AT 3 3
Unit extension, UE 30 3.0
Filtering/metering, | 1.000 11.000 1.600
tnitial unmet demand, Q, 0.0 o0
Ped / Bike /| RTOR volumes 1] a
Lane width 12.0 12.0
Parking / Grade / Parking N a N N N N 0 N M N
Parking maneuvers, Nm
Buses stopping, Ny v} a
Min. time for pedestrians, (51D 3.2 3.2
Phasing EB Only 02 03 04 NB Only 06 07 08
Tirni G= 27.0 IG= G= G = G= 230 iIG= G= G=
imi :
NN EE qve = Y= V=5  jv< Y= V=
Duration of Analysis, T = 0,25 Cycle Length, C= 60,0
Lane Group Capacity; Conirol Delay, and LOS Determination
EB WE NB 5B
LT ™I RT LT { TH | RT LT TH RT LT | TH I RY
Adjusted flow rale, v 427 401
Lana group capacity, ¢ 798 1310
vic ratio, X 0,54 .31
Total green ratio, giC 0.45 3.38
Uniform delay, d, 12.0 12.9
Progression factor, PF 1,000 1.000
file///C:\Documents%20and%208ettings\thammond\Local%20Settings\ Temp\s2kB6.tmp 2/10/2604



Detailed Report Page 2 of 2
Delay calibration, k 0,14 0.1¢
incrementat delay, d, 07 .1
initial queus delay, d,
Controf delay 127 13.1
Lane group LOS 8 . B
Approach delay 12.7 13.7
| Approach LOS B B
intersection delay 12.9 X, =043 intersection £LOS g8
HCS2000™™ Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d
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Detatled Report

Page 1 of 2

HCS2000™ DETAILED REPORT

Geoneral Information Site Information
Analyst JH Intersection EAST INTERSECTION
Agency or Co. Area Type Al other areas
Date Performed 1/14/ 2004 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Time Pericd  AM PEAK Analysis Year 2026
Project 1D
Volume and Timing Input
EB Wh NB SB
LT TH RY L LT {TH | RT § LT | TH RT § LT ¢ TH | RT
Number of lanes, N1 f 0 0 ) Q 0 0 z2 o g 0 1]
Lane group [ L7
Volume, V {vph) | 531 135 424
% Heavy vehicles, %HV 2 = b
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.99 0.90 10.90
Pretimed (P} or aciuated {A) A A A
Start-up lost time, 1, 2.0 2.0
Extension of effective green, e} 2.0 2.0
Arrival type, AT 3 3
Unit extension, UE 3.¢ 3.0
Filtering/metering, | 1.000 i1.000 1.600
initial unmet demand, (), 0.0 0.0
Ped / Bike / RTOR volumas a 0
Lane width 12.0 12.0
Parking / Grade / Parking N o N N N N 4] N N N
Parking maneuvers, N
Buses stopping, Ny [} O
Min. time for pedestrians, Gp 3.2 3.2
Phasing £B Only 02 03 04 NBE Only 06 a7 08
Timin G= 270 {G= G= G= G= 230 |G= G= G =
9 WTs v Y= V= V=5 Ve Y= V=
Duration of Analysis, T = 0.25 Cycle Length, C= 60.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Detfermination
EB WB NB 5B
LT TH I RT § LT §fTH FRY § LT | TH RT LT I TH | RT
Adjusted flow rate, v 530 527
Lane group capacity, ¢ 796 1341
vic ratio, X 0.74 .46
Total green ratio, o/C 0.45 0.38
Uniform delay, d, 13.6 3.9
Progression factor, PF 1.000 1.000
file://C:\Documents%20and%20Settings\jhammond\Local?20Settings\Temp\s2k AB.tmp 2/10/2004



Detailed Report Page20f2
Delay calibration, k 0.30 G717
Incremental delay, d, 37 0.3
initial queue delay, G,
Controf delay 17.4 14.1
' Lane group LOS B 8
Approach delay 17.4 141
Approach LOS g8 E
intersection delay 157 XC = {161 Intersection LOS B
HCs2000™ Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d
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Detailed Report Page 1 of 2
HCS52000" DETAILED REPORT
General Information Site {nformation
Analyst JH intersection EAST INTERSECTION
Agency of Co. Area Type Al other areas
Date Performed 7/14/2004 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Time Period PM PEAK Analysis Year 2026
Project 1D
Volume and Timing nput
EB WE NB SB
LY TH RT LT I TH | RT § LT | TH RT # LT § TH § RT
Number of lanes, N, 1 o 0 a & o 0 2 & 4] & o
Lane group L LT
Yolurne, V {vph) 483 571 1145
% Heavy vehicles, %HY 2 2 2
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 10.90
Pratimed (P} or actuated (A} A A A
Start-up lost time, I, 2.0 20
Exiension of effective green, e 2.¢ 2.0
Arrival type, AT 3 3
Unit extension, Uk 3.0 3.0
Fittering/metering, | 1.000 14.000 1.000
Initial unmet demand, Q, 0.0 .0
Ped / Bike / RTOR volumes o o
Lane width 12.0 12.0
Parking / Grade / Parking N 0] N N N N 0 N N N
Parking maneuvers, N_
Buses stopping, Ny G ¥
Min. time for pedestrians, Gp 3.2 3.2
Phasing EB Only G2 03 04 NB Only 06 a7 08
. G= 300 [G= G= G= G= 200 {G= G= G=
Timing
Y= 5 Y= Y = Y o= Y= 5 Yo Y = Y =
Duration of Analysis, T=0.25 ' Cycle Length, T= 80.0
Lane Group Capacity, Confrof Belay, and LOS Detfermination
ER W8 NE 5B
LT THYRT LT §TH § RT | LY TH RT LT | TH | RT
Adjusted flow rate, v 537 795
Lane group capacity, ¢ 885 1135
vfc ratio, X 0.67 a.70
Total green ratio, ¢/C 0.50 0.33
Uniform delay, d, 10.8 17.4
Progression factor, PF 1.000 1.000
file://C:\Documents%:20and%:208ettingsifhammond\Local%20Settings\Temp\s2kC1.tmp 2/10/2004



Detailed Report

Page 2 of 2

Delay calibration, k 0.1G 0.27
incrementai delay, d, 1.2 19
initial queue delay, d,
Control delay 12.0 19.3
Lane group LOS B B
Approach delay 2.0 19.3
Approach LOS B B
intersection delay 16.4 X o= 0.64 intersection LOS B
HCS2000T Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, Ali Rights Reserved Version 4.1d
2/10/2004
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Dretailed Report

Page i of 2

HCS2000" DETAILED REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst JH Intersection WEST INTERSECTION
Agency or Co. Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 1/14/2004 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Time Period Al PEAK. Analysis Year 2006
Project 1D
Yolume and Timing input
EB WH NE 58
LT | TH ERT ¢ LT TH RT{ LT I TH I RT J LT § TH RT
Number of lanes, N, o 0 0 1 o 0 o & 0 4] b &
Lane group ‘ [ LT
Volume, V {vph} 411 118 | 13
% Heavy vehicles, %HV 2 2 2
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.80 }0.90
Pretimed (P) or actuated (A} A A A
Start-up lost time, I, 2.0 2.0
Extension of effective green, e 20 2.4
Arrival type, AT 3 3
Unit extension, UE 3.0 3.0
Fittering/metering, 1.000 §1.000 1.000
Initial unmet demand, Q, 0.0 0.0
Ped / Bike / RTOR volumes I} '}
Lane width 12.0 2.0
Parking / Grade / Parking N N N Iy N N N N o N
Parking maneuvers, N |
Buses stopping, Ny ] [
Min. time for pedestrians, Gp 3.2 3.2
Phasing WE Only 02 23 04 SB Only 06 07 08
Tienin G= 300 [G= G= G= G= 200 {G= G = G=
9 ¥=s5 Iv= v = v = Y= 5  iv-= v = Y=
Duration of Analysis, T= 0.28 Cycle Length, C = 60.0
Lane Group Capacity; Confrol Delay, and LOS Determination
EB WB NB SB
LT | TH § RY | LT TH ¢ RT { LT TH RT LT § TH RT
Adjusted flow rate, v 457 145
Lane group capacily, ¢ 885 1129
v{c ratio, X 0.52 10,13
Total green ratio, ¢/C 4,50 10.33
Uniform detay, d, 107 1 713.9
Progression factor, PF 1.000 1.000
fite://C \Documenis%20and%20Settings\thammond\Local%20Settings\ Temp\s2k 1 24 tmp 2/10/2004



Detailed Repont Page 2 of 2
' Delay calibration, k 0.12 011
Incremental delay, d, 0.5 0.1
Initial queue delay, d,
Control delay 10.6 74.0
Lane group LOS B B
Approach deiay 10.8 14.40
Approach LOS B B
Intersection delay 11.4 XC = {336 intersection LOS B
HCS2000™ Copytight © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Rescrved Version 4.1d
file://C:ADocuments%20and%208ettings\thammond\Local%208Settings\Temp\s2k 1 24.tmp 2/10/2004



Detailed Report

Page 1 of 2

HCS2000" DETAILED REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst JH intersection WEST INTERSECTION
Agency or Co. Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 1/74/2004 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Time Period Ph PEAK Analysis Year 2008
Project 1D
Volume and Timing Input
EB W8 NB SB
BT § TH { RT | LT TH RT § LT e TH ART § LT § TH RT
Number of fanes, N, g o G 1 o O 0 0 ¢ o 2 0
Lane group i LT
Volume, V (vph} 527 485 1 48
% Heavy vehicles, %HY 2 2 2
Peak-hour facter, PHF 0.960 0.90 (0.90
Pretimed (P} or actuated (A} A A A
Start-up lost time, |, 2.0 2.0
Extension of effective green, ef 2.0 2.0
Arival type, AT 3 3
Unit extension, UE 30 3.0
Filtering/metering, | 1.000 §1.060 1.000
Initial unmet demand, G 0.0 0.0
Ped / Bike / RTOR volumes 0 0
Lane widih 12.0 12.8
Parking / Grade / Parking N N N o N I N N o N
Parking mansuvers, N,
Buses stopping, Ng a 4
Min. time for pedesirians, Gp 3.2 3.2
Phasing W Only 02 03 04 5B Only D6 07 08
o G= 300 [G= G= G= G= 200 1G= G= G=
Timing
Y= 5 Y = Y= Y = Y= 5 Y= Y = Y=
Duration of Analysis, T=0.25 Cycle Length, C= 60.0
Lane Group Capacity; Control Delay, and LOS Determination
EB WB NB SB
LT P TH | RT | LT TH § RT § LT TH RT LT TH RT
Adjusted flow rate, v 586 582
Lane group capacity, ¢ 885 1128
vic ratio, X 0.66 0.52
Total green ratio, 9/C 0.50 0.33
Uniform delay, 4, 11.2 1 16.2
Progression factor, PF 1,000 1.000
file://C:\Documents%20and%20Settings\jhammond\Local%208etiings\ Temp\s2k 13Atmp  2/10/2004



Detaited Report Page 2 of 2
Delay ealibration, k 0.24 0.13
tncrementat delay, d, 1.9 0.5
Initiat queue delay, d;

Gonirol detay 3.1 16.6
Lane group LOS B 8
Approach delay 13.1 16.6
Approach LOS E B
Intersection delay 14.9 X =067 intersection LOS B

Version 4.1d

HCS2000™
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Detailed Report

Page 1 of 2

HCS2006™ DETAILED REPORY
General Information Site Information
Analyst JH intersection WEST INTERSECTION
Agency or Co. Area Type Al other areas
Date Parformed 1/14/2004 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Time Period AM PEAK Analysis Year 2028
Project 1D
Volume and Timiag input
EB WB NB SB
LY 1 TH | RT § LT RT | LT § TH ¢ RT | LT ¢ TH RT
Number of lanes, N1 a 0 1 a G ) ¢ & 2 )
Lane group L LT
Volume, ¥V {vph) 562 150 § 18
% Heavy vehicles, %HV 2 2 2
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 10.90
Pretimed (P} or actuated (A} A A A
Start-up iost time, 2.0 2.0
Exiension of effective green, & 2.0 2.0
Agrival type, AT 3 3
Upit exiension, UE 3.0 3.0
Filtering/metering, | 1.000 {1.000 1.000
fnitial unmet demand, & 0.0 0.0
Pad / Bike / RTOR volumes o 0
Lane width 12.0 12.0
Parking / Grade / Parking ) N N N N N N 1] N
Parking maneuvers, N_
Buses stopping, Np o 0
Min. time for pedestrians, Gp 3.2 3.2
Phasing Wa Only 02 03 04 SB Onby 06 o7 08
. G= 300 [G= G G= G=200 1G= G= G=
Timing
Y= 5 Y = Y Y= Y= 5 Y = Y= Y =
Duration of Analysis, T= 0.25 Cycle Length, C= 60.0
Lane Group Capacity; Control Delay, and LOE Defermination
E8 WB NB SB
LT 1 TH | RT § LT TH § RT { LT TH RY LT | TH RT
Adjusted flow rate, v 524 188
Lane group capacily, ¢ 885 1130
vic ratio, X G.71 0.17
Total green ratio, g/iC 0.50 0.33
Uniform defay, d 11.6 14.7
Progression factor, PF 1.000 1.000
file://C\Documents%20and%20Settings\thammond\Local%20Settings\ Temp\s2k12F.tmp ~ 2/10/2004



Detailed Report Page 2 of 2
Delay calibration, k 0.27 g
tncremental delay, d, 2.8 0.1
fnitial queue delay, d,

Condrol delay 14,2 14.2
Lane group LOS 8 B
Approach delay 14,2 14.2
Approach LOS & B
Intersection delay 14.2 _ XC = .49 intersection LOS B

HCs2000™ Copyright & 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d
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Detailed Report Page 1 of 2
HCS2000™ DETAILED REPORT
General Information Site Information
Anatysi JH Intersection WEST INTERSECTION
Agency or Co. Area Type Alf ather areas
Date Performed 1/14(2004 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Time Period P4 PEAK Analysis Year 2026
‘ Project ID
Volume and Timing Input
ER WBR NB 5B
LT TH | RT | LT TH RTILT | TH P RT | LT ¢ TH RT
MNumber of fanes, N1 1] o ; 1 4] 0 o 0 0 g 2 O
Lane group L Lr
Volume, ¥ {vph) 655 623 ¢ 71
% Heavy vehicles, %HY 2 2z 2
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 .90 10.90
Pretimed (P) or actuated (A) A A A
Start-up lost time, 1, 2.0 2.0
Extension of effective green, @ 2.0 2.0
Arrival type, AT 3 3
Unit extension, UE 3.0 3.0
Filtering/metering, | 1.000 11.000 1.000
Initial unmet demand, Q, 0.0 - 0.0
Ped [ Bike / RTOR volumes 0 0
Lane width 12.0 12.0
Parking / Grade / Parking N N N 0 N N NN o N
Parking maneuvers, N_|
Buses stopping, Ng o 2
Min. fime for pedestrians, Gp 3.2 3.2
Phasing WB Only 02 03 04 3B Only 06 o7 08
. G= 300 |G= G= 5= G= 200 {G= G= G=
Timing
Y= 5 Y o= Y = Y= Y= 5 Y= Y o= Y=
Duration of Analysis, T = .25 Cycle Length, C = 60.0
Lane Group Capacity; Control Delay, and LOS Determination
EB ‘WB NB SR
LT | TH I RT { LY TH ¢ RT § LT TH RT LT | TH RT
Adiusted flow rate, v 728 77t
Lane group capacity, ¢ 885 1129
v/c ratio, X (0.62 .68
Total green ratio, 9/C 0.50 0.33
Uniform delay, d, 12.7 17.3
Progression factor, PF 1.600 1.000
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Detatled Report Page 2 of 2
Delay catibration, k 0.36 0.25
incremental delay, d, 6.3 1.7
initial queue delay, d,

Control delay 19.7 19.0
Lane group LOS B &
Approach delay 19.1 19.0
Approach LOS B B
Intersection delay 19.0 Xc =0.77 Intersection LOS B

HCS2000T™ Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, Al Rights Reserved Version 4.1
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RAMP ANALYSES

PROPOSED CONDITIONS
(OUTPUT FILESFROM HCS 2000, VERSION 4.1d)



RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET Page 1 of 2
RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site information
Analyst JH Freeway/Dir of Travel  §B U3 25E
Agency or Company Junction OFF RAMP CPD
Date Performed 8/8/2003 Jurigdiction MORRISTOWN
Analysis Time Period ‘g%dggAK - FULL Analysis Year 2026
Project Description
Inpuis
Upstream Adj Ramp Terrain Level Downstream Adj
Ramp
BYes [EOn Bves Bon
i No i off & No i off
L= 1500 # Ldown = ft
Sge= 55.0 mph Bep= 35.0 mph
D = veh/h
Vu = 342 vehlh Sketch { show lanes, L, Ly, Ve VY
Conversion to peih Under Base Conditions
Y . . ; ; =V/PHF
{pcih} (Vehthr) PHF Terrain Truck | %Rv Hy b - fp
Freeway 1547 0,90 Level 0 1] 1.000 1.60 1719
Ramp 562 0.2G Level 0 O 1.800 1.0 624
UpStream 342 0.90 Level N 0 1.000 1.00 3180
DownStiream ;
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
Vg = Ve { Py Vi =Vp ¥ (Ve VelPrp
Leq = (Equation 25-2 or 25-3) Lcq, = {Equation 25-8 or 25-9)
Pew= using Equation  (Exhibit 28-5) Py, =1.0006 using Equation (Exhibit 25-11)
V.= pch Vi = 1719 poh
Capacily Checks Capacity Checks
Agctual Maximum LOSF? Actual Maximum LOS F?
y See Exhibit 25- Ve=Ve | 1719 4500 No
Fo 7 Vi, 1719 4400:Al No
Ve = V-
. | 1098 4500 No
Vg 4600:A1 R
Vo 624 2000 No
L evel of Service Determination (if not F} L eval of Sarvice Determination {if not F}
Dp=5475+0.00734 v + 0.0078 V,, - 0.00627 L D =4.252+ 0.0086V,, - (.0009 Ly
D = {pcf mi M} D= 14.5 (po/ mi fin)
LOS = (Exhibit 25-4) LOS= B (Exhibit 25-4)
Speed Estimation Speed Esfimation
IMg = (Exibit 25-19) D, = 0.484 (Exhibit 25-19)
Se=  mph (Exhibit 25-19) Sp=  48.7 mph (Exhibit 25-19)
S,=  mph (Exhibit 25-19} S;=  N/A mph (Exhibit 26-189)
5= mph {Exhibit 25-14) S = 48.7 mph (Exhibit 25-15)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JH Freeway/Dir of Travel 8B US 25E
Agenicy or Company Junction OFF RAMP CPD
Date Performed 8/8/2003 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Analysis Time Period ggﬁ?}% -FULL Analysis Year 2026
Project Description
inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp | errain Level Downstream Adj
Ramp
H e
Bives BEon % ves  IEON
Fino Eof Bine EEOHF
Lup = 1560 # l‘dowrn = it
: S = 55.0mph Spp = 35.0 mph
- VD = veh/h
u= 648 veh/n Sketch { show lanes, Ly, Ly Ve,V)
Conversian to poth Under Base Conditions
"y B i ) . . =V/PHF
(pefh) (Vehihr) PH Terrain TFruck | %Rv HY N v o
Freeway 2049 .90 Level 0 1] 1.000 1.60 2277
Ramp 655 0.90 Level ] { 1.004 1.06 T28
UpStream 648 0.90 Level 0 0 1.000 1.00 720
DownStream
Merge Arsas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
¥y = Vi (Pry) Vi =Vg + (Ve - V)P
Leq = (Equation 25-2 or 25-3) Loy = (Equation 25-8 or 25-9)
Pey= using Equation  (Exbibit 25-5) P, =1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 25-11)
V= poih Vs = 2277 peih
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Agiual Maxdmum LOS F? Actuat Maximum LOS F?
y Soe Exhibit 25- Ve=Ve 1 2277 4500 No
FO 7 Vs 2377 4400:Al No
Ve, =W
Fo O VF
1549 4500 No
Vg 4800:Al Vi
Ve 728 2000 No
I evel of Service Determination (if noi F) Level of Service Determination (if not F]
Dp=5475+0.00734 v+ .0078 V., - 0.00627 L, Dy =4.252 + 0.0086 V, ~ 0.0009 Ly
g = {pc/ mi fin} D= 19.3 (pc/ mifin)
LOS = {Exhibit 25-4) 1.0S= B {Exhibit 25-4}
Speed Estimation Spesd Estimation
Mg = (Exibit 26-19) D= {.494 (Exhibit 25-19)
S = mph {Exhibii 25-19) Se=  48.6 mph (Exhibit 25-19)
S,=  mph (Exhibit 25-19) S,=  N/A mph (Exhibit 25-19)
S= mph {Exhibit 25-14) S = 48.6 mph {Exhibit 25-15}
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNGTIONS WORKSHEET
General information Site Information
Analyst TH Freeway/Dir of Travel  NB US 25E
Agency or Company Junction ON RAMP CPI
Date Performed 8/8/2003 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
- . AMPEAK - FULL .
Analysis Time Period Analysis Year 2006
natysis Time Perio BUILD VS a
Projact Description
Inputs
431 Terrain Level
. Downstream Adj
Upstream Adj Ramp Ramp
Tves EOn Bves [WOn
ENne Eof # No ff
_ Lgown = 1500 #
b= fi = -
up S e = 55.0mph Spp= 350 mph D= 160 vehih
y= vahih Sketch ( show lanes, L, LD,VR,V,?)
Conversion fo pclh Under Base Conditions
h M PHF Terrain | Truck | %R f ¢ =VIPHE
{pcihy (Vehihr) erratn ruc RV Y p ” fp
Freeway 733 0.90 Level 8 { .962 1,00 347
Ramp 102 0.0 Level 8 0 0,962 1.00 118
UpStream
DownStream{ 360 0.30 Level 8 0 0,962 1.00 416
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
Vip = Ve (P Vip = Vg + (Ve - VeiPep
Lo = (Equation 25-2 or 25-3) Leg = (Equation 25-8 or 25-8)
Pey= 1.000 using Equation  (Exhibit 25-5) Pep = using Equation (Exhibit 25-11)
V'}g: 247 po/h V12 = pelh
Capacity Checks [Capacity Checks
Actual Mepdmum LOS F? Actual Maximum LOSF?
Y See Exhibit 25-
Veo 965 4500 No o Ll
Voo 4400:Al
Veo = Ve See Exhibit 25-
Vat 965 4600:All No Vi 14
Vg See Exhibit 25-3
i ovel of Service Determination {if not F} Level of Service Determination (if not F}
D =5.475+0.00734v o+ 0.0078 V,, - 0.00627 L, D = 4.252 + 0.0086 V, - 0.0009 Ly
e = 9.8 {pef mi fin) D= {pcl mi/in}
LOS= A (Exhibit 25-4) L OS=  (Exhibit 25-4)
Speed Estimation Speed Estimation
JMS = {).296 (Exibit 25-19} D, = {Exhibit 25-19)
Se=  51.1 mph (Exhibit 25-19) Se=  mph (Exhibit 25-19)

2/10/2004



RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET Page 2 of 2

& N/A mph (Exhibit 25-19) S,=  mph (Exhibit 25-19)
= 51.1 mph (Exhibit 25-14) = mph (Exhibit 25-15)
HCs2000™ Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, Al Rights Reserved Version 4.1d
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET Page 1 of 2

RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst H Freeway/Dir of Travel NB US 25E
Agency or Company Junction ON RAMP CPD
Date Performed 8/8/2003 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Analysis Time Period EI{%?%AK -FULL Analysis Year 2006
Project Description
Inpuis
01 Terrain Level
; Downstream Adj
Upstream Adj Ramp Ramp
BEyes EoOn i ves BlOn
EN = Off
ANo RN o B
Liown = 1500 @
L. = it - =
up S = 55.0mph Ser = 35.0mph B = 595 vehih
o= veh/h Sketch { show lanes, L, LD,VR,Vf)
Conversion to pcth Under Base Conditions
M PHE | Temain [T %R ; i =VIPHF
{pofh) (Vehinr) errain ruck § %Ry oy o e
Freeway 1400 (.90 Level 8 0 8.962 1.00 1618
Ramp 456 0.90 Level 8 0 0,962 1.00 527
UpStream
DownStreamy 525 0.90 Level 3 0 0.962 1.60 647
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
Vig = Ve { Py Vig = Vi + Ve - ValPep
Lrq = (Equation 25-2 or 25-3) oy = (Equation 25-8 or 25-9)
Pey= 1000 using Equation  (Exhibit 25-5) Prp = using Eguation (Exhibit 25-11)
12~ 1618 poih 12 = poih
Capacity Checks Capacify Checks
Actual dMaximum LOSF? Agtual Maximum EOS F?
ey See Exhibit 25-
Veq 2145 4500 No i 14
Vi 4400 All
Veo = Ve~ See Exhibit 25-
Ve 2145 48004 No Vg 14
Vg See Exhibit 25-3
Level of Service Determination (if not F) L evel of Service Determination (if not F)
Dr=5475+0.00734 v o + 0.0078 V,p - 0.00827 L, Dg = 4.252 + 0.0086 V., - 0.0009 L,
O, = 18.8 (pef mifin) Do = {pci mifin)
LOS = B (Exhibit 25-4) i O5= (Exhibit 25-4)
Speed Estimation Speed Estimation
Mg = 0.319 (Exibit 25-18) Dy=  {Exhibit 25-19)
Sg=  50.8 mph (Exhibit 25-19) Sp=  mph (Exhibit 25-19)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET Page 2 of 2

S,=  N/A mph (Exhibit 25-13) Se=  mph (Exhibit 25-19)
= 50.8 mph (Exhibit 25-14} = mph (Exhibit 25-15)
HOS20007H Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d

file://C\Documents%20and%20Settings\jhammond\Local%20Settings\Temp\u 2k 6B.tmp 2/10/2004



RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET

Page 1 of 2

file://C\Documents%20and%20Settings\jhammond\Local%208ettings\Temp\rZkeY tmp

RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JH Freeway/Dir of Travel  NB US 25E
Agency or Company Junction ON RAMP CPD
Date Performed 8/R/2003 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
A : AM PEAK - FULL .
Analysis Time Period Analysis Year 2026
nalysis Hime 7erod  pumLD Y
Project Description
Inpuis
1 Terrain Level
. Drownstream Adj
pstream Adj Ramp Ramp
Flves BOn Wyes HiOn
BN ok
# nNo B or he
gown = 1500 #
b = fi = =
up S = 550 mph Gep = 35.0 mph D = 571 yehih
W= veh/h Sketch ( show fanes, L, Lo VR VY
Conversion to pclh Under Base Conditions
h M PHE Terrain | Truck | %R f ¢ =VIPHE
{pcih) (Vehhr) | arrain FLC oRv Hy o o f
Freeway 1132 0.90 Level B 0 0.962 1.00 1308
Ramp 135 0.90 Level g 0 0.962 1.00 156
UpStream
DownStreamy 571 (.90 Level 8 0 0.962 1.00 660
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of vy, Estimation of v,
Vaz = Ve (Pey) Vip= Ve (Ve VelPep
Len = (Equation 25-2 or 25-3) Leq = (Equation 25-8 or 25-9)
P o= 100G using Equation  (Exhibit 25-5} Pep = using Equation (Exhibit 25-11}
5= 1308 pehh V., = po/h
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Maximum LOS F? Actual Maximum LOS F?
= See Exhibit 25-
Ve=Ve 4
Vo 1464 4500 No L
Vo 4400:A8
Veg = Vi - See Exhibit 25-
Vings 1464 4600:A1 No Vi _ 14
Vi See Exhibit 25-3
1 evel of Service Determination {if not F} Level of Service Determination (if noi F)
Dy =5475+ 000734 v o + £.0078V,, - 0.00627 L, Dg = 4.252 + 0.0086 V,; - 0.0009 Ly
D = 13.7 {pc! mi fin) De = {pc/ mi /i)
1.OS = B (Exhibit 25-4) LOS= (Exhibit 25-4}
Speed Estimation Speed Estimation
Mg = 0.303 (Exibit 25-19} D, =  (Exhibit 25-19)
Se=  51.1 mph (Exhibit 25-18) Se=  mph {Exhibit 25-19)

2/10/2004



RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET Page 2 of 2

o= N/A mph (Exhibit 25-18) =  mph (Exhibit 25-19)
= 51.1 mph (Exhibit 25-14) = mph (Exhibit 25-15)
}.{ngogom Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General lnformation Site Information
Analyst TH Freeway/Dir of Travel  NB US 25E
Agency of Company Junction OMN RAMP CPD
Date Performed 8/8/2003 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Analysis Time Period g%ié%ﬁi{ - FULL Analysis Year 2026
Project Description
Inpuls
01 Terrain Level
) Downstream Adj
Upstream Adj Ramp Ramp
Byes BOn Byss BEoOn
: BN B Off
Fine  BOF o '
_ Liown = 1500 #
L= # _ -
up Sep= 55.0mph Sep= 35.0 mph /0 = 212 velh
it = veh/h Sketch ( show lanes, L, bV V)
Conversion to pclh Under Base Conditions
h M PHF Terain | Truck | %R f N i
(peih) (Vehihe) errain TuC bRy v > o,
Freeway 2165 (.90 Level 8 ] 0.962 1.00 2502
Ramp 571 0.90 Level 8 0 (.962 1.00 660
UpSiream
DownStream; 812 .90 Level & 0 0.962 1.00 938
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
Vo = Ve (Pey) Vig = Vi * (Ve - VeiPep
l.eq = (Equation 25-Z or 25-3) Lo = (Equation 25-8 or 25-8)
Pew= 1.000 using Equation  (Exhibit 25-5) P = using Equation (Exhibit 25-11)
ngz 2502 pchh V12 = pcihy
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Maximum LOSF? Actual Maximum LOS F?
v Sea Exhibit 25-
VH'"VF 14
Veg 3162 4500 No
Vio 4400:All
Ve = Ve See Exhibit 25-
Viaga 3562 4600:A No Vg 14
Ve See Exhibit 25-3
1 evel of Service Determination (if not Fj Level of Service Determination (if not F)
D =5475+0.00734 v + 0.0078 V,, - 0.00627 L, Dg = 4.252 +0.0086 V,, - 0.0009 Ly
D = 26.7 (oot mi An) D, = (pc/ mi/in)
LOS = C {(Exhibit 25-4) L O%=  (Exhibit 25-4)
Speed Estimation Speed Estimation
Mg = {.378 (Exibit 25-19) D.=  {Exhibit 25-19}
Se= 501 mph (Exhibit 25-19) S.=  mph (Exhibit 25-19}

2/10/2004



RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET Page 2 of 2

5,=  N/A mph (Exhibit 25-19) o=  mph (Exhibit 25-19)

5= 501 mph (Exhibit 25-14) = mph (Exhibit 25-15)

}{CSQQWTM Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d
2/16/2004
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WEAVING ANALYSES
PROPOSED CONDITIONS

(OUTPUT FILES FROM HCS 2000, VERSION 4.14}



FREEWAY WEAVING WORKSHEET Page lof 1

FREEWAY WEAVING WORKSHEET
General information Site Information
Analyst Freeway/Dir of Travel 1JS 25 5B
Agency/Company Weaving Seg Location ON 8R 34 TO OFF CPD
Date Performed 11/25/2003 Jurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK Analysis Year 2026
inputs
Freew!ay froo-flow speed, S¢F (mifh) 85 EW aaving type A
WWeaving number of fanes, N 3 ol o, VR 0.40
Weaving seq length, L (f) 1250 V\f”“’.e R 037
Terrain Rolling eaving Tailo, ’
Conversions to pcth Under Base Conditions
pe/hy v PHF Truck % BV % By Eq v i ¥

ot 918 0.90 3 8 25 26 0.957 1.00 1085

02 124 £.90 3 i) 2.5 2.0 0.957 1.00 143
Vwt 438 .90 3 & 25 20 0.957 1.00 508

w2 284 0.96 3 ] 2.5 2.0 0.957 1.60 303

W a1 nw 1208
\f 2019
Weaving and Non-Weaving Speeds

Unconstrained Constrained
Weaving (i = w} Non-Weaving (1 = nw) Weaving {i = w) - Non-Weaving { = nw)
i (Exhibit 24-6) 0.15 (.00
b (Exhibit 24-6) 2.20 4.00
e {Exhibit 24-6) {.97 1.30
i (Exhibit 24-6} 0.80 0.75
Weaving intensity factor, Wi 0.58 0.31
Weaving and non-weaving
peods, S (il 49,78 5714
Number of lanes required for unconstrained operation, Nw 1.28
Maximur number of fanes, Nw {max} 1.40
BB 1f Nw < Nw{max} unconstrained operation BE i Nw > Nw (max) constrained operation

Weaving Segment Speed, Density, Level of Service, and Capacity
Weaving segment speed, S {mih) 53.94
Weaving segment density, D {pe/milng 12.48
Level of servise, LOS B
Capacity of base condition, ¢, {po/h) 5008
Capacity as a 15-minute flow rate, ¢ fveh/h) 4793
Capacity as & full-hour volumte, o, (veh/} 4314
Notes
. Wieaving segments langer than 2500 . are treated as isclated merge and diverge areas using the peocedures of Ghapter 25, "Ramps and Ramp Jusctions™
. Capacity constrained by baskc freeway capacity.
iz, Canacily occurs undst constrained operating conditions.
1. Three-ang Type A segments do not operale well at volume raties greater than 0.45. Poor cperations and some Yocal queuing are expecled in such cases.
k. Four-lane Type A segmenis do net operate weil i volume ratios greater than 9.35. Poor operalions and some local queuing are expacted in such cases.
¥, Capacity constrained by maximum allowable weaving flow rate: 2,600 pon {Type A}, 4,000 (Type B}, 3,500 {Type C).
. Five-tane Type A segments do not operate wel at volume ratios greater than £.20. Poor operations and some locai queulng are expected in such cases.
h. Type B weaving segments do not operate well at volume ratios greater than 0.80. Poor operations and seme local queuing are expected in such cases.
;. Type C weaving segments do not cperate welt at volume ratios greater than 0.50. Poor operations and some iocal queuing are expected in such cases.

Hes2000THM Copyright © 2003 University of Fioride, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d
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FREEWAY WEAVING WORKSHEET : Page t of |

FREEWAY WEAVING WORKSHEET

General Information Site information
Analyst Freoway/Dir of Travel LS 258 SB
iAgencyfCompany saving Seq Location ON SR 24 TG OFF CPD
Date Performed 1172572003 urisdiction MORRISTOWN
Analysis Time Period P PEAK nalysis Year 2026
inputs
Freeway free-flow speed, SeF {mifh) 85 .
Weaving number of lanes, M 3 saving fype A
Weaving seg length, L (ft) 1250 w‘gﬁi r?:ﬁ{’j\fg gég
Terrain Roliing 9 ’ ’
Conversions to peih Under Base Conditions
perh) Y PHEF Truck % RY % Eq En fia\ T ¥
o1 1849 0.90 3 ] 2.5 2.0 0.957 1.00 2146
14 207 0.90 3 1] 2.5 2.0 0.957 1.00 240
\dl 448 0.90 3 ] 2.5 2.0 0.957 1.00 520
W 441 €.80 3 il 2.5 20 0857 1.00 512
Vi 1032 pow 2388
3418
Weaving and Non-Weaving Speeds
Unconstrainad Constrained
Waaving (i = w) Non-Weaving (i = nw} Weaving {i=w) Non-Weaving { = nw)
iz {Exhibit 24-6) 0,15 (.00
D (Exhibit 24-6) 2.20 400
c {Exhibit 24-6) 0.97 1.30
4 (Exhibit 24-6) 0.80 0.75
Weaving intensity factor, Wi 0.82 045
(Weaving and non-weaving
oo i) 45.16 52.93
Number of lanes required for uncenstrained operation, Nw 142
Maximum number of fanes, Nw {max) 148
BB if Nw < Nwimax) unconstrained cperation B if Nw > Nw (max) constrained operation
Weaving Segment Speed, Density, Level of Service, and Capacity
Weaving segment speed, S (mif} 50,32
Weaving segment density, D {pe/mifin} 22.64
|.evel of service, LOS B
Capacity of base condition, ¢, (po/) 5510
Capacify as a 15-minute flow rate, © {veh/hy 5273
Capacity as 2 full-hour volume, ¢, {veh/h) 4746
Notes
. Weaving segments longer than 2500 #. are treated as iscfated merge and diverge aras using the procedures of Chapter 25, "Ramps and Ramp Junctions™,
b, Capacily constrained by basic freeway capacily.
k. Capacily occurs under constrained operafing condifions.
1. Three-lans Type A segments do notoperate well at volume ralios reater thar 0.45. Poor operations and some looal queuing are expacied in such cases.
2, Four-lane Type A segments do nol aparate well at volume fatics greater than 0.35. Poor operafions and some local queuing ars expected in such cases.
- Capacity censtrained by maximum allowable weaving flow rate: 2,800 pefy {Type Al 4,000 (Type B), 3,500 (Type C).
;. Five-lane Type A segments do not operate well at volume ratics greater than 0.20. Poor oparations and some lotal queuing are expected in such cases.
1. Type B weaving segmenis do not operale wed at volumme ratios greater than 0,80, Poor operations and some local queuing are expested in such cases.
. Type C weaving segmants do nat operate well at volume ratios greater than 0.50. Poor operations and some jacal queuing are expacted in such cases.
HES2000 M Copyright ® 2003 Unjversity of Florida, A1l Rights Reserved Version 4.1d

fle://C\Documents%20and%208ettings\jhammond\Local %20 Settings\Temp\s2k94.tmp 2/10/2004



FREEWAY WEAVING WORKSHEET Page 1 of }

FREEWAY WEAVING WORKSHEET
General Information Site information
Anatyst JH Freeway/Dir of Travel US 25E NB
Agency/Company WWeaving Seg Location ONCPDTOOFF SR M4
Date Performed 11/25/2003 Lurisdiction MORRISTOWN
Analysis Tima Period AMPEAK Analysis Year 20726
inpuis
Freeway free-flow speed, SFF {mifh} B5 .
Weaving number of fanes, N 3 caving ty.pe A
Veaving seg length, L () 1450 ‘2:‘\;’:;’ r?ggévg g?g
Terrain Rolling 9 ! ’
Conversions to pe/h Under Base Conditions
pcin} i) PHF Truck % RY % E. Eg v iy ¥
o1 802 0.9G 3 & 25 2.0 0,957 1.00 698
Vo? 88 0.9¢ 3 ] 25 2.0 0.957 1.00 78
't 813 0.90 3 i 25 20 0.957 1.00 71t
w2 67 0.90 3 0 25 20 0.957 1.00 Iiti
W 748 v ' 776
¥ 1564
Weaving and Non-Weaving Speeds
Unconstrained Constrained
Weaving (i =w) Non-Weaving {i = nw) Weaving (i = w) Non-Weaving { = nw}
a (Exhibit 24-8} 015 0.00
b {Exhibit 24-5} 4.00 4.00
¢ (Exhibif 24-6) 0.97 1.3G
d {Exhibit 24-8 0.80 URES
Weaving intensily factor, Wi 1.10 2.15
\Weaving and non-weaving
L oceds. Si fmih) 41.22 62.90
INumber of lanes reguired for unconstrained operation, Nw 1.48
aximum number of lanes, Nw {max} 140
BR 1 Nw < Nw{max) unconstrained operation B i Nw > Nw (max) constrained operation
Weaving Segment Speed, Density, Level of Service, and Capacity
eaving segment speed, S fmih} 49,72
Weaving segment density, D (po/mifn} 10.48
| evel of service, LOS A
Capacity of base condition, ¢, {peih) 4835
Capacity as a 15-minuie flow rate, ¢ (veh/h) 4627
Capacity as a full-hour volume, ¢, (veh/} 4164
Notes _
. Weaving segments lenger than 2500 f. are reated as isclated merge and diverge areas using the proceduras of Chapter 25, "Ramps and Ramp Junetions”,
h. Capacity constrained by basic freeway capacity.
ic. Capacity oocurs under constrained operating cenditions.
1, Thee-lane Type A segmants. do not operate well at volume ratios greater than (.45, Poor operations and some local qurewing are expected in such cases.
. Four-lane Type A segments do not operate well al volume ratios greater than 0.35. Poor operations and some local quewing are expecied in such cases.
& Capacity constrained by maximu allowabie weaving flow rate: 2,800 pc/ {Type A), 4,000 {Type B), 3,500 (Type C.

. Type B waaving segmens do not operate welt al volume rafios greater than 6.80. Poor eperations and some local queuing are expecled in such cases.

. Five-lane Type A segments do not operate well at valume ratios grealer than 0.20, Poor operations and some local queving are expacted in such cases.
§ Type C weaving sogments do not operaie wail at volume ratios greater than 0.50. Poor operations and some local queuing are expected in such cases.

HCS2000™™ Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, Al Rights Resesved Version 4.1d
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FREEWAY WEAVING WORKSHEET

Page 1 of 1

FREEWAY WEAVING WORKSHEET

[ 1w < Nwimax} unconsirained operation

B if Nw > Nw {max) constrained operation

General Information Site Information
Analyst Freeway/Dir of Travel US 25E NB
Agency/Company Weaving Seg Location ONCPDTOOFF SR 34
Date Parformed 11/25/2003 wrisdiction MORRISTOWN
Analysis Time Period P PEAK Analysis Year 2026
nputs
Fraeway free-flow speed, SFF (mith) 65 ,
Weaving number of lanes, N 3 M‘:ﬁm’;gr%ie VR Q ad
Wea\{mg seg length, L {ft} ‘345{) \Weaving ratic, R 0.37
Terrain Rotling E
Conversions to pcfh Under Base Conditions

peh) ki PHF Truek % RV % Ey Eg friv fo v
Vot 896 .80 3 ¢ 25 2.0 0.057 1.0¢ 1156
VoZ 214 0.90 3 0 25 2.0 0.957 1.00 248

wi 568 0.90 3 g 25 2.8 0.957 1.00 694
Vw2 357 0.90 3 [+ 25 20 0.857 1.00 414

W 11068 Ay 1464

2812
Weaving and Non-Weaving Speeds
Unconstrained Constrained
Weaving (i = w) Non-Weaving (i = nw) Weaving (i = w} Non-Weaving { = nw)

a (Exhibit 24-6) 0.15 0.00
h (Exhibit 24-6) 4.00 4.00
: (Exhiblt 24-8) 0.97 1.30
i} (Exhibit 24-6) 0.80 0.75
Weaving Infensity factor, Wi 1.58 0.23
Weaving and non-weaving
speeds, S (mith] 35.30 50.66
Number of lanes required for unconsirained operation, MNw 1.40
Maximum number of lanes, Nw {max) 1.40

Weaving Segment Speed, Density, Level of Service, and Capacity

Weaving segment speed, S (mih) 46.47
Weaving segment density, D {pe/mifin) 18.02
Level of service, LOS B
Capacity of hase condition, ¢, {pefhi) 4878
ICapaciy as a 15-minute flow rate, ¢ (veh/h} 4668
Capacity as a full-hour volume, ¢, {vehihy 42

Motes

2. Weaving segments longer than 2600 £, are treated as isolated merge and diverge areas using the procedures of Chapler 25, "Ramps and Ramp Junctions™,
b. Capacity constrained by basic freeway capacity

. Capacity occurs under conslrained operating conditions.
. Three-iane Type A segments do not operate welt at volume ratios greater than 0.45. Poor operations and some local queuing are expected i such cases.
o, Four-lane Typa A segmenis do not operate well at volume rafios grealer than 0.35. Poor operations and some local queuing are expected in such cases,
i, Capacity constrained by maximum allowable weaving flow rate: 2,800 po/h (Type A}, 4,060 (Type BY, 3,500 {Type C}.
ig. Five-lane Type A segments da ot operate well at volume ratios greater thar 0.20. Peor operations and some local quewing are expected in such cases.
. Type B weaving segments do nol operate well at volume ratios greater than 0.80. Poor operations and some local queuing are expected in such cases.

. Type C weaving segments do not operate well 2t volume ratios greater than 0.50. Poor eperations and soms focal queuing are axpected in such cases.
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OTHER ALTERNATIVESINVESTIGATED
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