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Kirkland 
Appraisals, 

March 15, 2022 

Chad Martin 
Cardno 
76 San Marcos Street 
Austin, TX 78702 

RE: Hummingbird Solar Project, Fleming County, KY 

Mr. Martin, 

Richard C. Kirkland, Jr., MAI 
9408 Northfield Court 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27603 
Phone (919) 414-8142 

At your request, I have considered the impact of a 200 MW solar farm proposed to be constructed on 
a portion of a 3,115-acre assemblage of land off Poplar Grove Road, located near Flemingsburg, 
Fleming County, Kentucky. Specifically, I have been asked to give my professional opinion on 
whether the proposed solar farm will have any impact on adjoining property value and whether "the 
location and character of the use, if developed according to the plan as submitted and approved, will 
be in harmony with the area in which it is to be located." 

To form an opinion on these issues, I have researched and visited existing and proposed solar farms 
in Kentucky as well as other states, researched articles through the Appraisal Institute and other 
studies, and discussed the likely impact with other real estate professionals. I have not been asked 
to assign any value to any specific property. 

This letter is a limited report of a real property appraisal consulting assignment and subject to the 
limiting conditions attached to this letter. My client is Cardno represented to me by Chad Martin. 
My findings support the Kentucky Siting Board Application. The effective date of this consultation is 
March 15, 2021. 

While based in NC, I am also a Kentucky State Certified General Appraiser #5522. 

Conclusion 

The adjoining properties are well set back from the proposed solar panels and supplemental 
vegetation is proposed to enhance the areas where the existing trees do not currently provide a 
proper screen. The closest home will be 500 feet from the nearest panel and the average distance 
will be 963 feet. 

The matched pair analysis shows no impact on home values due to abutting or adjoining a solar 
farm as well as no impact to abutting or adjacent vacant residential or agricultural land where the 
solar farm is properly screened and buffered. The criteria that typically correlates with downward 
adjustments on property values such as noise, odor, and traffic all indicate that a solar farm is a 
compatible use for rural/residential transition areas and that it would function in a harmonious 
manner with this area. 

Data from the university studies, broker commentary, and other appraisal studies support a finding 
of no impact on property value adjoining a solar farm with proper setbacks and landscaped buffers. 

Very similar solar farms in very similar areas have been found by hundreds of towns and counties 
not to have a substantial negative effect to abutting or adjoining properties, and many of those 
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findings of no impact have been upheld by appellate courts. Similar solar farms have been 
approved with adjoining agricultural uses, schools, churches, and residential developments. 

Based on the data and analysis in this report, it is my professional opinion that the solar farm 
proposed at the subject property will have no impact on the value of adjoining or abutting properties 
and that the proposed use is in harmony with the area in which it is located. I note that some of 
the positive implications of a solar farm that have been expressed by people living next to solar 
farms include protection from future development of residential developments or other more 
intrusive uses, reduced dust, odor and chemicals from former farming operations, protection from 
light pollution at night, it's quiet, and there is minimal traffic. 

If you have any questions please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

C. Kip 
CI 

 •••••• 

Richard C. Kirkland, Jr., MAI 
Kentucky Certified General Appraiser #5522 

9 

0. 

. 

,,,,,,, • °‘ 

2 

findings of no impact have been upheld by appellate courts. Similar solar farms have been 
appioved with adjoining agricultural uses, schools, churches, and residential developments. 

Based on the data and analysis in this report, it is my professional opinion that the solar farm 
proposed at the subject property will have no impact on the value of adjoining or abutting properties 
and that the proposed use is in harmony with the area in which it is located. I note that some of 
the positive implications of a solar farm that have been expressed by people living next to solar 
farms include protection from future development of residential developments or other more 
intrusive uses, reduced dust, odor and chemicals from former farming operations, protection from 
light pollution at night, it's quiet, and there is minimal traffic. 

If you have any questions please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Richard C. Kirkland, Jr., MAI 
Kentucky Certified General Appraiser #5522 

es) 
0. Kflikki,

• & di •,,., 
4, —0,,, 4tED secrc. 

2 
 
findings of no impact have been upheld by appellate courts.  Similar solar farms have been 
approved with adjoining agricultural uses, schools, churches, and residential developments.     

Based on the data and analysis in this report, it is my professional opinion that the solar farm 
proposed at the subject property will have no impact on the value of adjoining or abutting properties 
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I. Proposed Project and Adjoining Uses 

Proposed Use Description 

This 200 MW solar farm is proposed to be constructed on a portion of a 3,115-acre assemblage of 
land located off Poplar Grove Road, Flemingsburg, Fleming County, Kentucky. Adjoining land is a 
mix of residential and agricultural uses, which is very typical of solar farm sites. 

Adjoining Properties 

I have considered adjoining uses and included a map to identify each parcel's location. Based on 
the current site plan the closest adjoining home will be 500 feet from the closest solar panel and the 
average distance to adjoining homes will be 963 feet to the nearest solar panel. These setbacks are 
much larger than what is typically found and will go beyond what is needed to protect adjoining 

The breakdown of those uses by acreage and number of parcels is summarized below. 

Adjoining Use Breakdown 

Acreage Parcels 

Residential 4.64% 46.71% 

Agricultural 37.40% 25.00% 

Agri/Res 57.94% 27.63% 

Cemetery 0.02% 0.66% 

Total 100.00% 100.00% 
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Surrounding Uses 

# MAP ID Owner 

Data 

Acres Present Use 

Adjoin 

Acres 

Distance (ft) LP 

Adjacency 

1 057-00-00-037.00 Schwartz 86.13 Agri/Res 1.23% 500 2,175 

2 057-00-00-007.00 Eicher 95.83 Agricultural 1.37% N/A 2875 

3 057-00-00-007.02 Lengacher 15.11 Residential 0.22% N/A 1130 

4 057-00-00-006.00 Triple A Farm 141.88 Agri/Res 2.03% 2,015 1 

5 057-00-00-008.00 Reid 0.50 Residential 0.01% 1,620 155 

6 057-00-00-008.00 Reid 87.90 Agri/Res 1.26% 1,130 1,250 

7 057-00-00-008.01 Reid 0.59 Residential 0.01% 1,180 140 

8 069-00-00-019.00 Humphries 174.00 Agri/Res 2.49% 500 2750 

9 069-00-00-018.00 Kearns 1.50 Residential 0.02% 500 220 

10 069-00-00-021.01 Graber 13.66 Residential 0.20% 650 775 

11 069-00-00-021.00 Lengacher 25.06 Agri/Res 0.36% 500 2,140 

12 069-00-00-020.00 Mers 0.58 Residential 0.01% 500 50 

13 069-00-00-025.00 Mers 5.41 Residential 0.08% 500 1,570 

14 069-00-00-027.0 Meadows 9.11 Residential 0.13% 565 695 

15 069-00-00-028.00 Crump 20.20 Agri/Res 0.29% 885 200 

16 069-00-00-028.01 Rucker 7.21 Residential 0.10% 765 1050 

17 069-00-00-029.00 Utterback 1.88 Residential 0.03% N/A Easement 

18 069-00-00-029.01 Utterback 46.82 Agricultural 0.67% N/A Easement 

19 069-40-00-054.00 Utterback 1.33 Residential 0.02% 2,750 Easement 

20 069-00-00-007.00 Mineer 41.08 Agricultural 0.59% N/A Easement 

21 069-00-00-011.00 Mineer 0.98 Residential 0.01% 1,770 Easement 

22 069-00-00-007.03 Suarez 45.03 Agricultural 0.64% N/A Easement 

23 069-00-00-001.00 Miller 60.00 Agricultural 0.86% N/A 3000 

24 080-00-00-011.00 Applegate 1.00 Residential 0.01% N/A 590 

25 069-00-00-004.00 Applegate 56.75 Agri/Res 0.81% 1,140 1910 

26 069-00-00-003.00 Ratliff 4.95 Residential 0.07% 860 855 

27 069-00-00-005.00 Foxworthy 150.00 Agri/Res 2.15% 1,165 2110 

28 068-00-00-013.00 White 65.50 Agri/Res 0.94% 1,510 1275 

29 080-00-00-004.00 Meadows 128.19 Agri/Res 1.84% 650 4880 

30 080-00-00-004.01 Hughes 25.31 Agricultural 0.36% N/A 645 

31 080-00-00-002.00 Applegate 49.50 Agri/Res 0.71% 1,220 555 

32 104647 Applegate 10.40 Residential 0.15% N/A 1315 

33 012-00-00-048.00 Unknown 209.30 Agricultural 3.00% N/A 1040 

34 105270 Applegate 69.80 Agricultural 1.00% N/A 1525 

35 104208 Burberry 113.80 Agricultural 1.63% N/A 1790 

36 080-00-00-009.00 Schwartz 121.00 Agri/Res 1.73% 500 4210 

37 081-00-00-010.00 Schwartz 38.03 Agricultural 0.54% N/A 2230 

38 081-00-00-002.00 Beckett 0.50 Residential 0.01% 500 215 

39 081-00-00-004.02 Skaggs 6.06 Residential 0.09% N/A 1255 

40 080-00-00-012.00 Skaggs 0.87 Residential 0.01% N/A 610 

41 080-00-00-006.00 May 2.29 Residential 0.03% 500 635 

42 081-00-00-001.02 Palmer 0.77 Residential 0.01% 500 295 

43 081-00-00-001.01 Palmer 3.52 Residential 0.05% 530 490 

44 081-00-00-006.00 Mers 2.85 Residential 0.04% 500 490 
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15 069-00-00-028.00 Crump 20.20 Agri/Res 0.29% 885 200

16  069-00-00-028.01 Rucker 7.21 Residential 0.10% 765 1050

17  069-00-00-029.00 Utterback 1.88 Residential 0.03% N/A Easement

18 069-00-00-029.01 Utterback 46.82 Agricultural 0.67% N/A Easement

19 069-40-00-054.00 Utterback 1.33 Residential 0.02% 2,750 Easement

20  069-00-00-007.00 Mineer 41.08 Agricultural 0.59% N/A Easement

21  069-00-00-011.00 Mineer 0.98 Residential 0.01% 1,770 Easement

22 069-00-00-007.03 Suarez 45.03 Agricultural 0.64% N/A Easement

23 069-00-00-001.00 Miller 60.00 Agricultural 0.86% N/A 3000

24  080-00-00-011.00 Applegate 1.00 Residential 0.01% N/A 590

25 069-00-00-004.00 Applegate 56.75 Agri/Res 0.81% 1,140 1910

26 069-00-00-003.00 Ratliff 4.95 Residential 0.07% 860 855

27 069-00-00-005.00 Foxworthy 150.00 Agri/Res 2.15% 1,165 2110

28 068-00-00-013.00 White 65.50 Agri/Res 0.94% 1,510 1275
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34 105270 Applegate 69.80 Agricultural 1.00% N/A 1525
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36  080-00-00-009.00 Schwartz 121.00 Agri/Res 1.73% 500 4210

37 081-00-00-010.00 Schwartz 38.03 Agricultural 0.54% N/A 2230

38 081-00-00-002.00 Beckett 0.50 Residential 0.01% 500 215

39  081-00-00-004.02 Skaggs 6.06 Residential 0.09% N/A 1255

40 080-00-00-012.00 Skaggs 0.87 Residential 0.01% N/A 610

41 080-00-00-006.00 May 2.29 Residential 0.03% 500 635

42  081-00-00-001.02 Palmer 0.77 Residential 0.01% 500 295

43  081-00-00-001.01 Palmer 3.52 Residential 0.05% 530 490

44  081-00-00-006.00 Mers 2.85 Residential 0.04% 500 490
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# MAP ID Owner 

GIS Data 

Acres Present Use 

Adjoin 

Acres 

Distance (ft) 

Home/Panel 

LP 

Adjacency 

45 081-00-00-009.00 Spann 2.59 Residential 0.04% 500 25 

46 081-00-00-008.00 Schwartz 43.23 Agricultural 0.62% N/A 315 

47 081-00-00-012.00 Graber 69.93 Agricultural 1.00% N/A Easement 

48 081-00-00-045.00 Graber 10.00 Residential 0.14% N/A 1680 

49 081-00-00-039.00 Smith 30.00 Agri/Res 0.43% 500 825 

50 081-00-00-040.00 Doyle 72.92 Agricultural 1.04% N/A 250 

51 081-00-00-041.00 Garrett 335.55 Agri/Res 4.80% 845 2640 

52 081-00-00-041.01 Steele 5.54 Residential 0.08% N/A 920 

53 070-00-00-002.01 Graber 30.70 Agricultural 0.44% N/A 3000 

54 070-00-00-003.00 Rolph Family 1.38 Cemetery 0.02% N/A 215 

55 082-00-00-005.00 New Direction 70.12 Agricultural 1.00% N/A 1265 

56 082-00-00-032.00 Taylor Trust 285.25 Agri/Res 4.08% 5,110 775 

57 070-00-00-028.02 Holt 7.59 Residential 0.11% N/A 340 

58 070-00-00-028.05 Schwartz 81.43 Agri/Res 1.17% 1,785 1855 

59 070-00-00-026.00 Marshall 66.41 Agri/Res 0.95% 1,215 2970 

60 070-00-00-023.00 Marshall 110.96 Agricultural 1.59% 1,110 3970 

61 070-00-00-009.00 Marshall 96.68 Agricultural 1.38% N/A 705 

62 069-00-00-039.00 Caudill 85.38 Agricultural 1.22% N/A 3220 

63 069-00-00-037.00 Williams 95.06 Agri/Res 1.36% 500 980 

64 069-00-00-048.00 Turner 107.21 Agricultural 1.53% N/A 3155 

65 069-00-00-033.00 Lewis 35.62 Agricultural 0.51% 1,085 Easement 

66 069-00-00-031.00 Swim 1.11 Residential 0.02% 1,055 Easement 

67 069-00-00-034.01 Ripato 0.93 Residential 0.01% 1,210 Easement 

68 069-00-00-034.02 Ripato 1.83 Residential 0.03% 1,330 Easement 

69 069-00-00-036.00 Williams 52.31 Agri/Res 0.75% 1,080 Easement 

70 069-00-00-042.00 Esh 1.94 Residential 0.03% 500 755 

71 069-00-00-041.00 Kegley 2.81 Residential 0.04% 500 650 

72 069-00-00-040.00 Kegley 0.86 Residential 0.01% 500 605 

73 069-00-00-047.02 Kegley 52.48 Agricultural 0.75% N/A 1865 

74 069-00-00-045.00 Caudill 29.36 Agricultural 0.42% N/A 895 

75 069-00-00-044.00 Mik 4.75 Residential 0.07% 500 575 

76 070-00-00-006.01 Esh 14.95 Residential 0.21% 515 1 

77 070-00-00-004.00 McKisson 5.00 Residential 0.07% 625 430 

78 069-00-00-047.01 Hickerson 1.90 Residential 0.03% 500 950 

79 070-00-00-005.00 Helmuth 12.66 Residential 0.18% 500 1705 

80 070-00-00-006.02 Norton 16.81 Residential 0.24% 665 1580 

81 070-00-00-010.00 Peachey 36.07 Agri/Res 0.52% 880 2165 

82 070-00-00-011.00 Marshall 1.21 Residential 0.02% 500 175 

83 070-00-00-014.00 Marshall 110.00 Agricultural 1.57% N/A 4325 

84 070-00-00-013.00 Gardner 1.30 Residential 0.02% 500 485 

85 070-00-00-015.00 Marshall 70.86 Agricultural 1.01% N/A 1145 

86 070-00-00-016.00 Caudill 38.46 Agricultural 0.55% N/A 1525 

87 070-00-00-016.00 Marshall 57.75 Agricultural 0.83% N/A 2205 

88 058-00-00-034.00 Holland 17.00 Residential 0.24% 795 1455 
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GIS Data Adjoin Distance (ft) LF

# MAP ID Owner Acres Present Use Acres Home/Panel Adjacency

45 081-00-00-009.00 Spann 2.59 Residential 0.04% 500 25

46  081-00-00-008.00 Schwartz 43.23 Agricultural 0.62% N/A 315

47  081-00-00-012.00 Graber 69.93 Agricultural 1.00% N/A Easement

48 081-00-00-045.00 Graber 10.00 Residential 0.14% N/A 1680

49 081-00-00-039.00 Smith 30.00 Agri/Res 0.43% 500 825

50 081-00-00-040.00 Doyle 72.92 Agricultural 1.04% N/A 250

51  081-00-00-041.00 Garrett 335.55 Agri/Res 4.80% 845 2640

52 081-00-00-041.01 Steele 5.54 Residential 0.08% N/A 920

53 070-00-00-002.01 Graber 30.70 Agricultural 0.44% N/A 3000

54  070-00-00-003.00 Rolph Family 1.38 Cemetery 0.02% N/A 215

55 082-00-00-005.00 New Direction 70.12 Agricultural 1.00% N/A 1265

56 082-00-00-032.00 Taylor Trust 285.25 Agri/Res 4.08% 5,110 775

57 070-00-00-028.02 Holt 7.59 Residential 0.11% N/A 340

58 070-00-00-028.05 Schwartz 81.43 Agri/Res 1.17% 1,785 1855

59 070-00-00-026.00 Marshall 66.41 Agri/Res 0.95% 1,215 2970

60  070-00-00-023.00 Marshall 110.96 Agricultural 1.59% 1,110 3970

61  070-00-00-009.00 Marshall 96.68 Agricultural 1.38% N/A 705

62 069-00-00-039.00 Caudill 85.38 Agricultural 1.22% N/A 3220

63  069-00-00-037.00 Williams 95.06 Agri/Res 1.36% 500 980

64 069-00-00-048.00 Turner 107.21 Agricultural 1.53% N/A 3155

65  069-00-00-033.00 Lewis 35.62 Agricultural 0.51% 1,085 Easement

66 069-00-00-031.00 Swim 1.11 Residential 0.02% 1,055 Easement

67 069-00-00-034.01 Ripato 0.93 Residential 0.01% 1,210 Easement

68 069-00-00-034.02 Ripato 1.83 Residential 0.03% 1,330 Easement

69 069-00-00-036.00 Williams 52.31 Agri/Res 0.75% 1,080 Easement

70  069-00-00-042.00 Esh 1.94 Residential 0.03% 500 755

71 069-00-00-041.00 Kegley 2.81 Residential 0.04% 500 650

72  069-00-00-040.00 Kegley 0.86 Residential 0.01% 500 605

73 069-00-00-047.02 Kegley 52.48 Agricultural 0.75% N/A 1865

74 069-00-00-045.00 Caudill 29.36 Agricultural 0.42% N/A 895

75 069-00-00-044.00 Mik 4.75 Residential 0.07% 500 575

76 070-00-00-006.01 Esh 14.95 Residential 0.21% 515 1

77 070-00-00-004.00 McKisson 5.00 Residential 0.07% 625 430

78 069-00-00-047.01 Hickerson 1.90 Residential 0.03% 500 950

79  070-00-00-005.00 Helmuth 12.66 Residential 0.18% 500 1705

80 070-00-00-006.02 Norton 16.81 Residential 0.24% 665 1580

81 070-00-00-010.00 Peachey 36.07 Agri/Res 0.52% 880 2165

82 070-00-00-011.00 Marshall 1.21 Residential 0.02% 500 175

83  070-00-00-014.00 Marshall 110.00 Agricultural 1.57% N/A 4325

84  070-00-00-013.00 Gardner 1.30 Residential 0.02% 500 485

85  070-00-00-015.00 Marshall 70.86 Agricultural 1.01% N/A 1145

86  070-00-00-016.00 Caudill 38.46 Agricultural 0.55% N/A 1525

87  070-00-00-016.00 Marshall 57.75 Agricultural 0.83% N/A 2205

88 058-00-00-034.00 Holland 17.00 Residential 0.24% 795 1455
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# MAP ID Owner 

GIS Data 

Acres Present Use 

Adjoin 

Acres 

Distance (ft) 

Home/Panel 

LP 

Adjacency 

89 058-00-00-034.01 Peachey 26.69 Agricultural 0.38% N/A 720 

90 058-00-00-036.00 Coblentz 19.00 Residential 0.27% 500 315 

91 058-00-00-037.00 Prater 39.75 Agricultural 0.57% N/A 2120 

92 058-00-00-040.00 Fearin 13.55 Residential 0.19% N/A 405 

93 058-00-00-040.28 Harmon 0.70 Residential 0.01% 500 175 

94 058-00-00-040.26 Conn 1.21 Residential 0.02% 500 490 

95 058-00-00-040.22 Soule 1.10 Residential 0.02% 500 220 

96 058-00-00-040.20 Ballard 0.55 Residential 0.01% 500 110 

97 058-00-00-040.18 Ballard 0.55 Residential 0.01% N/A 125 

98 058-00-00-040.14 Stacy 1.33 Residential 0.02% 500 295 

99 058-00-00-040.12 Williams 0.57 Residential 0.01% 500 120 

100 058-00-00-040.10 McCleese 0.57 Residential 0.01% 500 1 

101 058-00-00-041.03 Utterback 5.00 Residential 0.07% 500 405 

102 058-00-00-041.00 Brewer 21.03 Agri/Res 0.30% 695 1280 

103 059-00-00-005.01 Harvey 38.15 Agricultural 0.55% N/A Easement 

104 059-00-00-009.02 Lunsford 34.47 Agricultural 0.49% 500 2730 

105 059-00-00-012.01 Williams 1.72 Residential 0.02% 500 1215 

106 059-00-00-009.01 Mazelin 45.00 Agri/Res 0.64% 835 2250 

107 059-00-00-008.00 Wills 100.30 Agricultural 1.44% N/A 2770 

108 070-00-00-039.00 Fearin 127.44 Agri/Res 1.82% 500 3060 

109 071-00-00-003.00 Williams 80.07 Agri/Res 1.15% 1,425 2240 

110 071-00-00-003.01 Williams 9.13 Residential 0.13% 525 150 

111 071-00-00-005.00 Salyers 119.60 Agri/Res 1.71% 500 1810 

112 071-00-00-010.01 Lengacher 130.47 Agri/Res 1.87% 2,635 1760 

113 059-00-00-028.01 Jones 0.86 Residential 0.01% N/A 20 

114 059-00-00-028.00 Jones 112.25 Agri/Res 1.61% 2,975 1710 

115 059-00-00-027.00 Jones 18.28 Residential 0.26% N/A 1880 

116 059-00-00-026.00 Strausbaugh 45.65 Agri/Res 0.65% 2,835 620 

117 059-00-00-023.00 Borders 50.00 Agri/Res 0.72% 2,140 940 

118 059-00-00-022.00 Gooding 68.00 Agri/Res 0.97% 2,180 460 

119 059-00-00-021.00 Himes 169.00 Agri/Res 2.42% 2,705 3090 

120 059-00-00-011.00 Bedore 40.00 Agri/Res 0.57% 500 1315 

121 059-00-00-014.00 Mitchell 3.33 Residential 0.05% 500 270 

122 059-00-00-013.00 Doyle 125.32 Agri/Res 1.79% 850 4785 

123 059-00-00-001.00 Kaenzig 170.60 Agri/Res 2.44% 2,825 2830 

124 058-00-00-043.00 Colgan 87.05 Agricultural 1.25% N/A Easement 

125 058-00-00-042.00 Colgan 76.75 Agri/Res 1.10% 880 Easement 

126 059-00-00-003.00 Colgan 0.34 Residential 0.00% 1,450 Easement 

127 059-00-00-004.00 Galbreath 4.39 Residential 0.06% 1,225 Easement 

128 058-00-00-019.00 Morris 100.00 Agri/Res 1.43% 2,015 Easement 

129 058-00-00-022.00 Lindberg 5.43 Residential 0.08% 500 Easement 

130 058-00-00-023.02 Hill 35.57 Agricultural 0.51% N/A 1450 

131 058-00-00-023.00 Lamar 0.24 Residential 0.00% 500 100 

132 058-00-00-023.01 Spencer 3.26 Residential 0.05% 670 545 
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GIS Data Adjoin Distance (ft) LF

# MAP ID Owner Acres Present Use Acres Home/Panel Adjacency

89  058-00-00-034.01 Peachey 26.69 Agricultural 0.38% N/A 720

90 058-00-00-036.00 Coblentz 19.00 Residential 0.27% 500 315

91 058-00-00-037.00 Prater 39.75 Agricultural 0.57% N/A 2120

92  058-00-00-040.00 Fearin 13.55 Residential 0.19% N/A 405

93  058-00-00-040.28 Harmon 0.70 Residential 0.01% 500 175

94 058-00-00-040.26 Conn 1.21 Residential 0.02% 500 490

95 058-00-00-040.22 Soule 1.10 Residential 0.02% 500 220

96 058-00-00-040.20 Ballard 0.55 Residential 0.01% 500 110

97  058-00-00-040.18 Ballard 0.55 Residential 0.01% N/A 125

98 058-00-00-040.14 Stacy 1.33 Residential 0.02% 500 295

99 058-00-00-040.12 Williams 0.57 Residential 0.01% 500 120

100 058-00-00-040.10 McCleese 0.57 Residential 0.01% 500 1

101 058-00-00-041.03 Utterback 5.00 Residential 0.07% 500 405

102 058-00-00-041.00 Brewer 21.03 Agri/Res 0.30% 695 1280

103 059-00-00-005.01 Harvey 38.15 Agricultural 0.55% N/A Easement

104 059-00-00-009.02 Lunsford 34.47 Agricultural 0.49% 500 2730

105  059-00-00-012.01 Williams 1.72 Residential 0.02% 500 1215

106  059-00-00-009.01 Mazelin 45.00 Agri/Res 0.64% 835 2250

107 059-00-00-008.00 Wills 100.30 Agricultural 1.44% N/A 2770

108 070-00-00-039.00 Fearin 127.44 Agri/Res 1.82% 500 3060

109 071-00-00-003.00 Williams 80.07 Agri/Res 1.15% 1,425 2240

110 071-00-00-003.01 Williams 9.13 Residential 0.13% 525 150

111  071-00-00-005.00 Salyers 119.60 Agri/Res 1.71% 500 1810

112 071-00-00-010.01 Lengacher 130.47 Agri/Res 1.87% 2,635 1760

113  059-00-00-028.01 Jones 0.86 Residential 0.01% N/A 20

114 059-00-00-028.00 Jones 112.25 Agri/Res 1.61% 2,975 1710

115 059-00-00-027.00 Jones 18.28 Residential 0.26% N/A 1880

116 059-00-00-026.00 Strausbaugh 45.65 Agri/Res 0.65% 2,835 620

117  059-00-00-023.00 Borders 50.00 Agri/Res 0.72% 2,140 940

118 059-00-00-022.00 Gooding 68.00 Agri/Res 0.97% 2,180 460

119 059-00-00-021.00 Himes 169.00 Agri/Res 2.42% 2,705 3090

120 059-00-00-011.00 Bedore 40.00 Agri/Res 0.57% 500 1315

121 059-00-00-014.00 Mitchell 3.33 Residential 0.05% 500 270

122 059-00-00-013.00 Doyle 125.32 Agri/Res 1.79% 850 4785

123 059-00-00-001.00 Kaenzig 170.60 Agri/Res 2.44% 2,825 2830

124  058-00-00-043.00 Colgan 87.05 Agricultural 1.25% N/A Easement

125 058-00-00-042.00 Colgan 76.75 Agri/Res 1.10% 880 Easement

126  059-00-00-003.00 Colgan 0.34 Residential 0.00% 1,450 Easement

127 059-00-00-004.00 Galbreath 4.39 Residential 0.06% 1,225 Easement

128 058-00-00-019.00 Morris 100.00 Agri/Res 1.43% 2,015 Easement

129 058-00-00-022.00 Lindberg 5.43 Residential 0.08% 500 Easement

130 058-00-00-023.02 Hill 35.57 Agricultural 0.51% N/A 1450

131 058-00-00-023.00 Lamar 0.24 Residential 0.00% 500 100

132  058-00-00-023.01 Spencer 3.26 Residential 0.05% 670 545
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# MAP ID Owner 

GIS Data 

Acres Present Use 

Adjoin 

Acres 

Distance (ft) 

Home/Panel 

LP 

Adjacency 

133 058-00-00-025.00 Cox 1.27 Residential 0.02% 500 390 

134 058-00-00-026.00 Earls 0.77 Residential 0.01% 500 335 

135 058-00-00-028.00 Spencer 0.32 Residential 0.00% 500 120 

136 058-00-00-029.00 Schwartz 0.34 Residential 0.00% 500 100 

137 058-00-00-030.00 Arthur 0.61 Residential 0.01% 500 345 

138 058-00-00-020.00 Graham 26.37 Agricultural 0.38% N/A 645 

139 058-00-00-020.01 Strode 32.42 Agri/Res 0.46% 875 1575 

140 058-00-00-017.00 Gilliam 41.93 Agri/Res 0.60% 500 1935 

141 058-00-00-018.00 Dillon 24.50 Agri/Res 0.35% 500 2725 

142 058-00-00-016.00 Utterback 0.70 Residential 0.01% 500 3060 

143 058-00-00-012.03 Caskey 12.48 Residential 0.18% N/A 575 

144 058-00-00-012.05 Hawkins 2.00 Residential 0.03% 575 260 

145 058-00-00-012.00 Gilkerson 12.47 Residential 0.18% N/A 140 

146 058-00-00-014.00 Utterback 25.83 Agricultural 0.37% N/A 960 

147 057-00-00-016.00 Conrad 110.00 Agri/Res 1.57% 1,690 2400 

148 057-00-00-013.00 Reeder 149.97 Agricultural 2.15% N/A 4220 

149 057-00-00-013.00 Reeder 80.03 Agricultural 1.15% N/A 4240 

150 057-00-00-011.00 Johnson 93.33 Agri/Res 1.34% 1,120 4965 

151 057-00-00-012.00 Reeder 141.78 Agricultural 2.03% N/A 5870 

152 057-00-00-015.00 Humphries 175.93 Agri/Res 2.52% 940 4265 

Total 6985.389 100.00% 963 

N/A indicates that there is no adjoining home to which to measure. 

Linear feet of adjacency listed in red means that the property is across a right of way from the 
subject property. 

Linear feet of adjacency of 1 foot is assigned where properties meet at a corner. 
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GIS Data Adjoin Distance (ft) LF

# MAP ID Owner Acres Present Use Acres Home/Panel Adjacency

133 058-00-00-025.00 Cox 1.27 Residential 0.02% 500 390

134 058-00-00-026.00 Earls 0.77 Residential 0.01% 500 335

135  058-00-00-028.00 Spencer 0.32 Residential 0.00% 500 120

136 058-00-00-029.00 Schwartz 0.34 Residential 0.00% 500 100

137 058-00-00-030.00 Arthur 0.61 Residential 0.01% 500 345

138  058-00-00-020.00 Graham 26.37 Agricultural 0.38% N/A 645

139 058-00-00-020.01 Strode 32.42 Agri/Res 0.46% 875 1575

140  058-00-00-017.00 Gilliam 41.93 Agri/Res 0.60% 500 1935

141 058-00-00-018.00 Dillon 24.50 Agri/Res 0.35% 500 2725

142  058-00-00-016.00 Utterback 0.70 Residential 0.01% 500 3060

143 058-00-00-012.03 Caskey 12.48 Residential 0.18% N/A 575

144 058-00-00-012.05 Hawkins 2.00 Residential 0.03% 575 260

145  058-00-00-012.00 Gilkerson 12.47 Residential 0.18% N/A 140

146 058-00-00-014.00 Utterback 25.83 Agricultural 0.37% N/A 960

147 057-00-00-016.00 Conrad 110.00 Agri/Res 1.57% 1,690 2400

148 057-00-00-013.00 Reeder 149.97 Agricultural 2.15% N/A 4220

149 057-00-00-013.00 Reeder 80.03 Agricultural 1.15% N/A 4240

150 057-00-00-011.00 Johnson 93.33 Agri/Res 1.34% 1,120 4965

151 057-00-00-012.00 Reeder 141.78 Agricultural 2.03% N/A 5870

152  057-00-00-015.00 Humphries 175.93 Agri/Res 2.52% 940 4265

Total 6985.389 100.00% 963
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II. Demozrap hies 

I have pulled the following demographics for a 1-mile, 3-mile and 5-mile radius around the 
proposed solar farm project . 
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II. hies 

I have pulled the following demographics for a 1-mile, 3-mile and 5-mile radius around the 
proposed solar farm project . 
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II. Demographics 
 
 
I have pulled the following demographics for a 1-mile, 3-mile and 5-mile radius around the 
proposed solar farm project. 
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Housing Profile 
41041, Flemingsburg, Kentucky 2 

41041, Flemingsburg, Kentucky 

Rind: 1 mile radius 

Prepared by Esri 

Population 

2010 Total Population 118 

2021 Total Population 110 

2026 Total Population 109 

2021-2026 Annual Rate -0.18% 

Households 

2021 Median Household Income 

2026 Median Household Income 

2021-2026 Annual Rate 

Census 2010 2021 2026 

$59,840 

$59,840 

0.00% 

Housing Units by Occupancy Status and Tenure Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Total Housing Units 

Occupied 

40 

34 

100.0% 

85.0% 

35 

32 

100.0,v,-, 

84.2% 

38 

32 

100.0% 

84.2% 
Owner 28 70.0% 25 65.8% 25 65.8% 

Renter 6 15.0% 7 18.4% 7 18.4% 
Vacant 6 15.0% 6 15.8% 6 15.8% 

2021 2026 

Owner Occupied Housing Units by Value Number Percent Number Percent 
Total 25 100.0% 24 100.0% 

<550,000 3 12.0% 2 8.3% 

$50,000-$99,999 5 20.0% 4 16.7% 

$100,000-5149,999 5 20.0% 4 16.7% 

$150,000-$199,999 3 12.0% 3 12.5% 

$200,000-$249,999 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

$250,000-$299,999 1 4,0% 1 4.2% 

$300,000-$399,999 5 20.0% 6 25.0% 

$400,000-$499,999 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

$500,0001749,999 2 8.0% 3 12.5% 

$750,000-$999,999 1 4.0% 1 4.2% 

$1,000,000-$1,499,999 0 0.0°/a 0 0.0% 

$1,500,000.51,999,999 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

$2,000,000+ 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Median Value $145,000 $183,333 

Average Value 5230,000 $270,833 

Census 2010 Housing Units Number Percent 

Total 40 100.0% 

In Urbanized Areas 0 0.0% 

In Urban Clusters 1 2.5% 

Rural Housing Units 39 97.5% 

Data Note: Persons of Hispanic Origin may be of any race. 
Source: 11.5. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esn forecasts for 2021 and 2026. 

March 15, 2022 
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Housing Profile 
41041, Flemingsburg, Kentucky 2 
41041, Flemingsburg, Kentucky 
Rind: 1 mile radius 

Prepared by Est-, 

Population 
2010 Total Population 118 
2021 Total Population 110 
2026 Total Population 109 
2021-2026 Annual Rate -0.18% 

Households 
2021 Median Household Income 

2026 Median Household Income 
2021-2026 Annual Rate 

Census 2010 2021 2026 

$59,840 
559,840 

0.00% 

Housing Units by Occupancy Status and Tenure Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
Total Housing Units 40 100.0% 38 100.0% 38 100.0% 

Occupied 34 85.0% 32 84.2% 32 84.2% 
Owner 28 70.0% 25 65.8% 25 65.8% 
Renter 6 15.0% 7 18.4% 7 18.4% 

Vacant 6 15.0% 6 15.8% 6 15.8% 

2021 2026 
Owner Occupied Housing Units by Value Number Percent Number Percent 

Total 25 100.0% 24 100.0% 
<550,000 3 12.0% 2 8.3% 

$50,000-599,999 5 20.0% 4 16.7% 
5100,000-5149,999 5 20.0% 4 16.7% 
$150,000-5199,999 3 12.0% 3 12.5% 
$200,0004249,999 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

$250,000-$299,999 1 4.0% 1 4.2% 
$300,000-$399,999 5 20.0% 6 25.0% 
$400,000-5499,999 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
$500,000-$749,999 2 8.0% 3 12.5% 

$750,000-5999,999 1 4.0% 1 4.2% 
$1,000,000-$1,499,999 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
51,500,000.51,999,999 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

52,000,000+ 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Median Value 5145,000 $183,333 
Average Value 5230,000 $270,833 

Census 2010 Housing Units Number Percent 
Total 40 100.0% 

In Urbanized Areas 0 0.0% 
In Urban Clusters 1 2.5% 
Rural Housing Units 39 97.5% 

Data Note: Persons of Hispanic Origin may be of any race. 
Source: ll.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esn forecasts for 2021 and 2026. 

March 15, 2022 
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esri Housing Profile 
41041, Flemingsburg, Kentucky 2 
41041, Flemingsburg, Kentucky 

Rtna: 3 mile radius 

Prepared by Esn 

Population 
2010 Total Population 1,078 
2021 Total Population 1,088 
2026 Total Population 1,077 
2021-2026 Annual Rate -0.20% 

Households 
2021 Median Household Income 

2026 Median Household Income 
2021-2026 Annual Rate 

Census 2010 2021 2026 

$54,492 

$56,791 
0.83% 

Housing Units by Occupancy Status and Tenure Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
Total Housing Units 421 100.0% 428 100.0% 433 100.0% 

Occupied 382 90.7% 388 90.7% 386 89.1% 
Owner 319 75.8% 303 70.8% 303 70.0% 
Renter 63 15.0% 85 19.9% 83 19.2% 

Vacant 39 9.3°/n 40 9.3./0 47 10.9% 

2021 2026 
Owner Occupied Housing Units by Value Number Percent Number Percent 

Total 304 100.0% 302 100.0% 
<550,000 36 11.8% 26 8.6% 

$50,000-599,999 69 22.7% 53 17.5% 

$100,000-$149,999 54 17.8% 48 15.9% 
$150,000-5199,999 43 14.1% 44 14.6% 
5200,000-5249,999 17 5.6% 19 6.3% 

$250,000-$299,999 10 3.3% 11 3.6% 
$300,000-$399,999 36 11.8% 47 15.6% 
5400,000-5499,999 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
$500,000-$749,999 19 6.2% 27 8.9% 

$750,000-$999,999 17 5.6% 24 7.9% 

$1,000,000-$1,499,999 3 1.0°/a 3 1.0% 
$1,500,000.51,999,999 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

52,000,000+ 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Median Value 5143,519 $177,273 
Average Value 5230.345 $277,152 

Census 2010 Housing Units Number Percent 
Total 421 100.0% 

In Urbanized Areas 0 0.0% 
In Urban Clusters 98 23.3% 
Rural Housing Units 323 76.7% 

Data Note: Persons of Hispanic Origin may be of any race. 
Source: 11.5. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1 Esn forecasts for 2021 and 2026. 

March 15, 2022 
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esri Housing Profile 
41041, Flemingsburg, Kentucky 2 

41041, Flemingsburg, Kentucky 

Rind: 3 mile radius 

Prepared by Eso 

Population 

2010 Total Population 1,078 

2021 Total Population 1,088 

2026 Total Population 1,077 

2021-2026 Annual Rate -0.20% 

Households 

2021 Median Household Income 

2026 Median Household Income 

2021-2026 Annual Rate 

Census 2010 2021 2026 

$54,492 

$56,791 

0.83% 

Housing Units by Occupancy Status and Tenure Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Total Housing Units 421 100.0% 428 100.0% 433 100.0% 

Occupied 382 90.7% 388 90.7% 386 89.1% 
Owner 319 75.8% 303 70.8% 303 70.0% 

Renter 63 15.0% 85 19.9% 83 19.2% 
Vacant 39 9.3% 40 9.3./0 47 10.9% 

2021 2026 

Owner Occupied Housing Units by Value Number Percent Number Percent 
Total 304 100.0% 302 100.0% 

<550,000 36 11.8% 26 8.6% 

$50,000-$99,999 69 22.7% 53 17.5% 

$100,0001149,999 54 17.8% 48 15.9% 

$150,000-$199,999 43 14.1% 44 14.6% 

5200,0001249,999 17 5.6% 19 6.3% 

$250,000-$299,999 10 3.3% 11 3.6% 

$300,0001399,999 36 11.8% 47 15.6% 

$400,0001499,999 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

$500,000-$749,999 19 6.2% 27 8.9% 

$750,000-$999,999 17 5.6% 24 7.9% 

$1,000,000-$1,499,999 3 1.0% 3 1.0% 

$1,500,000.51,999,999 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

$2,000,000+ 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Median Value $143,519 $177,273 

Average Value $230,345 $277,152 

Census 2010 Housing Units Number Percent 

Total 421 100.0% 

In Urbanized Areas 0 0.0% 

In Urban Clusters 98 23.3% 

Rural Housing Units 323 76.7% 

Data Note: Persons of Hispanic Origin may be of any race. 
Source: 11.5. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary Ale 1 Esn forecasts for 2021 and 2026. 

March 15, 2022 
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esri Housing Profile 
41041, Flemingsburg, Kentucky 2 
41041, Flemingsburg, Kentucky 
Rina: 5 mile radius 

Prepared by Esri 

Population 
2010 Total Population 4,142 
2021 Total Population 4,181 
2026 Total Population 4,152 
2021-2026 Annual Rate -0.14% 

Households 
2021 Median Household Income 

2026 Median Household Income 
2021-2026 Annual Rate 

$48,754 

551,387 
1,06% 

Housing Units by Occupancy Status and Tenure 
Census 2010 

Number Percent Number 
2021 

Percent Number 
2026 

Percent 
Total Housing Units 1,603 100.0% 1,825 100.0% 1,846 100.0% 

Occupied 1,607 89.1% 1,631 89.4% 1,624 88.0% 
Owner 1,233 68.4% 1,159 63.5% 1,161 62.9% 
Renter 374 20.7% 472 25.9% 463 25.1% 

Vacant 196 10.9% 194 10.6% 222 12.0% 

2021 2026 
Owner Occupied Housing Units by Value Number Percent Number Percent 

Total 1,159 100.0% 1,161 100.0% 
<$50,000 156 13.5% 120 10.3% 

$50,000-$99,999 318 27.4% 269 23.2% 

$100,000-$149,999 176 15.2% 160 13.8% 
$150,000-$199,999 161 13.9% 167 14.4% 
$200,000-$249,999 84 7.2% 94 8.1% 

$250,000-$299,999 44 3.8% 49 4.2% 
$300,000-$399,999 107 9.2% 143 12.3% 

$400,0004499,999 2 0,2% 3 0,3% 
$500,000-$749,999 51 4.4% 74 6.4% 

5750,0004999,999 51 4.4% 71. 6.1% 

$1,000,000-$1,499,999 8 0.7% 10 0.9% 
$1,500,000.51,999,999 1 0.1% 1 0.1% 

52,000,000+ 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Median Value $129,972 $159,431 
Average Value $203,214 $242,076 

Census 2010 Housing Units Number Percent 
Total 1,803 100.0% 

In Urbanized Areas 0 0.0% 
In Urban Clusters 594 32.9% 
Rural Housing Units 1,209 67.1% 

Data Note: Persons of Hispanic Origin may be of any race. 
Source: 11.5. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esn forecasts for 2021 and 2026. 

March 15, 2022 
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III. Methodology and Discussion of Issues 

Standards and Methodology 

I conducted this analysis using the standards and practices established by the Appraisal 
Institute and that conform to the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice. The 
analyses and methodologies contained in this report are accepted by all major lending 
institutions, and they are used in Kentucky and across the country as the industry standard 
by certified appraisers conducting appraisals, market analyses, or impact studies and are 
considered adequate to form an opinion of the impact of a land use on neighboring properties. 
These standards and practices have also been accepted by the courts at the trial and appellate 
levels and by federal courts throughout the country as adequate to reach conclusions about 
the likely impact a use will have on adjoining or abutting properties. 

The aforementioned standards compare property uses in the same market and generally within 
the same calendar year so that fluctuating markets do not alter study results. Although these 
standards do not require a linear study that examines adjoining property values before and 
after a new use (e.g. a solar farm) is developed, some of these studies do in fact employ this 
type of analysis. Comparative studies, as used in this report, are considered an industry 
standard. 

The type of analysis employed is a Matched Pair Analysis or Paired Sales Analysis. This 
methodology is outlined in The Appraisal of Real Estate, Twelfth Edition by the Appraisal Institute 
pages 438-439. It is further detailed in Real Estate Damages, Third Edition, pages 33-36 by 
Randall Bell PhD, MAI. Paired sales analysis is used to support adjustments in appraisal work for 
factors ranging from the impact of having a garage, golf course view, or additional bedrooms. It is 
an appropriate methodology for addressing the question of impact of an adjoining solar farm. The 
paired sales analysis is based on the theory that when two properties are in all other respects 
equivalent, a single difference can be measured to indicate the difference in price between them. Dr. 
Bell describes it as comparing a test area to control areas. In the example provided by Dr. Bell he 
shows five paired sales in the test area compared to 1 to 3 sales in the control areas to determine a 
difference. I have used 3 sales in the control areas in my analysis for each sale developed into a 
matched pair. 

Determining what is an External Obsolescence 

An external obsolescence is a use of property that, because of its characteristics, might have a 
negative impact on the value of adjacent or nearby properties because of identifiable impacts. 
Determining whether a use would be considered an external obsolescence requires a study that 
isolates that use, eliminates any other causing factors, and then studies the sales of nearby 
versus distant comparable properties. The presence of one or a combination of key factors does 
not mean the use will be an external obsolescence, but a combination of these factors tend to 
be present when market data reflects that a use is an external obsolescence. 

External obsolescence is evaluated by appraisers based on several factors. These factors 
include but are not limited to: 

1) Traffic. Solar Farms are not traffic generators. 

2) Odor. Solar farms do not produce odor. 

3) Noise. Solar farms generate no noise concerns and are silent at night. 
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4) Environmental. Solar farms do not produce toxic or hazardous waste. Grass is 
maintained underneath the panels so there is minimal impervious surface area. 

5) Appearance/Viewshed. This is the one area that potentially applies to solar farms. 
However, solar farms are generally required to provide significant setbacks and landscaping 
buffers to address that concern. Furthermore, any consideration of appearance of viewshed 
impacts has to be considered in comparison with currently allowed uses on that site. For 
example if a residential subdivision is already an allowed use, the question becomes in what 
way does the appearance impact adjoining property owners above and beyond the appearance 
of that allowed subdivision or other similar allowed uses. 

6) Other factors. I have observed and studied many solar farms and have never observed 
any characteristic about such facilities that prevents or impedes neighbors from fully using 
their homes or farms or businesses for the use intended. 

Relative Solar Farm Sizes 

Solar farms have been increasing in size in recent years. Much of the data collected is from 
existing, older solar farms of smaller size, but there are numerous examples of sales adjoining 
75 to 80 MW facilities that show a similar trend as the smaller solar farms. This is 
understandable given that the primary concern relative to a solar farm is the appearance or 
view of the solar farm, which is typically addressed through setbacks and landscaping buffers. 
The relevance of data from smaller solar farms to larger solar farms is due to the primary 
question being one of appearance. If the solar farm is properly screened, then little of the solar 
farm would be seen from adjoining property regardless of how many acres are involved. 

Larger solar farms are often set up in sections where any adjoining owner would only be able to 
see a small section of the project even if there were no landscaping screen. Once a landscaping 
screen is in place, the primary view is effectively the same whether you are adjoining a 5 MW, 
20 MW or 100 MW facility. 

I have split out the data for the matched pairs adjoining larger solar farms only to illustrate the 
similarities later in this report. I note that I have matched pairs adjoining solar farms up to 
620 MWs in size showing no impact on property value. 

Steps Involved in the Analysis 

The paired sales analysis employed in this report follows the following process: 

1. Identify sales of property adjoining existing solar farms. 
2. Compare those sales to similar property that does not adjoin an existing solar farm. 
3. Confirmation of sales are noted in the analysis write ups. 
4. Distances from the homes to panels are included as a measure of the setbacks. 
5. Topographic differences across the solar farms themselves are likewise noted along with 

demographic data for comparing similar areas. 

There are a number of Sale/Resale comparables included in the write ups, but most of the data 
shown is for sales of homes after a solar farm has been announced (where noted) or after a solar 
farm has been constructed. 
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IV. Research on Solar Farms 

A. Appraisal Market Studies 

I have also considered a number of impact studies completed by other appraisers as detailed below. 

CohnReznick - Property Value Impact Study: Adjacent Property Values Solar Impact Study: A 
Study of Eight Existing Solar Facilities 

Patricia McGarr, MAI, CRE, FRICS, CRA and Andrew R. Lines, MAI with CohnReznick completed an 
impact study for a proposed solar farm in Cheboygan County, Michigan completed on June 10, 
2020. lam familiar with this study as well as a number of similar such studies completed by 
CohnReznick. I have not included all of these studies but I submit this one as representative of 
those studies. 

This study addresses impacts on value from eight different solar farms in Michigan, Minnesota, 
Indiana, Illinois, Virginia and North Carolina. These solar farms are 19.6 MW, 100 MW, 11.9 MW, 
23 MW, 71 MW, 61 MW, 40 MW, and 19 MW for a range from 11.9 MW to 100 MW with an average 
of 31 MW and a median of 31.5 MW. They analyzed a total of 24 adjoining property sales in the Test 
Area and 81 comparable sales in the Control Area over a five-year period. 

The conclusion of this study is that there is no evidence of any negative impact on adjoining 
property values based on sales prices, conditions of sales, overall marketability, potential for new 
development or rate of appreciation. 

Christian P. Kaila & Associates - Property Impact Analysis - Proposed Solar Power Plant 
Guthrie Road, Stuarts Draft, Augusta County, Virginia 

Christian P. Kaila, MAI, SRA and George J. Finley, MAI developed an impact study as referenced 
above dated June 16, 2020. This was for a proposed 83 MW facility on 886 acres. 

Mr. Kaila interviewed appraisers who had conducted studies and reviewed university studies and 
discussed the comparable impacts of other development that was allowed in the area for a 
comparative analysis of other impacts that could impact viewshed based on existing allowed uses 
for the site. He also discussed in detail the various other impacts that could cause a negative 
impact and how solar farms do not have such characteristics. 

Mr. Kaila also interviewed County Planners and Real Estate Assessor's in eight different Virginia 
counties with none of the assessor's identifying any negative impacts observed for existing solar 
projects. 

Mr. Kaila concludes on a finding of no impact on property values adjoining the indicated solar farm. 

Fred Beck, MAI, CCIM - Impact Analysis in Lincoln County 2013 

Mr. Fred Beck, MAI, CCIM completed an impact analysis in 2013 for a proposed solar farm that 
concluded on a negative impact on value. That report relied on a single cancelled contract for an 
adjoining parcel where the contracted buyers indicated that the solar farm was the reason for the 
cancellation. It also relied on the activities of an assessment impact that was applied in a nearby 
county. 

Mr. Beck was interviewed as part of the Christian Kalia study noted above. From that I quote "Mr. 
Beck concluded on no effect on moderate priced homes, and only a 5% change in his limited 
research of higher priced homes. His one sale that fell through is hardly a reliable sample. It also 
was misleading on Mr. Beck's part to report the lower re-assessments since the primary cause of the 
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concluded on a negative impact on value.  That report relied on a single cancelled contract for an 
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re-assesments were based on the County Official, who lived adjacent to the solar farm, appeal to the 
assessor for reductions with his own home." In that Clay County Case study the noted lack of lot 
sales after announcement of the solar farm also coincided with the recession in 2008/2009 and lack 
of lot sales effectively defined that area during that time. I contacted the Clay County Assessor who 
indicated that there is no set downward adjustment for properties adjoining solar farms in the 
county at this time. 

I further note, that I was present at the hearing where Mr. Beck presented these findings and the 
predominance of his argument before the Lincoln County Board of Commissioner's was based on 
the one cancelled sale as well as a matched pair analysis of high-end homes adjoining a four-story 
call center. He hypothesized that a similar impact from that example could be compared to being 
adjacent solar farm without explaining the significant difference in view, setbacks, landscaping, 
traffic, light, and noise. Furthermore, Mr. Beck did have matched pairs adjoining a solar farm in his 
study that he put in the back of his report and then ignored as they showed no impact on property 
value. 

Also noted in the Christian Kalia interview notes is a response from Mr. Beck indicating that in his 
opinion "the homes were higher priced homes and had full view of the solar farm." Based on a 
description of screening so that "the solar farm would not be in full view to adjoining property 
owners. Mr. Beck said in that case, he would not see any drop in property value." 

NorthStar Appraisal Company - Impact Analysis for Nichomus Run Solar, Pilesgrove, NJ, 
September 16, 2020 

Mr. William J. Sapio, MAI with NorthStar Appraisal Company considered a matched pair analysis 
for the potential impact on adjoining property values to this proposed 150 MW solar farm. Mr. 
Sapio considered sales activity in a subdivision known as Point of Woods in South Brunswick 
Township and identified two recent new homes that were constructed and sold adjoining a 13 MW 
solar farm and compared them to similar homes in that subdivision that did not adjoin the solar 
farm. These homes sold in the $1,290,450 to $1,336,613 price range and these homes were roughly 
200 feet from the closest solar panel. 

Based on this analysis, he concluded that the adjoining solar farm had no impact on adjoining 
property value. 

Mary McClinton Clay, MAI - McCracken County Solar Project Value Impact Report, July 10, 
2021 

Ms. Mary Clay, MAI reviewed a report by Kirkland Appraisals in this case and also provided a 
differing opinion of impact. She cites a number of other appraisal studies and interestingly finds 
fault with heavily researched opinions, while praising the results of poorly researched studies that 
found the opposing view. 

Her analysis includes details from solar farms that show no impact on value, but she dismisses 
those. 

She cites the University of Texas study noted later in this report, but she cites only isolated portions 
of that study to conclude the opposite of what that study specifically concludes. 

She cites the University of Rhode Island study noted alter in this report, but specifically excludes the 
conclusion of that study that in rural areas they found no impact on property value. 

She cites lot sales near Spotsylvania Solar without confirming the purchase prices with brokers as 
indicative of market impact and has made no attempt to compare lot prices that are 
contemporaneous. In her 5 lot sales that she identifies, all of the lot prices decline with time from 
2015 through 2019. This includes the 3 lot sales prior to the approval of the solar farm. The lot 
sales she cites showing a drop are all related to the original developer of that subdivision 20+ years 

20 
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differing opinion of impact.  She cites a number of other appraisal studies and interestingly finds 
fault with heavily researched opinions, while praising the results of poorly researched studies that 
found the opposing view.   

Her analysis includes details from solar farms that show no impact on value, but she dismisses 
those. 

She cites the University of Texas study noted later in this report, but she cites only isolated portions 
of that study to conclude the opposite of what that study specifically concludes. 

She cites the University of Rhode Island study noted alter in this report, but specifically excludes the 
conclusion of that study that in rural areas they found no impact on property value.   

She cites lot sales near Spotsylvania Solar without confirming the purchase prices with brokers as 
indicative of market impact and has made no attempt to compare lot prices that are 
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ago liquidating all of their lots in that time period and shows significant drops on all of the lots due 
to it being a liquidation value. More recent lot sales show lot prices over $100,000 with the most 
recent land sale adjoining the solar farm having sold in December of 2021 for $140,000. I spoke 
with Chris Kalia, MAI out of VA about these lot sales and he confirmed along with two other 
appraisers in that market that he connected me with that the lot sales Ms. Clay identified were all 
related to that liquidation and not related to the solar farm. All three appraisers agreed that they 
had seen no negative impacts from Spotsylvania Solar and that lot prices among builders and home 
owners were going up and home prices in the neighborhood were likewise going up. 

She considers data at McBride Place Solar Farm and does a sale/resale analysis based on Zillow 
Home Value Index, which is not a reliable indication for appreciation in the market. She then 
adjusted her initial sales prior to the solar farm over 7 years to determine what she believes the 
home should have appreciated by and then compares that to an actual sale. She has run no tests 
or any analysis to show that the appreciation rates she is using are consistent with the market but 
more importantly she has not attempted to confirm any of these sales with market participants. I 
have spoken with brokers active in the sales that she cites and they have all indicated that the solar 
farm was not a negative factor in marketing or selling those homes. 

She has considered lot sales at Sunshine Farms in Grandy, NC. She indicates that the lots next to 
the solar farm are selling for less than lots not near the solar farm, but she is actually using lot sales 
next to the solar farm prior to the solar farm being approved. She also ignores recent home sales 
adjoining this solar farm after it was built that show no impact on property value. 

She also notes a couple of situations where solar developers have purchased adjoining homes and 
resold them or where a neighbor agreement was paid as proof of a negative impact on property 
value. Given that there are over 2,500 solar farms in the USA as of 2018 according to the U.S. 
Energy Information Administration and there are only a handful of such examples, this is clearly not 
an industry standard but a business decision. Furthermore, solar developers are not in the 
business of flipping homes and are in a position very similar to a bank that acquires a home as 
OREO (Other Real Estate Owned), where homes are frequently sold at discounted prices, not 
because of any drop in value, but because they are not a typically motivated seller. Market value 
requires an analysis of a typically motivated buyer and seller. So these are not good indicators of 
market value impacts. 

The comments throughout this study are heavy in adjectives, avoids stating facts contrary to the 
conclusion and shows a strong selection bias. 

Conclusion of Impact Studies 

Of the fives studies noted two included actual sales data to derive an opinion of no impact on value. 
The two studies to conclude on a negative impact includes the Fred Beck study based on no actual 
sales data, and he has since indicated that with landscaping screens he would not conclude on a 
negative impact. The other study by Mary Clay shows improper adjustments for time, a lack of 
confirmation of sales comparables, and exclusion of data that does not support her position. 

I have relied on these studies as additional support for the findings in this impact analysis. 

B. Articles 

I have also considered a number of articles on this subject as well as conclusions and analysis as 
noted below. 

Farm Journal Guest Editor, March 22, 2021 - Solar's Impact on Rural Property Values 

Andy Ames, ASFMRA (American Society of Farm Managers and Rural Appraisers) published this 
article that includes a discussion of his survey of appraisers and studies on the question of property 
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value related to solar farms. He discusses the university studies that I have cited as well as Patricia 
McGarr, MAI. 

He also discusses the findings of Donald A. Fisher, ARA, who served six years at the Chair of the 
ASFMRA's National Appraisal Review Committee. He is also the Executive Vice President of the CNY 
Pomeroy Appraiser and has conducted several market studies on solar farms and property impact. 
He is quoted in the article as saying, "Most of the locations were in either suburban or rural areas, 
and all of those studies found either a neutral impact, or ironically, a positive impact, where values 
on properties after installation of solar farms went up higher than time trends." 

Howard Halderman, AFM, President and CEO of Halderman Real Estate and Farm Management 
attended the ASFMRA solar talk hosted by the Indiana Chapter of the ASFMRA and he concludes 
that other rural properties would likely see no impact and farmers and landowners shown even 
consider possible benefits. "In some cases, farmers who rent land to a solar company will insure the 
viability of their farming operation for a longer time period. This makes them better long-term 
tenants or land buyers so one can argue that higher rents and land values will follow due to the 
positive impact the solar leases offer." 

National Renewable Energy Laboratory - Top Five Large-Scale Solar Myths, February 3, 2016 

Megan Day reports form NREL regarding a number of concerns neighbors often express. Myth #4 
regarding property value impacts addresses specifically the numerous studies on wind farms that 
show no impact on property value and that solar farms have a significantly reduced visual impact 
from wind farms. She highlights that the appearance can be addressed through mitigation 
measures to reduce visual impacts of solar farms through vegetative screening. Such mitigations 
are not available to wind farms given the height of the windmills and again, those studies show no 
impact on value adjoining wind farms. 

North Carolina State University: NC Clean Energy Technology Center White Paper: Balancing 
Agricultural Productivity with Ground-Based Solar Photovoltaic (PV) Development (Version 2), 
May 2019 

Tommy Cleveland and David Sarkisian wrote a white paper for NCSU NC Clean Energy Technology 
Center regarding the potential impacts to agricultural productivity from a solar farm use. I have 
interviewed Tommy Cleveland on numerous occasions and I have also heard him speak on these 
issues at length as well. He addresses many of the common questions regarding how solar farms 
work and a detailed explanation of how solar farms do not cause significant impacts on the soils, 
erosion and other such concerns. This is a heavily researched paper with the references included. 

North Carolina State University: NC Clean Energy Technology Center White Paper: Health 
and Safety Impacts of Solar Photovoltaics, May 2017 

Tommy Cleveland wrote a white paper for NCSU NC Clean Energy Technology Center regarding the 
health and safety impacts to address common questions and concerns related to solar farms. This 
is a heavily researched white paper addressing questions ranging from EMFs, fire safety, as well as 
vegetation control and the breakdown of how a solar farm works. 

C. Broker Commentary 

In the process of working up the matched pairs used later in this report, I have collected comments 
from brokers who have actually sold homes adjoining solar farms indicating that the solar farm had 
no impact on the marketing, timing, or sales price for the adjoining homes. I have comments from 
brokers noted within the solar farm write ups of this report including brokers from Kentucky, 
Virginia, Tennessee, and North Carolina. I have additional commentary from other states including 
New Jersey and Michigan that provide the same conclusion. 
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V. University Studies 

I have also considered the following studies completed by four different universities related to solar 
farms and impacts on property values. 

A. University of Texas at Austin, May 2018 

An Exploration of Property-Value Impacts Near Utility-Scale Solar Installations 

This study considers solar farms from two angles. First it looks at where solar farms are being 
located and concludes that they are being located primarily in low density residential areas where 
there are fewer homes than in urban or suburban areas. 

The second part is more applicable in that they conducted a survey of appraisers/assessors on their 
opinions of the possible impacts of proximity to a solar farm. They consider the question in terms of 
size of the adjoining solar farm and how close the adjoining home is to the solar farm. I am very 
familiar with this part of the study as I was interviewed by the researchers multiple times as they 
were developing this. One very important question that they ask within the survey is very 
illustrative. They asked if the appraiser being surveyed had ever appraised a property next to a 
solar farm. There is a very noticeable divide in the answers provided by appraisers who have 
experience appraising property next to a solar farm versus appraisers who self-identify as having no 
experience or knowledge related to that use. 

On Page 16 of that study they have a chart showing the responses from appraisers related to 
proximity to a facility and size of the facility, but they separate the answers as shown below with 
appraisers with experience in appraising properties next to a solar farm shown in blue and those 
inexperienced shown in brown. Even within 100 feet of a 102 MW facility the response from 
experienced appraisers were -5% at most on impact. While inexperienced appraisers came up with 
significantly higher impacts. This chart clearly shows that an uninformed response widely diverges 
from the sales data available on this subject. 

Chart 6.2 - Estimates of Property Value Impacts (%) by Size of Facility, 

Distance, & Respondent Type 
Have you assessed a home near a utility-scale solar installation? 
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Furthermore, the question cited above does not consider any mitigating factors such as landscaping 
buffers or screens which would presumably reduce the minor impacts noted by experienced 
appraisers on this subject. 

The conclusion of the researchers is shown on Page 23 indicated that "Results from our survey of 
residential home assessors show that the majority of respondents believe that proximity to a solar 
installation has either no impact or a positive impact on home values." 

This analysis supports the conclusion of this report that the data supports no impact on adjoining 
property values. The only impact suggested by this study is -5% if a home was within 100 feet of a 
100 MW solar farm with little to no landscaping screening. The proposed project has a landscaping 
screening, is much further setback than 100 feet from adjoining homes, and is less than 100 MW. 

B. University of Rhode Island, September 2020 
Property Value Impacts of Commercial-Scale Solar Energy in Massachusetts and 

Rhode Island 

The University of Rhode Island published a study entitled Property Value Impacts of Commercial-
Scale Solar Energy in Massachusetts and Rhode Island on September 29, 2020 with lead 
researchers being Vasundhara Gaur and Corey Lang. I have read that study and interviewed Mr. 
Corey Lang related to that study. This study is often cited by opponents of solar farms but the 
findings of that study have some very specific caveats according to the report itself as well as Mr. 
Lang from the interview. 

While that study does state in the Abstract that they found depreciation of homes within 1-mile of a 
solar farm, that impact is limited to non-rural locations. On Pages 16-18 of that study under 
Section 5.3 Heterogeneity in treatment effect they indicate that the impact that they found was 
limited to non-rural locations with the impact in rural locations effectively being zero. For the study 
they defined "rural" as a municipality/township with less than 850 population per square mile. 

They further tested the robustness of that finding and even in areas up to 2,000 population per 
square mile they found no statistically significant data to suggest a negative impact. They have not 
specifically defined a point at which they found negative impacts to begin, as the sensitivity study 
stopped checking at the 2,000-population per square mile. 

Where they did find negative impacts was in high population density areas that was largely a factor 
of running the study in Massachusetts and Rhode Island which the study specifically cites as being 
the 2 nd and 3 rd most population dense states in the USA. Mr. Lang in conversation as well as in 
recorded presentations has indicated that the impact in these heavily populated areas may reflect a 
loss in value due to the scarce greenery in those areas and not specifically related to the solar farm 
itself. In other words, any development of that site might have a similar impact on property value. 

Based on this study I have checked the population for the Flemingsburg CCD of Fleming County, 
which has a population of 7,522 population for 2021 based on HomeTownLocator using Census 
Data and a total area of 112.27 square miles. This indicates a population density of 67 people per 
square mile which puts this well below the threshold indicated by the Rhode Island Study. 

I therefore conclude that the Rhode Island Study supports the indication of no impact on adjoining 
properties for the proposed solar farm project. 
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C. Master's Thesis: ECU by Zachary Dickerson Jetty 2018 

A Solar Farm in My Backyard? Resident Perspectives of Utility-Scale Solar in Eastern 
North Carolina 

This study was completed as part of a Master of Science in Geography Master's Thesis by Zachary 
Dickerson in July 2018. This study sets out to address three questions: 

1. Are there different aspects that affect resident satisfaction regarding solar farms? 

2. Are there variations in satisfaction for residents among different geographic settings, e.g. 
neighborhoods adjacent to the solar farms or distances from the solar farms? 

3. How can insight from both the utility and planning sectors, combined with knowledge 
gained from residents, fill gaps in communication and policy writing in regard to solar 
farms? 

This was done through survey and interview with adjacent and nearby neighbors of ecisting solar 
farms. The positive to neutral comments regarding the solar farms were significantly higher than 
negative. The researcher specifically indicates on Page 46 "The results show that respondents 
generally do not believe the solar farms pose a threat to their property values." 

The most negative comments regarding the solar farms were about the lack of information about the 
approval process and the solar farm project prior to construction. 
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Figure I I: Residents' word choices by geographic setting for both questions 
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Dickerson in July 2018.  This study sets out to address three questions: 

1. Are there different aspects that affect resident satisfaction regarding solar farms? 

2. Are there variations in satisfaction for residents among different geographic settings, e.g. 
neighborhoods adjacent to the solar farms or distances from the solar farms? 

3. How can insight from both the utility and planning sectors, combined with knowledge 
gained from residents, fill gaps in communication and policy writing in regard to solar 
farms? 

This was done through survey and interview with adjacent and nearby neighbors of existing solar 
farms.  The positive to neutral comments regarding the solar farms were significantly higher than 
negative.  The researcher specifically indicates on Page 46 “The results show that respondents 
generally do not believe the solar farms pose a threat to their property values.” 

The most negative comments regarding the solar farms were about the lack of information about the 
approval process and the solar farm project prior to construction. 
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D. Ernest Orlando Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, December, 
2019 
The Impact of Wind Power Projects on Residential Property Values in the United 

States: A Multi-Site Hedonic Analysis 

This study addresses wind farms and not solar farms but it is a reasonable consideration. The 
activity on a wind farm is significantly different in terms of the mechanics and more particularly on 
the appearance or viewshed as wind farms cannot be screened from adjoining property owners. 
This study was commissioned by the Department of Energy and not by any developer. This study 
examined 7,500 home sales between 1996 and 2007 in order to track sales prices both before and 
after a wind energy facility was announced or built. This study specifically looked into possible 
stigma, nuisance, and scenic vista. 

On page 17 of that study they conclude "Although the analysis cannot dismiss the possibility that 
individual homes or small numbers of homes have been or could be negatively impacted, it finds 
that if these impacts do exist, they are either too small and/or too infrequent to result in any 
widespread, statistically observable impact." 

Given that solar farms are a similar use, but with a lower profile and therefore a lower viewshed 
than the wind farms, it is reasonable to translate these findings of no impact to solar farms. 

VI. Assessor Surveys 

I have attempted to contact all of the assessor departments in North Carolina to determine how local 
assessors are handling solar farms and adjoining property values. I have spoken personally with a 
number of assessors, but much of this data was obtained via email. I have 39 counties in NC that 
have both responded to these questions on property value and also have solar farms in that county. 
I have excluded responses from assessors from counties where there are no current solar farms. 

As can be seen in the chart below, of the 39 responses all of the responses have indicated that they 
make no adjustment to properties adjoining solar farms. Several assessors indicated that it would 
require an adjoining property owner to appeal their property value with data showing a negative 
impact before they would make any adjustment and to date they have not had that happen. 

I also point out specifically Clay County. I spoke with the assessor there specifically about 
adjustments that were applied to some properties near a solar farm back in 2008/2011. She was 
unaware of the details of that event as she was not in this position at that time. As discussed earlier 
in this report the lower re-assessments at that solar farm were based on a County Official, who 
owned property adjacent to the solar farm, who made an appeal to the assessor for reductions for 
his own property. The noted lack of lot sales after announcement of the solar farm however 
coincided with the recession in 2009 and lack of lot sales effectively defined that area during that 
time, but without relying on any data the assessor made that change in that time frame based on 
conversations with the assessor. Since then, Clay County has confirmed that they do not currently 
make any changes to adjoining property values and the current county assessor was not even aware 
that they had in the past done so. 
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NC Assessor Survey on Solar Farm Property Value Impacts 

County Assessor's Name Number of Farms Change in Adjacent Property Value 
Alexander Doug Fox 3 No 

Buncombe Lisa Kirbo 1 No 
Burke Daniel Isenhour 3, 2 on 1 parcel, 1 on 3 parcels No 
Cabarrus Justin less than 10, more in the works No 
Caldwell Monty Woods 3 small No, but will look at data in 2025 
Catawba Lori Ray 14 No 
Chatham Jenny Williams 13 No 
Cherokee Kathy Killian 9 No 
Chowan Melissa Radke 3, I almost operational No 
Clay Bonnie L. Lyvers No 
Davidson Libby 1 No 
Duplin Gary Rose 34, 2 more in planning No 
Franklin Marion Cascone 11 No 
Gaston Traci Hovis 3 No 
Gates Chris Hill 3 No 
Granville Jenny Griffin 8 No 
Halifax C. Shane Lynch Multiple No 
Hoke Mandi Davis 4 No 
Hyde Donnie Shumate 1 to supplement egg processing plant No 
Iredell Wes Long 2, 3 others approved No 
Lee Lisa Faulkner 8 No 
Lincoln Susan Sain 2 No 
Moore Michael Howery 10 No 
New Hanover Rhonda Garner 35 No 
Orange Chad Phillip 2 or 7 depending on breakdown No 
Pender Kayla Bolick Futrell 6 No 
Person Russell Jones 9 No 
Pitt Russell D. Hill 8, 1 in planning No 
Randolph Mark Frick 19 No 
Rockingham Mark C McClintock 6 No 
Rutherford Kim Aldridge 20 No 
Sampson Jim Johnson 9, 1 in construction No 
Scotland James Brown 15, 1 in process No 
Stokes Richard Brim 2 No 
Surry Penny Harrison 4, 2 more n process No 
Union Robin E. Merry 6 No 
Vance Cathy E. Renn 13 No 
Warren John Preston 7 No 
Wayne Alan Lumpkin 32 No 
Wilson William (Witt) Putney -16 No, mass appraisal standards applied 

Responses: 39 
Negative Impact on Adjoining Value = Yes: 0 
Negative Impact on Adjoining Value = No: 39 

I have also been working on a survey of Virginia Assessors regarding property values related to solar 
farms and whether or not the local assessors have found any data to support any changes to value 
on property adjoining solar farms. In this process I have contacted every assessor's office by email 
and I have received responses by email and by phone from a number of these counties. Many of the 
counties in Virginia rely on outside firms to assist in gathering data for the assessments and where 
that is the case we have contacted the outside firms regarding the question of whether or not the 
assessors are currently making any adjustments to properties adjoining solar farms. 

I currently have response from 16 counties that have solar farms in them and of those 16 responses 
none of the assessors are currently applying a negative impact on property value. One response 
suggested that adjoining values may go up. 

I did speak with Randy Willis with Pearson Assessors. His company assists in the assessments in 
many of the counties south of Richmond. He indicated that they had found no data to suggest a 
negative impact on property value and they have looked as they were concerned about that issue. 
He indicated that they would make no negative impact adjustments and that he recognizes that 
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VIRGINIA Commissioner of the Revenue 

County Assessor Name Number of Farms in Operation Change in adjacent property value 
Appomattox Sara Henderson 1, plus one in process No 

Augusta W.Jean Shrewsbury no operational No 

Buckingham Stephanie D. Love 1 No 

Charlotte Pridgen Carter 1, several others in the works No 

Clarke Donna Peake 1 No 

Frederick Seth T. Thatcher none, 2 appoved for 2022 No, assuming compatible with rural area 

Goochland Mary Ann Davis No 

Hanover Ed Burnett 1 No 

Louisa Stacey C. Fletcher 2 operational by end of year No, only if supported by market data 

Mecklenburg Joseph E. "Ed" Taylor No 

Nottoway Randy Willis with Pearson Assessors No 

Powhatan Charles Everest 2 approved, 1 built Likely increase in value 

Rockingham Dan Cullers no operational Likely no 

Southampton Amy B. Carr 1 Not normally 

Surry Jonathan F. Judkins 1 None at this time 

Westmoreland William K. Hoover 4 No 

Responses: 16 

Negative Impact on Adjoining Value =Yes: 0 

Negative Impact on Adjoining Value =No: 16 
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VIRGINIA Commissioner of the Revenue

County Assessor Name Number of Farms in Operation Change in adjacent property value
Appomattox Sara Henderson 1, plus one in process No

Augusta W. Jean Shrewsbury no operational No

Buckingham Stephanie D. Love 1 No

Charlotte Naisha Pridgen Carter 1, several others in the works No

Clarke Donna Peake 1 No

Frederick Seth T. Thatcher none, 2 appoved for 2022 No, assuming compatible with rural area

Goochland Mary Ann Davis No

Hanover Ed Burnett 1 No

Louisa Stacey C. Fletcher 2 operational by end of year No, only if supported by market data

Mecklenburg Joseph E. "Ed" Taylor No

Nottoway Randy Willis with Pearson Assessors No

Powhatan Charles Everest 2 approved, 1 built Likely increase in value

Rockingham Dan Cullers no operational Likely no

Southampton Amy B. Carr 1 Not normally

Surry Jonathan F. Judkins 1 None at this time

Westmoreland William K. Hoover 4 No

Responses:  16

Negative Impact on Adjoining Value = Yes: 0

Negative Impact on Adjoining Value = No: 16
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VII. Summary of Solar Projects in Kentucky 

I have researched the solar projects in Kentucky. I identified the solar farms through the Solar 
Energy Industries Association (SEIA) Major Projects List and then excluded the roof mounted 
facilities. This leaves only six solar farms in Kentucky for analysis at this time. 

One of these six solar farms has limited analysis potential: E.W. Brown near Harrodsburg in Mercer 
County. The E. W. Brown 10 MW solar farm was built in 2014 and adjoins three coal-fired units. 
Given that research studies that I have read regarding fossil fuel power plants including "The Effect 
of Power Plants on Local Housing Values and Rents" by Lucas W. Davis and published May 2010, it 
would not be appropriate to use any data from this solar farm due to the influence of the coal-fired 
power plant that could have an impact on up to a one-mile radius. I note that the closest home to a 
solar panel at this site is 565 feet and the average distance is 1,026 feet. The homes are primarily 
clustered at the Herrington Lake frontage. Recent sales in this area range from $164,000 to 
$212,000 for these waterfront homes. Again, no usable data can be derived from this solar farm 
due to the adjoining coal fired plant. 

Furthermore, the Cooperative solar farm in Shelby County is a 0.5 MW facility on 35 acres built in 
2020 that is proposed to eventually be 4 MW. This project is too new and there have been no home 
sales adjoining this facility. I also cannot determine how close the nearby homes are to the 
adjoining solar panels as the aerial imagery does not yet show these panels. 

I have provided a summary of projects below and additional detailed information on the projects on 
the following pages. I specifically note the similarity in most of the sites in Kentucky in terms of mix 
of adjoining uses, topography, and distances to adjoining homes. 

The number of solar farms currently in Kentucky is low compared to a number of other states and 
North Carolina in particular. I have looked at solar farms in Kentucky for sales activity, but the 
small number of sites coupled with the relatively short period of time these solar farms have been in 
place has not provided as many examples of sales adjoining a solar farm as I am able to pull from 
other places. I have therefore also considered sales in other states, but I have shown in the 
summary how the demographics around the solar farms in other locations relate to the 
demographics around the proposed solar farm to show that generally similar locations are being 
considered. The similarity of the sites in terms of adjoining uses and surrounding demographics 
makes it reasonable to compare the lack of significant impacts in other areas would translate into a 
similar lack of significant impacts at the subject site. 

Parcel # State County City Name Output 

(MW) 

Total 

Acres 

Used 

Acres 

Avg. Dist Closest 

to home Home 

Adjoining Use by Acre Adjoining Use by Number 

Res Agri Agri/Res Com 

610 KY Warren Bowling Green Bowling Green 2 17.36 17.36 720 720 1% 64% 0% 36%' 100% 10% 30% 60% 100% 

611 KY Clark Winchester Cooperative Solar I 8.5 181.47 63 2,110 2,040 0% 96% 3% 0%r 100% 22% 78% 0% 100% 

612 KY Kenton Walton Walton 2 2 58.03 58.03 891 120 21% 0% 60% 19%r 100% 65% 0% 35% 100% 

613 KY Grant Crittenden Crittenden 2.7 181.7 34.1 1,035 345 22% 27% 51% 0%r 100% 96% 4% 0% 100% 

617 KY Metcalfe Summer Shade Glover Creek 968.2 322.4 1,731 375 6% 25% 69% 0%r 100% 83% 17% 0% 100% 

618 KY Garrard Lancaster Turkey Creek 752.8 297.1 976 240 8% 36% 51% 5%' 100% 73% 12% 15% 100% 

Total Number of Solar Farms 6 

Average 3.80 359.9 132.0 1244 640 9% 41% 39% 10% 58% 24% 18% 

Median 2.35 181.6 60.5 1006 360 7% 32% 51% 3% 69% 14% 7% 

High 8.50 968.2 322.4 2110 2040 22% 96% 69% 36% 96% 78% 60% 

Low 2.00 17.4 17.4 720 120 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 0% 0% 
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Total Used Avg. Dist Closest Adjoining Use by Acre Adjoining Use by Number
Parcel # State County City Name Output Acres Acres to home Home Res Agri Agri/Res Com ResidenAgriculComm/Ind %

(MW)
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610: Bowling Green Solar, Bowling Green, KY 
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This project was built in 2011 and located on 17.36 acres for a 2 MW project on Scotty's Way with 
the adjoining uses being primarily industrial. The closest dwelling is 720 feet from the nearest 
panel. 

Adjoining Use Breakdown 

Acreage Parcels 

Residential 0.58% 10.00% 

Agricultural 63.89% 30.00% 

Industrial 35.53% 60.00% 

Total 100.00% 100.00% 
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611: Cooperative Solar I, Winchester, KY 
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This project was built in 2017 on 63 acres of a 181.47-acre parent tract for an 8.5 MW project with 
the closest home at 2,040 feet from the closest solar panel. 

Adjoining Use Breakdown 

Acreage Parcels 

Residential 0.15% 11.11% 

Agricultural 96.46% 77.78% 

Ag-rii Res 3.38% 11.11% 

Total 100.00% 100.00% 
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Adjoining Use Breakdown

Acreage Parcels

Residential 0.15% 11.11%

Agricultural 96.46% 77.78%

Agri/Res 3.38% 11.11%

Total 100.00% 100.00%
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612: Walton 2 Solar, Walton, KY 
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This project was built in 2017 on 58.03 acres for a 2 MW project with the closest home 120 feet 
from the closest panel. 

Adjoining Use Breakdown 

Acreage Parcels 

Residential 20.84% 47.06% 

Agri/Res 59.92% 17.65% 

Commercial 19.25% 35.29% 

Total 100.00% 100.00% 
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Agri/Res 59.92% 17.65% 

Commercial 19.25% 35.29% 

Total 100.00% 100.00% 

32 
 
612: Walton 2 Solar, Walton, KY 
 

 
 
This project was built in 2017 on 58.03 acres for a 2 MW project with the closest home 120 feet 
from the closest panel. 
 

 
  

Adjoining Use Breakdown

Acreage Parcels

Residential 20.84% 47.06%

Agri/Res 59.92% 17.65%

Commercial 19.25% 35.29%

Total 100.00% 100.00%
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613: Crittenden Solar, Crittenden, KY 
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This project was built in late 2017 on 34.10 acres out of a 181.70-acre tract for a 2.7 MW project 
where the closest home is 345 feet from the closest panel. 

Adjoining Use Breakdown 

Residential 

Agricultural 

Agri/ Res 

Commercial 

Industrial 

Airport 

Substation 

Acreage Parcels 

1.65% 32.08% 

73.39% 39.62% 

23.05% 11.32% 

0.64% 9.43% 

0.19% 3.77% 

0.93% 1.89% 

0.15% 1.89% 

Total 1OO.OO% 1OO.OO% 
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This project was built in late 2017 on 34.10 acres out of a 181.70-acre tract for a 2.7 MW project 
where the closest home is 345 feet from the closest panel. 

Adjoining Use Breakdown 

Acreage Parcels 

Residential 1.65% 32.08% 

Agricultural 73.39% 39.62% 

Agri/ Res 23.05% 11.32% 

Commercial 0.64% 9.43% 

Industrial 0.19% 3.77% 

Airport 0.93% 1.89% 

Substation 0.15% 1.89% 

Total 1OO.OO% 1OO.OO% 
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613: Crittenden Solar, Crittenden, KY 
 

 
 

This project was built in late 2017 on 34.10 acres out of a 181.70-acre tract for a 2.7 MW project 
where the closest home is 345 feet from the closest panel.   

 

 
 

  

Adjoining Use Breakdown

Acreage Parcels

Residential 1.65% 32.08%

Agricultural 73.39% 39.62%

Agri/Res 23.05% 11.32%

Commercial 0.64% 9.43%

Industrial 0.19% 3.77%

Airport 0.93% 1.89%

Substation 0.15% 1.89%

Total 100.00% 100.00%
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659: Cooperative Shelby Solar, Simpsonville, KY 

-* 

- • 
.0, 

• '• 
O 

_ $‘ 
• ,1;1,• i 

4 , ye w lta 
.: 

• Jr-
" 

%'1,,

3 
.01 ' , A lp 

4 3 

This project was built in 2020 on 35 acres for a 0.5 MW project that is approved for expansion up to 
4 MW. 

Adjoining Use Breakdown 

Acreage Parcels 

Residential 6.04% 44.44% 

Agricultural 10.64% 11.11% 

Agri/Res 31.6Wo 33.33% 

Institutional 51.62% 11.11% 

Tot al 100.00% 100.00% 

34 

659: Cooperative Shelby Solar, Simpsonville, KY 
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This project was built in 2020 on 35 acres for a 0.5 MW project that is approved for expansion up to 
4 MW. 

Adjoining Use Breakdown 

Residential 

Agricultural 

Agri /Res 

Institutional 

Total 

Acreage Parcels 

6.04% 44.44% 

10.64% 11.11% 

31. 6Wo 33.33% 

51.62% 11.11% 

100.00% 100.00% 
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659: Cooperative Shelby Solar, Simpsonville, KY 
 

 
 

This project was built in 2020 on 35 acres for a 0.5 MW project that is approved for expansion up to 
4 MW.   

 

 
  

Adjoining Use Breakdown

Acreage Parcels

Residential 6.04% 44.44%

Agricultural 10.64% 11.11%

Agri/Res 31.69% 33.33%

Institutional 51.62% 11.11%

Total 100.00% 100.00%
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660: . Brown Solar, Harrodsburg, KY 
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This project was built in 2016 on 50 acres for a 10 MW project. This solar facility adjoins three coal-
fired units, which makes analysis of these nearby home sales problematic as it is impossible to 
extract the impact of the coal plant on the nearby homes especially given the lake frontage of the 
homes shown. 

Adjoining Use Breakdown 

Acreage Parcels 

Residential 2.77% 77.27% 

Agricultural 43.92% 9.09% 

Agri/Res 28.56% 9.09% 

Industrial 24.75% 4.55% 

Iotal 100.00% 100.00% 
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660: E.W. Brown Solar, Harrodsburg, KY 
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This project was built in 2016 on 50 acres for a 10 MW project. This solar facility adjoins three coal-
fired units, which makes analysis of these nearby home sales problematic as it is impossible to 
extract the impact of the coal plant on the nearby homes especially given the lake frontage of the 
homes shown. 

Adjoining Use Breakdown 

Acreage Parcels 

Residential 2.77% 77.27% 

Agricultural 43.92% 9.09% 

Agri/Res 28.56% 9.09% 

Industrial 24.75% 4.55% 

Iotal 100.00% 100.00% 
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660: E.W. Brown Solar, Harrodsburg, KY 
 

  
 

This project was built in 2016 on 50 acres for a 10 MW project.  This solar facility adjoins three coal-
fired units, which makes analysis of these nearby home sales problematic as it is impossible to 
extract the impact of the coal plant on the nearby homes especially given the lake frontage of the 
homes shown.   

 

 

Adjoining Use Breakdown

Acreage Parcels

Residential 2.77% 77.27%

Agricultural 43.92% 9.09%

Agri/Res 28.56% 9.09%

Industrial 24.75% 4.55%

Total 100.00% 100.00%
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VIII. Market Analysis of the Impact on Value from Solar Farms 

I have researched hundreds of solar farms in numerous states to determine the impact of these 
facilities on the value of adjoining properties. This research has primarily been in North Carolina, 
but I have also conducted market impact analyses in Virginia, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, 
Oregon, Mississippi, Maryland, New York, California, Missouri, Florida, Montana, Georgia, 
Kentucky, and New Jersey. 

I have derived a breakdown of the adjoining uses to show where solar farms are located. A 
summary showing the results of compiling that data over hundreds of solar farms is shown later in 
the Scope of Research section of this report. 

I also consider whether the properties adjoining a solar farm in one location have characteristics 
similar to the properties abutting or adjoining the proposed site so that I can make an assessment of 
market impact on each proposed site. Notably, in most cases solar farms are placed in areas very 
similar to the site in question, which is surrounded by low density residential and agricultural uses. 
In my over 700 studies, I have found a striking repetition of that same typical adjoining property use 
mix in over 90% of the solar farms I have looked at. Matched pair results in multiple states are 
strikingly similar, and all indicate that solar farms - which generate very little traffic, and do not 
generate noise, dust or have other harmful effects - do not negatively impact the value of adjoining 
or abutting properties. 

I have previously been asked by the Kentucky Siting Board about how the solar farms and the 
matched pair sets were chosen. This is the total of all the usable home sales adjoining the 900+ 
solar farms that I have looked at over the last 10 years. Most of the solar farms that I have looked at 
are only a few years old and have not been in place long enough for home or land sales to occur next 
to them for me to analyze. There is nothing unusual about this given the relatively rural locations of 
most of the solar farms where home and land sales occur much less frequently than they do in 
urban and suburban areas and the number of adjoining homes is relatively small. 

I review the solar farms that I have looked at periodically to see if there are any new sales. If there is 
a sale I have to be sure it is not an inhouse sale or to a related family member. A great many of the 
rural sales that I find are from one family member to another, which makes analysis impossible 
given that these are not "arm's length" transactions. There are also numerous examples of sales 
that are "arm's length" but are still not usable due to other factors such as adjoining significant 
negative factors such as a coal fired plant or at a landfill or prison. I have looked at homes that 
require a driveway crossing a railroad spur, homes in close proximity to large industrial uses, as 
well as homes adjoining large state parks, or homes that are over 100 years old with multiple 
renovations. Such sales are not usable as they have multiple factors impacting the value that are 
tangled together. You can't isolate the impact of the coal fired plant, the industrial building, or the 
railroad unless you are comparing that sale to a similar property with similar impacts. Matched 
pair analysis requires that you isolate properties that only have one differential to test for, which is 
why the type of sales noted above is not appropriate for analysis. 

After my review of all sales and elimination of the family transactions and those sales with multiple 
differentials, I am left with the matched pairs shown in this report to analyze. I do have additional 
matched pair data in other areas of the United States that were not included in this report due to 
being states less comparable to Kentucky than those shown. The only other sales that I have 
eliminated from the analysis are home sales under $100,000, which there haven't been many such 
examples, but at that price range it is difficult to identify any impacts through matched pair 
analysis. I have not cherry picked the data to include just the sales that support one direction in 
value, but I have included all of them both positive and negative with a preponderance of the 
evidence supporting no impact to mild positive impacts. 
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VIII. Market Analysis of the Impact on Value from Solar Farms  
 
I have researched hundreds of solar farms in numerous states to determine the impact of these 
facilities on the value of adjoining properties.   This research has primarily been in North Carolina, 
but I have also conducted market impact analyses in Virginia, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, 
Oregon, Mississippi, Maryland, New York, California, Missouri, Florida, Montana, Georgia, 
Kentucky, and New Jersey. 

I have derived a breakdown of the adjoining uses to show where solar farms are located.  A 
summary showing the results of compiling that data over hundreds of solar farms is shown later in 
the Scope of Research section of this report. 

I also consider whether the properties adjoining a solar farm in one location have characteristics 
similar to the properties abutting or adjoining the proposed site so that I can make an assessment of 
market impact on each proposed site.  Notably, in most cases solar farms are placed in areas very 
similar to the site in question, which is surrounded by low density residential and agricultural uses.  
In my over 700 studies, I have found a striking repetition of that same typical adjoining property use 
mix in over 90% of the solar farms I have looked at.  Matched pair results in multiple states are 
strikingly similar, and all indicate that solar farms – which generate very little traffic, and do not 
generate noise, dust or have other harmful effects – do not negatively impact the value of adjoining 
or abutting properties. 

I have previously been asked by the Kentucky Siting Board about how the solar farms and the 
matched pair sets were chosen.  This is the total of all the usable home sales adjoining the 900+ 
solar farms that I have looked at over the last 10 years.  Most of the solar farms that I have looked at 
are only a few years old and have not been in place long enough for home or land sales to occur next 
to them for me to analyze.  There is nothing unusual about this given the relatively rural locations of 
most of the solar farms where home and land sales occur much less frequently than they do in 
urban and suburban areas and the number of adjoining homes is relatively small. 

I review the solar farms that I have looked at periodically to see if there are any new sales.  If there is 
a sale I have to be sure it is not an inhouse sale or to a related family member.  A great many of the 
rural sales that I find are from one family member to another, which makes analysis impossible 
given that these are not “arm’s length” transactions.  There are also numerous examples of sales 
that are “arm’s length” but are still not usable due to other factors such as adjoining significant 
negative factors such as a coal fired plant or at a landfill or prison.  I have looked at homes that 
require a driveway crossing a railroad spur, homes in close proximity to large industrial uses, as 
well as homes adjoining large state parks, or homes that are over 100 years old with multiple 
renovations.  Such sales are not usable as they have multiple factors impacting the value that are 
tangled together.  You can’t isolate the impact of the coal fired plant, the industrial building, or the 
railroad unless you are comparing that sale to a similar property with similar impacts.  Matched 
pair analysis requires that you isolate properties that only have one differential to test for, which is 
why the type of sales noted above is not appropriate for analysis. 

After my review of all sales and elimination of the family transactions and those sales with multiple 
differentials, I am left with the matched pairs shown in this report to analyze.  I do have additional 
matched pair data in other areas of the United States that were not included in this report due to 
being states less comparable to Kentucky than those shown.  The only other sales that I have 
eliminated from the analysis are home sales under $100,000, which there haven’t been many such 
examples, but at that price range it is difficult to identify any impacts through matched pair 
analysis.   I have not cherry picked the data to include just the sales that support one direction in 
value, but I have included all of them both positive and negative with a preponderance of the 
evidence supporting no impact to mild positive impacts. 
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A. Kentucky and Adjoining States Data 

1. Matched Pair - Crittenden Solar, Crittenden, KY 
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This solar farm was built in December 2017 on a 181.70-acre tract but utilizing only 34.10 acres. 
This is a 2.7 MW facility with residential subdivisions to the north and south. 

I have identified five home sales to the north of this solar farm on Clairborne Drive and one home 
sale to the south on Eagle Ridge Drive since the completion of this solar farm. The home sale on 
Eagle Drive is for a $75,O00 home and all of the homes along that street are similar in size and price 
range. According to local broker Steve Glacken with Cutler Real Estate these are the lowest price 
range/style home in the market. I have not analyzed that sale as it would unlikely provide 
significant data to other homes in the area. 

Mr. Glacken is currently selling lots at the west end of Clairborne for new home construction. He 
indicated that the solar farm near the entrance of the development has been a complete non-factor 
and none of the home sales are showing any concern over the solar farm. Most of the homes are in 
the $250,000 to $280,000 price range. The vacant residential lots are being marketed for $28,000 
to $29,000. The landscaping buffer is considered light, but the rolling terrain allows for distant 
views of the panels from the adjoining homes along Clairborne Drive. 

The first home considered is a bit of an anomaly for this subdivision in that it is the only 
manufactured home that was allowed in the community. It sold on January 3, 2019. I compared 
that sale to three other manufactured home sales in the area making minor adjustments as shown 
on the next page to account for the differences. After all other factors are considered the 
adjustments show a -1% to +13% impact due to the adjacency of the solar farm. The best indicator 
is 1250 Cason, which shows a 3% impact. A 3% impact is within the normal static of real estate 
transactions and therefore not considered indicative of a positive impact on the property, but it 
strongly supports an indication of no negative impact. 
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This solar farm was built in December 2017 on a tract but utilizing only 34.10 acres. 
This is a 2.7 MW facility with residential subdivisions to the north and south. 

I have identified five home sales to the north of this solar farm on Clairborne Drive and one home 
sale to the south on Eagle Ridge Drive since the completion of this solar farm. The home sale on 
Eagle Drive is for a $75,000 home and all of the homes along that street are similar in size and price 
range. According to local broker Steve Glacken with Cutler Real Estate these are the lowest price 
range/style home in the market. I have not analyzed that sale as it would unlikely provide 
significant data to other homes in the area. 

Mr. Glacken is currently selling lots at the west end of Clairborne for new home construction. He 
indicated that the solar farm near the entrance of the development has been a complete non-factor 
and none of the home sales are showing any concern over the solar farm. Most of the homes are in 
the $250,000 to $280,000 price range. The vacant residential lots are being marketed for $28,000 
to $29,000. The landscaping buffer is considered light, but the rolling terrain allows for distant 
views of the panels from the adjoining homes along Clairborne Drive. 

The first home considered is a bit of an anomaly for this subdivision in that it is the only 
manufactured home that was allowed in the community. It sold on January 3, 2019. I compared 
that sale to three other manufactured home sales in the area making minor adjustments as shown 
on the next page to account for the differences. After all other factors are considered the 
adjustments show a -1% to +13% impact due to the adjacency of the solar farm. The best indicator 
is 1250 Cason, which shows a 3% impact. A 3% impact is within the normal static of real estate 
transactions and therefore not considered indicative of a positive impact on the property, but it 
strongly supports an indication of no negative impact. 
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A. Kentucky and Adjoining States Data 
 
1. Matched Pair – Crittenden Solar, Crittenden, KY 

 

This solar farm was built in December 2017 on a 181.70-acre tract but utilizing only 34.10 acres.  
This is a 2.7 MW facility with residential subdivisions to the north and south.   

I have identified five home sales to the north of this solar farm on Clairborne Drive and one home 
sale to the south on Eagle Ridge Drive since the completion of this solar farm.  The home sale on 
Eagle Drive is for a $75,000 home and all of the homes along that street are similar in size and price 
range.  According to local broker Steve Glacken with Cutler Real Estate these are the lowest price 
range/style home in the market.  I have not analyzed that sale as it would unlikely provide 
significant data to other homes in the area. 

Mr. Glacken is currently selling lots at the west end of Clairborne for new home construction.  He 
indicated that the solar farm near the entrance of the development has been a complete non-factor 
and none of the home sales are showing any concern over the solar farm.  Most of the homes are in 
the $250,000 to $280,000 price range.  The vacant residential lots are being marketed for $28,000 
to $29,000.  The landscaping buffer is considered light, but the rolling terrain allows for distant 
views of the panels from the adjoining homes along Clairborne Drive. 

The first home considered is a bit of an anomaly for this subdivision in that it is the only 
manufactured home that was allowed in the community.  It sold on January 3, 2019.  I compared 
that sale to three other manufactured home sales in the area making minor adjustments as shown 
on the next page to account for the differences.  After all other factors are considered the 
adjustments show a -1% to +13% impact due to the adjacency of the solar farm.  The best indicator 
is 1250 Cason, which shows a 3% impact.  A 3% impact is within the normal static of real estate 
transactions and therefore not considered indicative of a positive impact on the property, but it 
strongly supports an indication of no negative impact. 
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Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other 

Adjoins 250 Claiborne 0.96 1/3/2019 $120,000 2000 2,016 $59.52 3/2 Drive Manuf 

Not 1250 Cason 1.40 4/18/2018 $95,000 1994 1,500 $63.33 3/2 2-Det Manuf Carport 

Not 410 Reeves 1.02 11/27/2018 $80,000 2000 1,456 $54.95 3/2 Drive Manuf 

Not 315 N Fbrk 1.09 5/4/2019 $107,000 1992 1,792 $59.71 3/2 Drive Manuf 

Adjustments Avg 

Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance 

Adjoins 250 Claiborne $120,000 373 

Not 1250 Cason $2,081 $2,850 $26,144 -$5,000 -$5,000 $116,075 3% 

Not 410 Reeves $249 $0 $24,615 $104,865 13% 

Not 315 N Fork -$1,091 $4,280 $10,700 $120,889 -1% 

5% 

I also looked at three other home sales on this street as shown below. These are stick-built homes 
and show a higher price range. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other 

Adjoins 300 Claiborne 1.08 9/20/2018 $212,720 2003 1,568 $135.66 3/3 2-Car Ranch Brick 

Not 460 Claiborne 0.31 1/3/2019 $229,000 1,446 $158.37 3/2 2-Car Ranch Brick 

Not 2160 Sherman 1.46 6/1/2019 $265,000 2005 1,735 $152.74 3/3 2-Car Ranch Brick 

Not 215 Lexington 1.00 7/27/2018 $231,200 2000 1,590 $145.41 5/4 2-Car Ranch Brick 

Adjustments Avg 

Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance 

Adjoins 300 Claiborne $213,000 488 

Not 460 Claiborne -$2,026 -$4,580 $15,457 $5,000 $242,850 -14% 

Not 2160 Sherman -$5,672 -$2,650 -$20,406 $236,272 -11% 

Not 215 Lexington $1,072 $3,468 -$2,559 -$5,000 $228,180 -7% 

This set of matched pairs shows a minor negative impact for this property. I was unable to confirm 
the sales price or conditions of this sale. The best indication of value is based on 215 Lexington, 
which required the least adjusting and supports a -7% impact. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other 

Adjoins 350 Claiborne 1.00 7/20/2018 $245,000 2002 1,688 $145.14 3/3 2-Car Ranch Brick 

Not 460 Claiborne 0.31 1/3/2019 $229,000 2007 1,446 $158.37 3/2 2-Car Ranch Brick 

Not 2160 Sherman 1.46 6/1/2019 $265,000 2005 1,735 $152.74 3/3 2-Car R/FBsmt Brick 

Not 215 Lexington 1.00 7/27/2018 $231,200 2000 1,590 $145.41 5/4 2-Car Ranch Brick 

Adjustments Avg 

Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance 

Adjoins 350 Claiborne $245,000 720 

Not 460 Claiborne -$3,223 -$5,725 $30,660 $5,000 $255,712 -4% 

Not 2160 Sherman -$7,057 -$3,975 -$5,743 $248,225 -1% 

Not 215 Lexington -$136 $2,312 $11,400 -$5,000 $239,776 2% 

-1% 

The following photograph shows the light landscaping buffer and the distant view of panels that was 
included as part of the marketing package for this property. The panels are visible somewhat on the 
left and somewhat through the trees in the center of the photograph. The first photograph is from 
the home, with the second photograph showing the view near the rear of the lot. 
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I also looked at three other home sales on this street as shown below.  These are stick-built homes 
and show a higher price range. 

 

 

This set of matched pairs shows a minor negative impact for this property.  I was unable to confirm 
the sales price or conditions of this sale.  The best indication of value is based on 215 Lexington, 
which required the least adjusting and supports a -7% impact. 

 

 

The following photograph shows the light landscaping buffer and the distant view of panels that was 
included as part of the marketing package for this property.  The panels are visible somewhat on the 
left and somewhat through the trees in the center of the photograph.  The first photograph is from 
the home, with the second photograph showing the view near the rear of the lot. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other

Adjoins 250 Claiborne 0.96 1/3/2019 $120,000 2000 2,016 $59.52  3/2 Drive Manuf
Not 1250 Cason 1.40 4/18/2018 $95,000 1994 1,500 $63.33  3/2 2-Det Manuf Carport
Not 410 Reeves 1.02 11/27/2018 $80,000 2000 1,456 $54.95  3/2 Drive Manuf
Not 315 N Fork 1.09 5/4/2019 $107,000 1992 1,792 $59.71  3/2 Drive Manuf

Adjustments Avg
Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

Adjoins 250 Claiborne $120,000 373
Not 1250 Cason $2,081 $2,850 $26,144 -$5,000 -$5,000 $116,075 3%
Not 410 Reeves $249 $0 $24,615 $104,865 13%
Not 315 N Fork -$1,091 $4,280 $10,700 $120,889 -1%

5%

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other

Adjoins 300 Claiborne 1.08 9/20/2018 $212,720 2003 1,568 $135.66  3/3 2-Car Ranch Brick
Not 460 Claiborne 0.31 1/3/2019 $229,000 2007 1,446 $158.37  3/2 2-Car Ranch Brick
Not 2160 Sherman 1.46 6/1/2019 $265,000 2005 1,735 $152.74  3/3 2-Car Ranch Brick
Not 215 Lexington 1.00 7/27/2018 $231,200 2000 1,590 $145.41  5/4 2-Car Ranch Brick

Adjustments Avg
Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

Adjoins 300 Claiborne $213,000 488
Not 460 Claiborne -$2,026 -$4,580 $15,457 $5,000 $242,850 -14%
Not 2160 Sherman -$5,672 -$2,650 -$20,406 $236,272 -11%
Not 215 Lexington $1,072 $3,468 -$2,559 -$5,000 $228,180 -7%

-11%

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other

Adjoins 350 Claiborne 1.00 7/20/2018 $245,000 2002 1,688 $145.14  3/3 2-Car Ranch Brick
Not 460 Claiborne 0.31 1/3/2019 $229,000 2007 1,446 $158.37  3/2 2-Car Ranch Brick
Not 2160 Sherman 1.46 6/1/2019 $265,000 2005 1,735 $152.74  3/3 2-Car R/FBsmt Brick
Not 215 Lexington 1.00 7/27/2018 $231,200 2000 1,590 $145.41  5/4 2-Car Ranch Brick

Adjustments Avg
Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

Adjoins 350 Claiborne $245,000 720
Not 460 Claiborne -$3,223 -$5,725 $30,660 $5,000 $255,712 -4%
Not 2160 Sherman -$7,057 -$3,975 -$5,743 $248,225 -1%
Not 215 Lexington -$136 $2,312 $11,400 -$5,000 $239,776 2%

-1%
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This set of matched pairs shows a no negative impact for this property. The range of adjusted 
impacts is -4% to +2%. The best indication is -1%, which as described above is within the typical 
market static and supports no impact on adjoining property value. 
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This set of matched pairs shows a no negative impact for this property. The range of adjusted 
impacts is -4% to +2%. The best indication is -1%, which as described above is within the typical 
market static and supports no impact on adjoining property value. 
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This set of matched pairs shows a no negative impact for this property.  The range of adjusted 
impacts is -4% to +2%.  The best indication is -1%, which as described above is within the typical 
market static and supports no impact on adjoining property value. 
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Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built $1GBA BRI BA Park Style Other 
Adjoins 370 Claiborne 1.06 8/22/2019 $273,000 2005 1,570 $173.89 4/3 2-Car 2-Story Brick 

Not 2160 Sherman 1.46 6/1/2019 $265,000 2005 1,735 $152.74 3/3 2-Car R/FBsmt Brick 

Not 2290 Dry 1.53 5/2/2019 $239,400 1988 1,400 $171.00 3/2.5 2-Car R/FBsmt Brick 

Not 125 Lexington 1.20 4/17/2018 $240,000 2001 1,569 $152.96 3/3 2-Car Split Brick 

Adjustments Avg 

Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR1BA Park Other Total %Diff %Diff Distance 
Adjoins 370 Claiborne $273,000 930 

Not 2160 Sherman $1,831 $0 -$20,161 $246,670 10% 

Not 2290 Dty $2,260 $20,349 $23,256 $2,500 $237,765 -5% 

Not 125 Lexington $9,951 $4,800 $254,751 7% 

4% 

This set of matched pairs shows a general positive impact for this property. The range of adjusted 
impacts is -5%to +10%. The best indication is +7% I t3pically consider measurements of +/ -5% to 
be within the typical variation in real estate transactions. This indication is 1- igher than that and 
suggests a positive relationship. 

The photograph from the listing shows panels vislle between the home and the trampoline shown 
in the picture. 
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Not 2160 Sherman $1,831 $0 -$20,161 $246,670 10% 

Not 2290 Dty $2,260 $20,349 $23,256 $2,500 $237,765 -5% 
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This set of matched pairs shows a general positive impact for this property. The range of adjusted 
impacts is -5%to +10%. The best indication is +7% I t3pically consider measurements of +/ -5% to 
be within the typical variation in real estate transactions. This indication is Higher than that and 
suggests a positive relationship. 

The photograph from the listing shows panels visible between the home and the trampoline shown 
in the picture. 
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This set of matched pairs shows a general positive impact for this property.  The range of adjusted 
impacts is -5% to +10%.  The best indication is +7%.  I typically consider measurements of +/-5% to 
be within the typical variation in real estate transactions.  This indication is higher than that and 
suggests a positive relationship.   

The photograph from the listing shows panels visible between the home and the trampoline shown 
in the picture.   

 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other

Adjoins 370 Claiborne 1.06 8/22/2019 $273,000 2005 1,570 $173.89  4/3 2-Car 2-Story Brick
Not 2160 Sherman 1.46 6/1/2019 $265,000 2005 1,735 $152.74  3/3 2-Car R/FBsmt Brick
Not 2290 Dry 1.53 5/2/2019 $239,400 1988 1,400 $171.00  3/2.5 2-Car R/FBsmt Brick
Not 125 Lexington 1.20 4/17/2018 $240,000 2001 1,569 $152.96  3/3 2-Car Split Brick

Adjustments Avg
Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

Adjoins 370 Claiborne $273,000 930
Not 2160 Sherman $1,831 $0 -$20,161 $246,670 10%
Not 2290 Dry $2,260 $20,349 $23,256 $2,500 $287,765 -5%
Not 125 Lexington $9,951 $4,800 $254,751 7%

4%
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Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other 
Adjoins 330 Claiborne 1.00 12/10/2019 $282,500 2003 1,768 $159.79 3/3 2-Car Ranch Brick/pool 

Not 895 Osborne 1.70 9/16/2019 $249,900 2002 1,705 $146.57 3/2 2-Car Ranch Brick/pool 

Not 2160 Sherman 1.46 6/1/2019 $265,000 2005 1,735 $152.74 3/3 2-Car R/FBsmt Brick 

Not 215 Lexington 1.00 7/27/2018 $231,200 2000 1,590 $145.41 5/4 2-Car Ranch Brick 

Avg 

Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance 

Adjoins 330 Claiborne $282,500 665 

Not 895 Osborne $1,790 $1,250 $7,387 $5,000 $0 $265,327 6% 

Not 2160 Sherman $4,288 -$2,650 $4,032 $20,000 $290,670 -3% 

Not 215 Lexington $9,761 $3,468 $20,706 -$5,000 $20,000 $280,135 1% 

1% 

This set of matched pairs shows a general positive impact for this property. The range of adjusted 
impacts is -3% to +6%. The best indication is +6% I typically consider measurements of +/-5% to 
be within the typical variation in real estate transactions. This indication is higher than that and 
suggests a positive relationship. The landscaping buffer on these is considered light with a fair 
visibility of the panels from most of these comparables and only thin landscaping buffers separating 
the homes from the solar panels. 

The five matched pairs considered in this analysis includes two that show no impact on value, one 
that shows a negative impact on value, and two that show a positive impact. The negative 
indication supported by one matched pair is -7% and the positive impacts are +6% and +7%. The 
two neutral indications show impacts of -1% and +3% The average indicated impact is +0% when 
all five of these indicators are blended. 

Furthermore, the comments of the local real estate broker strongly support the data that shows no 
negative impact on value due to the proximity to the solar farm. This is further supported by the 
national data that is shown on the following pages. 
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This set of matched pairs shows a general positive impact for this property.  The range of adjusted 
impacts is -3% to +6%.  The best indication is +6%.  I typically consider measurements of +/-5% to 
be within the typical variation in real estate transactions.  This indication is higher than that and 
suggests a positive relationship.  The landscaping buffer on these is considered light with a fair 
visibility of the panels from most of these comparables and only thin landscaping buffers separating 
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The five matched pairs considered in this analysis includes two that show no impact on value, one 
that shows a negative impact on value, and two that show a positive impact.  The negative 
indication supported by one matched pair is -7% and the positive impacts are +6% and +7%.  The 
two neutral indications show impacts of -1% and +3%.  The average indicated impact is +0% when 
all five of these indicators are blended. 

Furthermore, the comments of the local real estate broker strongly support the data that shows no 
negative impact on value due to the proximity to the solar farm.  This is further supported by the 
national data that is shown on the following pages. 

  

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other

Adjoins 330 Claiborne 1.00 12/10/2019 $282,500 2003 1,768 $159.79  3/3 2-Car Ranch Brick/pool
Not 895 Osborne 1.70 9/16/2019 $249,900 2002 1,705 $146.57  3/2 2-Car Ranch Brick/pool
Not 2160 Sherman 1.46 6/1/2019 $265,000 2005 1,735 $152.74  3/3 2-Car R/FBsmt Brick
Not 215 Lexington 1.00 7/27/2018 $231,200 2000 1,590 $145.41  5/4 2-Car Ranch Brick

Avg
Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

Adjoins 330 Claiborne $282,500 665
Not 895 Osborne $1,790 $1,250 $7,387 $5,000 $0 $265,327 6%
Not 2160 Sherman $4,288 -$2,650 $4,032 $20,000 $290,670 -3%
Not 215 Lexington $9,761 $3,468 $20,706 -$5,000 $20,000 $280,135 1%
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This 16 MW solar farm was built in 2014 on 208.89 acres with the closest home being 480 feet. 

This solar farm adjoins two subdivisions with Central Hills having a mix of existing and new 
. homes. Lots in this development have been marketed for $15,000 each with discounts 

offered for multiple lots being used for a single home site. I spoke with the agent with Rhonda 
Wheeler and Becky Hearnsberger with United County Farm & Home Realty who noted that they 
have seen no impact on lot or home sales due to the solar farm in this community. 

I have included a map below as well as data on recent sales activity on lots that adjoin the solar 
farm or are near the solar farm in. this subdivision both before and after the announced plan for this
solar farm facility. I note that using the same method I used to breakdown the adjoining uses at the 
subject property I show that the predominant adjoining uses are residential and agricultural, which 
is consistent with the location of most solar farms. 
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This 16 MW solar farm was built in 2014 on 208.89 acres with the closest home being 480 feet. 

This solar farm adjoins two subdivisions with Central Hills having a mix of existing and new 
construction. homes. Lots in this development have been marketed for $15,000 each with discounts 
offered for multiple lots being used for a single home site. I spoke with the agent with Rhonda 
Wheeler and Becky Hearnsberger with United County Farm & Home Realty who noted that they 
have seen no impact on lot or home sales due to the solar farm in this community. 

I have included a map below as well as data on recent sales activity on lots that adjoin the solar 
farm or are near the solar farm in this subdivision both before and after the announced plan for this
solar farm facility. I note that using the same method I used to breakdown the adjoining uses at the 
subject property I show that the predominant adjoining uses are residential and agricultural, which 
is consistent with the location of most solar farms. 
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2. Matched Pair – Mulberry, Selmer, TN 

 

This 16 MW solar farm was built in 2014 on 208.89 acres with the closest home being 480 feet. 

This solar farm adjoins two subdivisions with Central Hills having a mix of existing and new 
construction homes.  Lots in this development have been marketed for $15,000 each with discounts 
offered for multiple lots being used for a single home site.  I spoke with the agent with Rhonda 
Wheeler and Becky Hearnsberger with United County Farm & Home Realty who noted that they 
have seen no impact on lot or home sales due to the solar farm in this community. 

I have included a map below as well as data on recent sales activity on lots that adjoin the solar 
farm or are near the solar farm in this subdivision both before and after the announced plan for this 
solar farm facility.  I note that using the same method I used to breakdown the adjoining uses at the 
subject property I show that the predominant adjoining uses are residential and agricultural, which 
is consistent with the location of most solar farms. 
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Adjoining Use Breakdown 

Acreage Parcels 
Commercial 3.40% 0.034 

Residential 12.84% 79.31% 

Agri/Res 10.39% 3.45% 

Agricultural 73.37% 13.79% 

Total 100.00% 100.00% 

I have run a number of direct matched comparisons on the sales adjoining this solar farm as shown 
below. These direct matched pairs include some of those shown above as well as additional more 
recent sales in this community. In each of these I have compared the one sale adjoining the solar 
farm to multiple similar homes nearby that do not adjoin a solar farm to look for any potential 
impact from the solar farm. 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other 

3 Adjoins 491 Dusty 6.86 10/28/2016 $176,000 2009 1,801 $97.72 3/2 2-Gar Ranch 

Not 820 Lake Trail 1.00 6/8/2018 $168,000 2013 1,869 $89.89 4/2 2-Gar Ranch 

Not 262 Country 1.00 1/17/2018 $145,000 2000 1,860 $77.96 3/2 2-Gar Ranch 

Not F 35 April 1.15 8/ 16/2016 $185,000 2016 1,980 $93.43 3/2 2-Gar Ranch 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Parcel Solar Address I Time Site YB GLA Park Other Total % Diff Distance 
3 Adjoins 491 Dusty $176,000 480 

Not 820 Lake Trail -$8,324 $12,000 -$3,360 -$4,890 $163,426 7% 

Not 262 Country -$5,450 $12,000 $6,525 -$3,680 $154,396 12% 

Not ' 35 April $1,138 $12,000 -$6,475 -$13,380 $178,283 -1% 

Average 6% 

The best matched pair is 35 April Loop, which required the least adjustment and indicates a -1% 
increase in value due to the solar farm adjacency. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Built 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other 

12 Adjoins 57 Cooper 1.20 2/ 26/ 2019 $163,000 2011 1,586 $102.77 3/2 2-Gar 1.5 Story Pool 

Not 191 Amelia 1.00 8/ 3/ 2018 $132,000 2005 1,534 $86.05 3/2 Drive Ranch 

Not 75 April 0.85 3/ 17/2017 $134,000 2012 1,588 $84.38 3/2 2- Crprt Ranch 

Not 345 Woodland 1.15 12/ 29/ 2016 $131,000 2002 1,410 $92.91 3/2 1-Gar Ranch 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Parcel Solar Address Sales Price Time Site YB GLA Park Other Total % Diff Distance 

12 Adjoins 57 Cooper $163,000 $163,000 685 

Not 191 Amelia $132,000 $2,303 $3,960 $2,685 $10,000 $5,000 $155,947 4% 

Not ' 75 April $134,000 $8,029 $4,000 -$670 -$135 $5,000 $5,000 $155,224 5% 

Not 345 Woodland $131,000 $8,710 $5,895 $9,811 $5,000 $160,416 2% 

Average 4% 

The best matched pair is 191 Amelia, which was most similar in time frame of sale and indicates a 
+4% increase in value due to the solar farm adjacency. 
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farm to multiple similar homes nearby that do not adjoin a solar farm to look for any potential 
impact from the solar farm. 

 

 

The best matched pair is 35 April Loop, which required the least adjustment and indicates a -1% 
increase in value due to the solar farm adjacency. 

 

 

The best matched pair is 191 Amelia, which was most similar in time frame of sale and indicates a 
+4% increase in value due to the solar farm adjacency. 

 

Adjoining Use Breakdown

Acreage Parcels
Commercial 3.40% 0.034

Residential 12.84% 79.31%

Agri/Res 10.39% 3.45%

Agricultural 73.37% 13.79%

Total 100.00% 100.00%

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other
3 Adjoins 491 Dusty 6.86 10/28/2016 $176,000 2009 1,801 $97.72  3/2 2-Gar Ranch

Not 820 Lake Trail 1.00 6/8/2018 $168,000 2013 1,869 $89.89  4/2 2-Gar Ranch
Not 262 Country 1.00 1/17/2018 $145,000 2000 1,860 $77.96  3/2 2-Gar Ranch
Not 35 April 1.15 8/16/2016 $185,000 2016 1,980 $93.43  3/2 2-Gar Ranch

Adjoining Sales Adjusted
Parcel Solar Address r Time Site YB GLA Park Other Total % Diff Distance
3 Adjoins 491 Dusty $176,000 480

Not 820 Lake Trail -$8,324 $12,000 -$3,360 -$4,890 $163,426 7%
Not 262 Country -$5,450 $12,000 $6,525 -$3,680 $154,396 12%
Not 35 April $1,138 $12,000 -$6,475 -$13,380 $178,283 -1%

Average 6%

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Built
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other
12 Adjoins 57 Cooper 1.20 2/26/2019 $163,000 2011 1,586 $102.77  3/2 2-Gar 1.5 Story Pool

Not 191 Amelia 1.00 8/3/2018 $132,000 2005 1,534 $86.05  3/2 Drive Ranch
Not 75 April 0.85 3/17/2017 $134,000 2012 1,588 $84.38  3/2 2-Crprt Ranch
Not 345 Woodland 1.15 12/29/2016 $131,000 2002 1,410 $92.91  3/2 1-Gar Ranch

Adjoining Sales Adjusted
Parcel Solar Address Sales Price Time Site YB GLA Park Other Total % Diff Distance
12 Adjoins 57 Cooper $163,000 $163,000 685

Not 191 Amelia $132,000 $2,303 $3,960 $2,685 $10,000 $5,000 $155,947 4%
Not 75 April $134,000 $8,029 $4,000 -$670 -$135 $5,000 $5,000 $155,224 5%
Not 345 Woodland $131,000 $8,710 $5,895 $9,811 $5,000 $160,416 2%

Average 4%



Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Built 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built 

15 Adjoins 297 Country 1.00 9/ 30/ 2016 $150,000 2002 

Not 185 Dusty 1.85 8/ 17/2015 $126,040 2009 

Not 53 Glen 1.13 3/ 9/ 2017 $126,000 1999 

GBA 

1,596 

1,463 

1,475 

$/GBA BR/BA 

$93.98 3/ 2 

$86.15 3/ 2 

$85.42 3/ 2 

Park 

4-Gar 

2-Gar 

2-Gar 

Style 

Ranch 

Ranch 

Ranch 
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Other 

Brick 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Parcel Solar Address Sales Price Time Site YB GLA Park Other Total % Diff Distance 

15 Adjoins 297 Country $150,000 $150,000 650 

Not 185 Dusty $126,040 $4,355 -$4,411 $9,167 $10,000 $145,150 3% 

Not 53 Glen $126,000 -$1,699 $1,890 $8,269 $10,000 $144,460 4% 

Average 3% 

The best matched pair is 53 Glen, which was most similar in time frame of sale and required less 
adjustment. It indicates a +4% increase in value due to the solar farm adjacency. 

The average indicated impact from these three sets of matched pairs is +4°/0, which suggests a mild 
positive relationship due to adjacency to the solar farm. The landscaping buffer for this project is 
mostly natural tree growth that was retained as part of the development but much of the trees 
separating the panels from homes are actually on the lots for the homes themselves. I therefore 
consider the landscaping buffer to be thin to moderate for these adjoining homes. 

I have also looked at several lot sales in this subdivision as shown below. 

These are all lots within the same community and the highest prices paid are for lots one parcel off 
from the existing solar farm. These prices are fairly inconsistent, though they do suggest about a 
$3,000 loss in the lots adjoining the solar farm. This is an atypical finding and additional details 
suggest there is more going on in these sales than the data crunching shows. First of all Parcel 4 
was purchased by the owner of the adjoining home and therefore an atypical buyer seeking to 
expand a lot and the site is not being purchased for home development. Moreover, using the 
SiteToDoBusiness demographic tools, I found that the 1-mile radius around this development is 
expecting a total population increase over the next 5 years of 3 people. This lack of growing demand 
for lots is largely explained in that context. Furthermore, the fact that finished home sales as shown 
above are showing no sign of a negative impact on property value makes this data unreliable and 
inconsistent with the data shown in sales to an end user. I therefore place little weight on this 
outlier data. 

4/18/2019 4/18/2019 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Adj for Time S/AC Adj for Time 
4 Adjoins Shelter 2.05 10/25/2017 $16,000 $16,728 $7,805 $8,160 

10 Adjoins Carter 1.70 8/2/2018 $14,000 $14,306 $8,235 $8,415 

11 Adjoins Cooper 1.28 9/17/2018 $12,000 $12,215 $9,375 $9,543 

Not 75 Dusty 1.67 4/18/2019 $20,000 $20,000 $11,976 $11,976 

Not Lake Trl 1.47 11/7/2018 $13,000 $13,177 $8,844 $8,964 

Not Lake Trl 1.67 4/18/2019 $20,000 $20,000 $11,976 $11,976 

Adjoins Per Acre Not Adjoins Per Acre % DIF/Lot % DIF/AC 

Average $14,416 $8,706 $17,726 $10,972 19% 21% 

Median $14,306 $8,415 $20,000 $11,976 28% 30% 

High $16,728 $9,543 $20,000 $11,976 16% 20% 

Low $12,215 $8,160 $13,177 $8,964 7% 9% 
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The best matched pair is 53 Glen, which was most similar in time frame of sale and required less 
adjustment.  It indicates a +4% increase in value due to the solar farm adjacency. 

The average indicated impact from these three sets of matched pairs is +4%, which suggests a mild 
positive relationship due to adjacency to the solar farm.  The landscaping buffer for this project is 
mostly natural tree growth that was retained as part of the development but much of the trees 
separating the panels from homes are actually on the lots for the homes themselves.  I therefore 
consider the landscaping buffer to be thin to moderate for these adjoining homes. 

I have also looked at several lot sales in this subdivision as shown below.    

These are all lots within the same community and the highest prices paid are for lots one parcel off 
from the existing solar farm.  These prices are fairly inconsistent, though they do suggest about a 
$3,000 loss in the lots adjoining the solar farm.  This is an atypical finding and additional details 
suggest there is more going on in these sales than the data crunching shows.  First of all Parcel 4 
was purchased by the owner of the adjoining home and therefore an atypical buyer seeking to 
expand a lot and the site is not being purchased for home development.  Moreover, using the 
SiteToDoBusiness demographic tools, I found that the 1-mile radius around this development is 
expecting a total population increase over the next 5 years of 3 people.  This lack of growing demand 
for lots is largely explained in that context.  Furthermore, the fact that finished home sales as shown 
above are showing no sign of a negative impact on property value makes this data unreliable and 
inconsistent with the data shown in sales to an end user.  I therefore place little weight on this 
outlier data. 

 

 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Built
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other
15 Adjoins 297 Country 1.00 9/30/2016 $150,000 2002 1,596 $93.98  3/2 4-Gar Ranch

Not 185 Dusty 1.85 8/17/2015 $126,040 2009 1,463 $86.15  3/2 2-Gar Ranch
Not 53 Glen 1.13 3/9/2017 $126,000 1999 1,475 $85.42  3/2 2-Gar Ranch Brick

Adjoining Sales Adjusted
Parcel Solar Address Sales Price Time Site YB GLA Park Other Total % Diff Distance
15 Adjoins 297 Country $150,000 $150,000 650

Not 185 Dusty $126,040 $4,355 -$4,411 $9,167 $10,000 $145,150 3%
Not 53 Glen $126,000 -$1,699 $1,890 $8,269 $10,000 $144,460 4%

Average 3%

4/18/2019 4/18/2019
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Adj for Time $/AC Adj for Time

4 Adjoins Shelter 2.05 10/25/2017 $16,000 $16,728 $7,805 $8,160
10 Adjoins Carter 1.70 8/2/2018 $14,000 $14,306 $8,235 $8,415
11 Adjoins Cooper 1.28 9/17/2018 $12,000 $12,215 $9,375 $9,543

Not 75 Dusty 1.67 4/18/2019 $20,000 $20,000 $11,976 $11,976
Not Lake Trl 1.47 11/7/2018 $13,000 $13,177 $8,844 $8,964
Not Lake Trl 1.67 4/18/2019 $20,000 $20,000 $11,976 $11,976

Adjoins Per Acre Not Adjoins Per Acre % DIF/Lot % DIF/AC
Average $14,416 $8,706 $17,726 $10,972 19% 21%

Median $14,306 $8,415 $20,000 $11,976 28% 30%

High $16,728 $9,543 $20,000 $11,976 16% 20%

Low $12,215 $8,160 $13,177 $8,964 7% 9%
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3. Matched Pair -Grand Ridge Solar, Streator, IL 
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This solar farm has a 20 MW output and is located on a 160-acre tract. The project was built in 
2012. 

I have considered the recent sale of Parcel 13 shown above, which sold in October 2016 after the 
solar farm was built. I have compared that sale to a number of nearby residential sales not in 
proximity to the solar farm as shown below. Parcel 13 is 480 feet from the closest solar panel. The 
landscapingbufer is considered light. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Completed 
TAX ID Acres 

13 34-21-M7-000 2 
Date Sold 

Oct- 16 

Not Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Completed 
TAX ID Acres Date Sold 

712 Columbus Rd 32-39-134-005 123 Jun-16 
504 N 2782 Rd 18-13-115-000 2.68 Oct-12 

7720 S Dwight Rd 11-09-3CO-004 1.14 Nov- 16 
701 N 2050th Rd 26-20-105-000 197 Aug-13 
9955 E 1600th St 04-13-200-037 1.98 May-13 

Sales Price 
$186,000 

Built GBA $/GBA 
1997 2,328 $79.90 

Sales Price Built GBA $IGBA 
$166,000 1950 2,103 $79.05 
$154,000 1980 2,800 $55.00 
$191,000 1919 2,772 $68.93 
$230,000 2000 2,200 $9091 
$181,858 1991 2,600 $69.95 
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3. Matched Pair -Grand Ridge Solar, Streator, IL 
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This solar farm has a 20 MW output and is located on a 160-acre tract. The project was built in 
2012. 

I have considered the recent sale of Parcel 13 shown above, which sold in October 2016 after the 
solar farm was built. I have compared that sale to a number of nearby residential sales not in 
proximity to the solar farm as shown below. Parcel 13 is 480 feet from the closest solar panel. The 
landscapingbufer is considered light. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Completed 
TAX ID Acres Date Sold 

13 34-21-M7-CO0 2 Oct- 16 

Not Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Completed 
TAX ID Acres Date Sold 

Sales Price 
$186,000 

Sales Price 

Built 
1997 

Built 

GBA 
2,328 

GBA 

$/GBA 
$79.90 

$IGBA 
712 Columbus Rd 32-39-134-CO5 123 Jun-16 $166,000 1950 2,103 $79.05 

504 N 2782 Rd 18-13-115-CO0 2.68 Oct-12 $154,000 1930 2,800 $55.00 
7720 S Dwight Rd 11-09-3CO-CO4 1.14 Nov- 16 $191,000 1919 2,772 $68.93 
701 N 2050th Rd 26-20-105-000 1.97 Aug-13 $230,000 2000 2,200 $90.91 
9955 E 1600th St 04-13-200-037 1.93 May-13 $181,858 1991 2,600 $69.95 
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3. Matched Pair – Grand Ridge Solar, Streator, IL 

   

This solar farm has a 20 MW output and is located on a 160-acre tract.  The project was built in 
2012. 

I have considered the recent sale of Parcel 13 shown above, which sold in October 2016 after the 
solar farm was built.  I have compared that sale to a number of nearby residential sales not in 
proximity to the solar farm as shown below.  Parcel 13 is 480 feet from the closest solar panel.  The 
landscaping buffer is considered light. 

 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Completed
# TAX ID Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA

13 34-21-237-000 2 Oct-16 $186,000 1997 2,328 $79.90

Not Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Completed
# TAX ID Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA

712 Columbus Rd 32-39-134-005 1.26 Jun-16 $166,000 1950 2,100 $79.05
504 N 2782 Rd 18-13-115-000 2.68 Oct-12 $154,000 1980 2,800 $55.00

7720 S Dwight Rd 11-09-300-004 1.14 Nov-16 $191,000 1919 2,772 $68.90
701 N 2050th Rd 26-20-105-000 1.97 Aug-13 $200,000 2000 2,200 $90.91
9955 E 1600th St 04-13-200-007 1.98 May-13 $181,858 1991 2,600 $69.95
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TAX ID Date Sold Time 

Adjustments 

Total $/Sf 
34-21-237-000 Oct-16 $186,000 $79.90 

32-39-134-005 Jun-16 $166,000 $79.05 

18-13-115-000 Oct-12 $12,320 $166,320 $59.40 

11-09-300-004 N ov- 16 $191,000 $68.90 

26-20-105-000 Aug-13 $12,000 $212,000 $96.36 

04-13-200-007 May-13 $10,911 $192,769 $74.14 

Adjoins Solar Farm Not Adjoin Solar Farm 

Average Median Average Median 

Sales Price/SF $79.90 $79.90 $75.57 $74.14 

GBA 2,328 2,328 2,494 2,600 

Based on the matched pairs I find no indication of negative impact due to proximity to the solar 
farm. 

The most similar comparable is the home on Columbus that sold for $79.05 per square foot. This is 
higher than the median rate for all of the comparables. Applying that price per square foot to the 
subject property square footage indicates a value of $184,000. 

There is minimal landscaping separating this solar farm from nearby properties and is therefore 
considered light. 
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Based on the matched pairs I find no indication of negative impact due to proximity to the solar 
farm.  

The most similar comparable is the home on Columbus that sold for $79.05 per square foot.  This is 
higher than the median rate for all of the comparables.   Applying that price per square foot to the 
subject property square footage indicates a value of $184,000. 

There is minimal landscaping separating this solar farm from nearby properties and is therefore 
considered light. 

 

 

 

  

TAX ID Date Sold Time Total $/Sf
34-21-237-000 Oct-16 $186,000 $79.90
32-39-134-005 Jun-16 $166,000 $79.05
18-13-115-000 Oct-12 $12,320 $166,320 $59.40
11-09-300-004 Nov-16 $191,000 $68.90
26-20-105-000 Aug-13 $12,000 $212,000 $96.36
04-13-200-007 May-13 $10,911 $192,769 $74.14

Adjustments

Average Median Average Median
Sales Price/SF $79.90 $79.90 $75.57 $74.14

GBA 2,328 2,328 2,494 2,600

Adjoins Solar Farm Not Adjoin Solar Farm
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4. Matched Pair - Portage Solar, Portage, IN 
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This solar farm has a 2 MW output and is located on a portion of a 56-acre tract. The project was 
built in 2012. 

I have considered the recent sale of Parcels 5 and 12. Parcel 5 is an undeveloped tract, while Parcel 
12 is a residential home. I have compared each to a set of comparable sales to determine if there 
was any impact due to the adjoining solar farm. This home is 1,320 feet from the closest solar 
panel. The landscaping buffer is considered light. 
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This solar farm has a 2 MW output and is located on a portion of a 56-acre tract. The project was 
built in 2012. 

I have considered the recent sale of Parcels 5 and 12. Parcel 5 is an undeveloped tract, while Parcel 
12 is a residential home. I have compared each to a set of comparable sales to determine if there 
was any impact due to the adjoining solar farm. This home is 1,320 feet from the closest solar 
panel. The landscaping buffer is considered light. 
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4. Matched Pair – Portage Solar, Portage, IN 

  

This solar farm has a 2 MW output and is located on a portion of a 56-acre tract.  The project was 
built in 2012. 

I have considered the recent sale of Parcels 5 and 12.  Parcel 5 is an undeveloped tract, while Parcel 
12 is a residential home.  I have compared each to a set of comparable sales to determine if there 
was any impact due to the adjoining solar farm.  This home is 1,320 feet from the closest solar 
panel.  The landscaping buffer is considered light. 



Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Completed 

TAX ID Acres 

12 64-06-19-326-007.000-015 1.00 

Nearby Residential Sales After Solar Farm Completed 

TAX ID Acres 

2501 Architect Dr 64-04-32-202-004.000-021 1.31 

336 E 1050 N 64-07-09-326-003.000-005 1.07 

2572 Pryor Rd 64-05-14-204-006.000-016 1.00 

Adjoining Land Sales After Solar Farm Completed 

TAX ID 

5 64-06-19-200-003.000-015 

Nearby Land Sales After Solar Farm Completed 

TAX ID 

64-07-22-401-001.000-005 

64-15-08-200-010.000-001 

Residential Sale Adjustment Chart 

Date Sold Sales Price Built 

Sep-13 $149,800 1964 

Date Sold Sales Price Built 

N ov- 15 $191,500 1959 

Jan-13 $155,000 1980 

Jan- 16 $216,000 1960 

Acres Date Sold Sales Price VAC 

18.70 Feb-14 $149,600 $8,000 

Acres Date Sold Sales Price VAC 

74.35 Jun-17 $520,450 $7,000 

15.02 Jan-17 $115,000 $7,658 
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GBA VGBA 

1,776 $84.35 

GBA VGBA 

2,064 $92.78 

1,908 $81.24 

2,348 $91.99 

Adjustments 

TAX ID Date Sold Time Total $/Sf 
64- 06-19- 326- 007. 000- 015 Sep-13 $8,988 $158,788 $89.41 

64- 04-32-202- 004. 000- 021 Nov-15 $3,830 $195,330 $94.64 

64- 07-09- 326- 003. 000- 005 Jan-13 $9,300 $164,300 $86.11 

64- 05-14-204- 006.000- 016 Jan-16 $216,000 $91.99 

2% adjustment/year 

Adjusted to 2017 

Adjoins Solar Farm Not Adjoin Solar Farm 

Average Median Average Median 

Sales Price/SF $89.41 $89.41 $90.91 $91.99 

GBA 1,776 1,776 2,107 2,064 

After adjusting the price per square foot is 2.88% less for the home adjoining the solar farm versus 
those not adjoining the solar farm. This is within the typical range of variation to be anticipated in 
any real estate transaction and indicates no impact on property value. 

Applying the price per square foot for the 336 E 1050 N sale, which is the most similar to the Parcel 
12 sale, the adjusted price at $81.24 per square foot applied to the Parcel 12 square footage yields a 
value of $144,282. 

The landscaping separating this solar farm from the homes is considered light. 
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After adjusting the price per square foot is 2.88% less for the home adjoining the solar farm versus 
those not adjoining the solar farm.  This is within the typical range of variation to be anticipated in 
any real estate transaction and indicates no impact on property value.   

Applying the price per square foot for the 336 E 1050 N sale, which is the most similar to the Parcel 
12 sale, the adjusted price at $81.24 per square foot applied to the Parcel 12 square footage yields a 
value of $144,282. 

The landscaping separating this solar farm from the homes is considered light. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Completed
# TAX ID Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA

12 64-06-19-326-007.000-015 1.00 Sep-13 $149,800 1964 1,776 $84.35

Nearby Residential Sales After Solar Farm Completed
# TAX ID Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA

2501 Architect Dr 64-04-32-202-004.000-021 1.31 Nov-15 $191,500 1959 2,064 $92.78
336 E 1050 N 64-07-09-326-003.000-005 1.07 Jan-13 $155,000 1980 1,908 $81.24
2572 Pryor Rd 64-05-14-204-006.000-016 1.00 Jan-16 $216,000 1960 2,348 $91.99

Adjoining Land Sales After Solar Farm Completed
# TAX ID Acres Date Sold Sales Price $/AC

5 64-06-19-200-003.000-015 18.70 Feb-14 $149,600 $8,000

Nearby Land Sales After Solar Farm Completed
# TAX ID Acres Date Sold Sales Price $/AC

64-07-22-401-001.000-005 74.35 Jun-17 $520,450 $7,000

64-15-08-200-010.000-001 15.02 Jan-17 $115,000 $7,658

Residential Sale Adjustment Chart

Adjustments
TAX ID Date Sold Time Total $/Sf

64-06-19-326-007.000-015 Sep-13 $8,988 $158,788 $89.41
64-04-32-202-004.000-021 Nov-15 $3,830 $195,330 $94.64
64-07-09-326-003.000-005 Jan-13 $9,300 $164,300 $86.11
64-05-14-204-006.000-016 Jan-16 $216,000 $91.99

2% adjustment/year
Adjusted to 2017

Adjoins Solar Farm Not Adjoin Solar Farm
Average Median Average Median

Sales Price/SF $89.41 $89.41 $90.91 $91.99

GBA 1,776 1,776 2,107 2,064
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Land Sale Adjustment Chart 

Adjustments 

TAX ID Date Sold Time Total $/Acre 
64- 06-19-200- 003.000- 015 Feb-14 $8,976 $158,576 $8,480 

64- 07-22- 401- 001. 000- 005 Jun-17 $520,450 $7,000 

64- 15-08-200- 010.000- 001 Jan-17 $115,000 $7,658 

2% adjustment/year 

Adjusted to 2017 

Adjoins Solar Farm Not Adjoin Solar Farm 

Average Median Average Median 

Sales Price/Ac $8,480 $8,480 $7,329 $7,329 

Acres 18.70 18.70 44.68 44.68 

After adjusting the price per acre is higher for the property adjoining the solar farm, but the average 
and median size considered is higher which suggests a slight discount. This set of matched pair 
supports no indication of negative impact due to the adjoining solar farm. 

Alternatively, adjusting the 2017 sales back to 2014 I derive an indicated price per acre for the 
comparables at S6,580 per acre to $7,198 per acre, which I compare to the unadjusted subject 
property sale at $8,000 per acre. 
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After adjusting the price per acre is higher for the property adjoining the solar farm, but the average 
and median size considered is higher which suggests a slight discount.  This set of matched pair 
supports no indication of negative impact due to the adjoining solar farm.   

Alternatively, adjusting the 2017 sales back to 2014 I derive an indicated price per acre for the 
comparables at $6,580 per acre to $7,198 per acre, which I compare to the unadjusted subject 
property sale at $8,000 per acre. 

 
 
  

Land Sale Adjustment Chart

Adjustments
TAX ID Date Sold Time Total $/Acre

64-06-19-200-003.000-015 Feb-14 $8,976 $158,576 $8,480
64-07-22-401-001.000-005 Jun-17 $520,450 $7,000
64-15-08-200-010.000-001 Jan-17 $115,000 $7,658

2% adjustment/year
Adjusted to 2017

Adjoins Solar Farm Not Adjoin Solar Farm
Average Median Average Median

Sales Price/Ac $8,480 $8,480 $7,329 $7,329

Acres 18.70 18.70 44.68 44.68



5. Matched Pair - Dominion Indy III, Indianapolis, IN 
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This solar farm has an 8.6 MW output and is located on a portion of a 134-acre tract. The project 
was built in 2013. 

There are a number of homes on small lots located along the northern boundary and I have 
considered several sales of these homes. I have compared those homes to a set of nearby not 
adjoining home sales as shown below. The adjoining homes that sold range from 380 to 420 feet 
from the nearest solar panel, with an average of 400 feet. The landscaping buffer is considered light. 
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This solar farm has an 8.6 MW output and is located on a portion of a 134-acre tract. The project 
was built in 2013. 

There are a number of homes on small lots located along the northern boundary and I have 
considered several sales of these homes. I have compared those homes to a set of nearby not 
adjoining home sales as shown below. The adjoining homes that sold range from 380 to 420 feet 
from the nearest solar panel, with an average of 400 feet. The landscaping buffer is considered light. 
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5. Matched Pair – Dominion Indy III, Indianapolis, IN 

 

This solar farm has an 8.6 MW output and is located on a portion of a 134-acre tract.  The project 
was built in 2013. 

There are a number of homes on small lots located along the northern boundary and I have 
considered several sales of these homes.  I have compared those homes to a set of nearby not 
adjoining home sales as shown below.  The adjoining homes that sold range from 380 to 420 feet 
from the nearest solar panel, with an average of 400 feet.  The landscaping buffer is considered light. 
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Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Completed 

# TAX ID Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA 

2 2013249 0.38 12/9/2015 $140,000 2006 2,412 $58.04 

4 2013251 0.23 9/6/2017 $160,000 2006 2,412 $66.33 

5 2013252 0.23 5/10/2017 $147,000 2009 2,028 $72.49 

11 2013258 0.23 12/9/2015 $131,750 2011 2,190 $60.16 

13 2013260 0.23 3/4/2015 $127,000 2005 2,080 $61.06 

14 2013261 0.23 2/3/2014 $120,000 2010 2,136 $56.18 

Nearby Not Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Completed 

# TAX ID Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA 

5836 Sable Dr 2013277 0.14 Jun-16 $141,000 2005 2,280 $61.84 

5928 Mosaic P1 2013845 0.17 Sep-15 $145,000 2007 2,280 $63.60 

5904 Minden Dr 2012912 0.16 May-16 $130,000 2004 2,252 $57.73 

5910 Mosaic P1 2000178 0.15 Aug-16 $146,000 2009 2,360 $61.86 

5723 Minden Dr 2012866 0.26 Nov-16 $139,900 2005 2,492 $56.14 

TAX ID Date Sold Time 

Adjustments 

Total $/Sf 
2013249 12/9/2015 $5,600 $145,600 $60.36 

2013251 9/6/2017 $160,000 $66.33 

2013252 5/10/2017 $147,000 $72.49 

2013258 12/9/2015 $5,270 $137,020 $62.57 

2013260 3/4/2015 $5,080 $132,080 $63.50 

2013261 2/3/2014 $7,200 $127,200 $59.55 

2013277 6/1/2016 $2,820 $143,820 $63.08 

2013845 9/1/2015 r $5,800 $150,800 $66.14 

2012912 5/1/2016 $2,600 $132,600 $58.88 

2000178 8/1/2016 $2,920 $148,920 $63.10 

2012866 11/1/2016 $2,798 $142,698 $57.26 

2% adjustment/year 

Adjusted to 2017 

Adjoins Solar Farm Not Adjoin Solar Farm 

Average Median Average Median 

Sales Price/SF $64.13 $63.03 $61.69 $63.08 

GBA 2,210 2,163 2,333 2,280 

This set of homes provides very strong indication of no impact due to the adjacency to the solar farm 
and includes a large selection of homes both adjoining and not adjoining in the analysis. 

The landscaping screen is considered light in relation to the homes considered above. 
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This set of homes provides very strong indication of no impact due to the adjacency to the solar farm 
and includes a large selection of homes both adjoining and not adjoining in the analysis. 

The landscaping screen is considered light in relation to the homes considered above. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Completed
# TAX ID Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA
2 2013249 0.38 12/9/2015 $140,000 2006 2,412 $58.04
4 2013251 0.23 9/6/2017 $160,000 2006 2,412 $66.33
5 2013252 0.23 5/10/2017 $147,000 2009 2,028 $72.49

11 2013258 0.23 12/9/2015 $131,750 2011 2,190 $60.16

13 2013260 0.23 3/4/2015 $127,000 2005 2,080 $61.06

14 2013261 0.23 2/3/2014 $120,000 2010 2,136 $56.18

Nearby Not Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Completed
# TAX ID Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA

5836 Sable Dr 2013277 0.14 Jun-16 $141,000 2005 2,280 $61.84
5928 Mosaic Pl 2013845 0.17 Sep-15 $145,000 2007 2,280 $63.60
5904 Minden Dr 2012912 0.16 May-16 $130,000 2004 2,252 $57.73
5910 Mosaic Pl 2000178 0.15 Aug-16 $146,000 2009 2,360 $61.86
5723 Minden Dr 2012866 0.26 Nov-16 $139,900 2005 2,492 $56.14

TAX ID Date Sold Time Total $/Sf
2013249 12/9/2015 $5,600 $145,600 $60.36
2013251 9/6/2017 $160,000 $66.33
2013252 5/10/2017 $147,000 $72.49
2013258 12/9/2015 $5,270 $137,020 $62.57
2013260 3/4/2015 $5,080 $132,080 $63.50
2013261 2/3/2014 $7,200 $127,200 $59.55
2013277 6/1/2016 $2,820 $143,820 $63.08
2013845 9/1/2015 $5,800 $150,800 $66.14
2012912 5/1/2016 $2,600 $132,600 $58.88
2000178 8/1/2016 $2,920 $148,920 $63.10
2012866 11/1/2016 $2,798 $142,698 $57.26

2% adjustment/year
Adjusted to 2017

Adjustments

Average Median Average Median
Sales Price/SF $64.13 $63.03 $61.69 $63.08

GBA 2,210 2,163 2,333 2,280

Adjoins Solar Farm Not Adjoin Solar Farm



52 

6. Matched Pair - Clarke County Solar, Clarke County, VA 
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This project is a 20 MW facility located on a 234-acre tract that was built in 2017. 
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This project is a 20 MW facility located on a 234-acre tract that was built in 2017. 
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6. Matched Pair – Clarke County Solar, Clarke County, VA 

 

 
 

This project is a 20 MW facility located on a 234-acre tract that was built in 2017. 
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I have considered a recent sale or Parcel 3. The home on this parcel is 1,230 feet from the closest 
panel as measured in the second map from Google Earth, which shows the solar farm under 
construction. 

I've compared this home sale to a number of similar rural homes on similar parcels as shown below. 
I have used multiple sales that bracket the subject property in terms of sale date, year built, gross 
living area, bedrooms and bathrooms. Bracketing the parameters insures that all factors are well 
balanced out in the adjustments. The trend for these sales shows a positive value for the adjacency 
to the solar farm. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other 

Adjoins 833 Nations Spr 5.13 1/9/2017 $295,000 1979 1,392 $211.93 3/2 Det Gar Ranch Unfin bsmt 

Not 85 Ashby 5.09 9/11/2017 $315,000 1982 2,333 $135.02 3/2 2 Gar Ranch 

Not 541 Old Kitchen 5.07 9/9/2018 $370,000 1986 3,157 $117.20 4/4 2 Gar 2 story 

Not 4174 Rockland 5.06 1/2/2017 $300,000 1990 1,688 $177.73 3/2 3 Gar 2 story 

Not 400 Sugar Hill 1.00 6/7/2018 $180,000 1975 1,008 $178.57 3/1 Drive Ranch 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Time Acres YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff 
Adjoins 833 Nations Spr 5.13 1/9/2017 $295,000 $295,000 

Not 85 Ashby 5.09 9/11/2017 $315,000 -$6,300 -$6,615 -$38,116 -$7,000 $15,000 $271,969 8% 

Not 541 Old Kitchen 5.07 9/9/2018 $370,000 -$18,500 -$18,130 -$62,057 -$7,000 $15,000 $279,313 5% 

Not 4174 Rockland 5.06 1/2/2017 $300,000 -$23,100 -$15,782 -$12,000 $15,000 $264,118 10% 

Not 400 Sugar Hill 1.00 6/7/2018 $180,000 -$9,000 $43,000 $5,040 $20,571 $10,000 $3,000 $15,000 $267,611 9% 

Average 8% 

The landscaping screen is primarily a newly planted buffer with a row of existing trees being 
maintained near the northern boundary and considered light. 
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I have considered a recent sale or Parcel 3.  The home on this parcel is 1,230 feet from the closest 
panel as measured in the second map from Google Earth, which shows the solar farm under 
construction. 
 
I’ve compared this home sale to a number of similar rural homes on similar parcels as shown below.   
I have used multiple sales that bracket the subject property in terms of sale date, year built, gross 
living area, bedrooms and bathrooms.  Bracketing the parameters insures that all factors are well 
balanced out in the adjustments.  The trend for these sales shows a positive value for the adjacency 
to the solar farm. 
 

 
 
 

 
 

The landscaping screen is primarily a newly planted buffer with a row of existing trees being 
maintained near the northern boundary and considered light. 

 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other

Adjoins 833 Nations Spr 5.13 1/9/2017 $295,000 1979 1,392 $211.93  3/2 Det Gar Ranch Unfin bsmt
Not 85 Ashby 5.09 9/11/2017 $315,000 1982 2,333 $135.02  3/2 2 Gar Ranch
Not 541 Old Kitchen 5.07 9/9/2018 $370,000 1986 3,157 $117.20  4/4 2 Gar 2 story
Not 4174 Rockland 5.06 1/2/2017 $300,000 1990 1,688 $177.73  3/2 3 Gar 2 story
Not 400 Sugar Hill 1.00 6/7/2018 $180,000 1975 1,008 $178.57  3/1 Drive Ranch

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved Adjoining Sales Adjusted
Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Time Acres YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff

Adjoins 833 Nations Spr 5.13 1/9/2017 $295,000 $295,000
Not 85 Ashby 5.09 9/11/2017 $315,000 -$6,300 -$6,615 -$38,116 -$7,000 $15,000 $271,969 8%
Not 541 Old Kitchen 5.07 9/9/2018 $370,000 -$18,500 -$18,130 -$62,057 -$7,000 $15,000 $279,313 5%
Not 4174 Rockland 5.06 1/2/2017 $300,000 -$23,100 -$15,782 -$12,000 $15,000 $264,118 10%
Not 400 Sugar Hill 1.00 6/7/2018 $180,000 -$9,000 $43,000 $5,040 $20,571 $10,000 $3,000 $15,000 $267,611 9%

Average 8%
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Matched Pair - Walker-Correctional Solar Barham Road Barhamsville VA 
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This project was built in 2017 and located on 484.65 acres for a 20 MW with the closest home at 
110 feet from the closest solar panel with an average distance of 500 feet. 

I considered the recent sale identified on the map above as Parcel 19, which is directly across the 
street and based on the map shown on the following page is 250 feet from the closest panel. A 
limited buffering remains along the road with natural growth being encouraged, but currently the 
panels are visible from the road. Alex Uminski, SRA with MGMiller Valuations in Richmond VA 
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7. Matched Pair - Walker-Correctional Solar Barham Road, Barhamsville, VA 
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This project was built in 2017 and located on 484.65 acres for a 20 MW with the closest home at 
110 feet from the closest solar panel with an average distance of 500 feet. 

I considered the recent sale identified on the map above as Parcel 19, which is directly across the 
street and based on the map shown on the following page is 250 feet from the closest panel. A 
limited buffering remains along the road with natural growth being encouraged, but currently the 
panels are visible from the road. Alex Uminski, SRA with MGMiller Valuations in Richmond VA 
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7. Matched Pair – Walker-Correctional Solar, Barham Road, Barhamsville, VA 

 

 
 

This project was built in 2017 and located on 484.65 acres for a 20 MW with the closest home at 
110 feet from the closest solar panel with an average distance of 500 feet. 
 
I considered the recent sale identified on the map above as Parcel 19, which is directly across the 
street and based on the map shown on the following page is 250 feet from the closest panel.  A 
limited buffering remains along the road with natural growth being encouraged, but currently the 
panels are visible from the road.   Alex Uminski, SRA with MGMiller Valuations in Richmond VA 
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confirmed this sale with the buying and selling broker. The selling broker indicated that the solar 
farm was not a negative influence on this sale and in fact the buyer noticed the solar farm and then 
discovered the listing. The privacy being afforded by the solar farm was considered a benefit by the 
buyer. I used a matched pair analysis with a similar sale nearby as shown below and found no 
negative impact on the sales price. Property actually closed for more than the asking price. The 
landscaping buffer is considered light. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other 

Adjoins 5241 Barham 2.65 10/18/2018 $264,000 2007 1,660 $159.04 3/2 Drive Ranch Modular 

Not 17950 New Kent 5.00 9/5/2018 $290,000 1987 1,756 $165.15 3/2.5 3 Gar Ranch 

Not 9252 Ordinary 4.00 6/ 13/ 2019 $277,000 2001 1,610 $172.05 3/2 1.5-Gar Ranch 

Not 2416 W Miller 1.04 9/24/2018 $299,000 1999 1,864 $160.41 3/2.5 Gar Ranch 

Solar Address 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Time Ac/Loc YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff Dist 
Adjoins 5241 Barham $264,000 250 

Not 17950 New Kent -$8,000 $29,000 -$4,756 -$5,000 -$20,000 -$15,000 $266,244 -1% 

Not 9252 Ordinary -$8,310 -$8,000 $8,310 $2,581 -$10,000 -$15,000 $246,581 7% 

Not 2416 W Miller $8,000 $11,960 -$9,817 -$5,000 -$10,000 -$15,000 $279,143 -6% 

Average Diff 0% 

I also spoke with Patrick W. McCrerey of Virginia Estates who was marketing a property that sold at 
5300 Barham Road adjoining the Walker-Correctional Solar Farm. He indicated that this property 
was unique with a home built in 1882 and heavily renovated and updated on 16.02 acres. The 
solar farm was through the woods and couldn't be seen by this property and it had no impact on 
marketing this property. This home sold on April 26, 2017 for $358,000. I did not set up any 
matched pairs for this property as it was such a unique property that any such comparison would 
be difficult to rely on. The broker's comments do support the assertion that the adjoining solar farm 
had no impact on value. The home in this case was 510 feet from the closest panel. 
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Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other

Adjoins 5241 Barham 2.65 10/18/2018 $264,000 2007 1,660 $159.04  3/2 Drive Ranch Modular
Not 17950 New Kent 5.00 9/5/2018 $290,000 1987 1,756 $165.15  3/2.5 3 Gar Ranch
Not 9252 Ordinary 4.00 6/13/2019 $277,000 2001 1,610 $172.05  3/2 1.5-Gar Ranch
Not 2416 W Miller 1.04 9/24/2018 $299,000 1999 1,864 $160.41  3/2.5 Gar Ranch

Adjoining Sales Adjusted
Solar Address Time Ac/Loc YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff Dist

Adjoins 5241 Barham $264,000 250
Not 17950 New Kent -$8,000 $29,000 -$4,756 -$5,000 -$20,000 -$15,000 $266,244 -1%
Not 9252 Ordinary -$8,310 -$8,000 $8,310 $2,581 -$10,000 -$15,000 $246,581 7%
Not 2416 W Miller $8,000 $11,960 -$9,817 -$5,000 -$10,000 -$15,000 $279,143 -6%

Average Diff 0%
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8. Matched Pair - Sappony Solar, Sussex County, VA 
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This project is a 30 MW facility located on a 322.68-acre tract that was built in the fourth quarter of 
2017. 

I have considered the 2018 sale of Parcel 17 as shown below. From Parcel 17 the retained trees 
and setbacks are a light to medium landscaped buffer. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GSA $./GLA BR/BA Park Style Other 
Adjoins 12511 Palestine 6.00 7/31/2018 $128,400 2013 1,900 $67.58 4/2.5 Open Manuf 

Not 15698 Concord 3.92 7/31/2018 $150,000 2010 2,310 $64.94 4/2 Open Manuf Fence 

Not 23209 Sussex 1.03 7/7/2020 $95,000 2005 1,675 $56.72 3/2 Det Crpt Manuf 

Not 6494 Rocky Br 4.07 11/8/2018 $100,000 2004 1,405 $71.17 3/2 Open Manuf 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 
Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total 

Avg 
% Diff % Diff Distance 

$128,400 1425 

$0 $2,250 -$21,299 $5,000 $135,951 -6% 

-$5,660 $13,000 $3,800 $10,209 $5,000 $1,500 $122,849 4% 
-$843 $4,500 $28,185 $131,842 -3% 

-1% 
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This project is a 30 MW facility located on a 322.68-acre tract that was built in 
2017. 

I have considered the 2018 sale of Parcel 17 as shown below. From Parcel 
and setbacks are a light to medium landscaped buffer. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GSA $./GLA BR/BA Park Style ❑ther 

Adjoins 12511 Palestine 6.00 7/31/2018 $128,400 2013 1,900 $67.58 4/2.5 Open Manuf 

Not 15698 Concord 3.92 7/31/2018 $150,000 2010 2,310 $64.94 4/2 Open Manuf Fence 

Not 23209 Sussex 1.03 7/7/2020 $95,000 2005 1,675 $56.72 3/2 Det Crpt Manuf 

Not 6494 Rocky Br 4.07 11/8/2018 $100,000 2004 1,405 $71.17 3/2 Open Manuf 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 
Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total 

Avg 
% Diff % Diff Distance 

$128,400 1425 
$0 $2,250 -$21,299 $5,000 $135,951 -6% 

-$5,660 $13,000 $3,800 $10,209 $5,000 $1,500 $122,849 4% 
-$843 $4,500 $28,185 $131,842 -3% 
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8. Matched Pair – Sappony Solar, Sussex County, VA 
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Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other
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Not 23209 Sussex 1.03 7/7/2020 $95,000 2005 1,675 $56.72  3/2 Det Crpt Manuf
Not 6494 Rocky Br 4.07 11/8/2018 $100,000 2004 1,405 $71.17  3/2 Open Manuf

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg
Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

$128,400 1425
$0 $2,250 -$21,299 $5,000 $135,951 -6%

-$5,660 $13,000 $3,800 $10,209 $5,000 $1,500 $122,849 4%
-$843 $4,500 $28,185 $131,842 -3%
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9. Matched Pair — Spotsylvania Solar, Paytes, VA 

• 

las ' 

12/ 

101 

Vs 4/ 

104 

40 

5 I. 

mkt 

1 

41 4/, 

40 

4 

• 

Tf 

:4 

11 

, 

'r 

184 

14, 

144 140

90 

82 89 .....)" ..°55 65 

66-81 

191 165. 
141 

14? 
143-144 

113 

173-183 

z 

----. 

166.112 V/1 

139 

-0' 

112 111 

111 

125 
124 

• 

126-137 

1 

23 

-4;1 

57 

9. Matched Pair - Solar VA 
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9. Matched Pair – Spotsylvania Solar, Paytes, VA 
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This solar farm is being built in four phases with the area known as Site C having completed 
construction in November 2020 after the entire project was approved in April 2019. Site C, also 
known as 1 Solar, includes 99.6 MW located in the southeast corner of the project and 
shown on the maps above with adjoining parcels 111 through 144. The entire Spotsylvania project 
totals 617 MW on 3500 acres out of a parent tract assemblage of 6,412 acres. 

I have identified three adjoining home sales that occurred during construction and development of 
the site in 2020. 

The first is located on the north side of Site A on Orange Plank Road. The second is located on 
Nottoway Lane just north of Caparthin Road on the south side of Site A and east of Site C. The third 
is located on Post Oak Road for a home that backs up to Site C that sold in September 2020 near 
the completion of construction for Site C. 

Spotsylvania Solar Farm 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other 

Adjoins 12901 Orng Plnk 5.20 8/27/2020 $319,900 1984 1,714 $186.64 3/2 Drive 1.5 Un Bsmt 

Not 8353 Gold Dale 3.00 1/27/2021 $415,000 2004 2,064 $201.07 3/2 3 Gar Ranch 

Not 6488 Southfork 7.26 9/9/2020 $375,000 2017 1,680 $223.21 3/2 2 Gar 1.5  Bern/Patio 

Not 12717 Flintlock 0.47 12/2/2020 $290,000 1990 1,592 $182.16 3/2.5 Det Gar Ranch 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Address Time Ac/Loc YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff Dist 
12901 Orng Pink $319,900 1270 

8353 Gold Dale -$5,219 $20,000 -$41,500 -$56,298 -$20,000 $311,983 2% 

6488 Southfork -$401 -$20,000 -$61,875 $6,071 -$15,000 $283,796 11% 

12717 Flintlock -$2,312 $40,000 -$8,700 $17,779 -$5,000 -$5,000 $326,767 -2% 

Average Diff 4% 

I contacted Keith Snider to confirm this sale. This is considered to have a medium landscaping 
screen. 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other 

Adjoins 9641 Nottoway 11.00 5/12/2020 $449,900 2004 3,186 $141.21 4/2.5 Garage 2-Story Un Bsmt 

Not 26123 Lafayette 1.00 8/3/2020 $390,000 2006 3,142 $124.12 3/3.5 Gar/DtG 2-Story 

Not 11626 Forest 5.00 8/10/2020 $489,900 2017 3,350 $146.24 4/3.5 2 Gar 2-Story 

Not 10304 Pny Brnch 6.00 7/27/2020 $485,000 1998 3,076 $157.67 4/4 2Gar/Dt2 Ranch Fn Bsmt 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Address Time Ac/Loc YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff Dist 
9641 Nottoway $449,900 1950 

26123 Lafayette -$2,661 $45,000 -$3,900 $4,369 -$10,000 -$5,000 $417,809 7% 

11626 Forest -$3,624 -$31,844 -$19,187 -$5,000 $430,246 4% 

10304 Pny Brnch -$3,030 $14,550 $13,875 -$15,000 -$15,000 -$10,000 $470,396 -5% 

Average Diff 2% 

I contacted Annette Roberts with ReMax about this transaction. This is considered to have a 
medium landscaping screen. 
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This solar farm is being built in four phases with the area known as Site C having completed 
construction in November 2020 after the entire project was approved in April 2019.  Site C, also 
known as Pleinmont 1 Solar, includes 99.6 MW located in the southeast corner of the project and 
shown on the maps above with adjoining parcels 111 through 144.  The entire Spotsylvania project 
totals 617 MW on 3500 acres out of a parent tract assemblage of 6,412 acres. 

I have identified three adjoining home sales that occurred during construction and development of 
the site in 2020.   

The first is located on the north side of Site A on Orange Plank Road.  The second is located on 
Nottoway Lane just north of Caparthin Road on the south side of Site A and east of Site C.  The third 
is located on Post Oak Road for a home that backs up to Site C that sold in September 2020 near 
the completion of construction for Site C. 

 

 

I contacted Keith Snider to confirm this sale.  This is considered to have a medium landscaping 
screen. 

 

 

 

I contacted Annette Roberts with ReMax about this transaction. This is considered to have a 
medium landscaping screen. 

 

 

Spotsylvania Solar Farm

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other
Adjoins 12901 Orng Plnk 5.20 8/27/2020 $319,900 1984 1,714 $186.64  3/2 Drive 1.5 Un Bsmt

Not 8353 Gold Dale 3.00 1/27/2021 $415,000 2004 2,064 $201.07  3/2 3 Gar Ranch
Not 6488 Southfork 7.26 9/9/2020 $375,000 2017 1,680 $223.21  3/2 2 Gar 1.5 Barn/Patio
Not 12717 Flintlock 0.47 12/2/2020 $290,000 1990 1,592 $182.16  3/2.5 Det Gar Ranch

Adjoining Sales Adjusted
Address Time Ac/Loc YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff Dist

12901 Orng Plnk $319,900 1270
8353 Gold Dale -$5,219 $20,000 -$41,500 -$56,298 -$20,000 $311,983 2%
6488 Southfork -$401 -$20,000 -$61,875 $6,071 -$15,000 $283,796 11%
12717 Flintlock -$2,312 $40,000 -$8,700 $17,779 -$5,000 -$5,000 $326,767 -2%

Average Diff 4%

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other
Adjoins 9641 Nottoway 11.00 5/12/2020 $449,900 2004 3,186 $141.21 4/2.5 Garage 2-Story Un Bsmt

Not 26123 Lafayette 1.00 8/3/2020 $390,000 2006 3,142 $124.12  3/3.5 Gar/DtG 2-Story
Not 11626 Forest 5.00 8/10/2020 $489,900 2017 3,350 $146.24  4/3.5 2 Gar 2-Story
Not 10304 Pny Brnch 6.00 7/27/2020 $485,000 1998 3,076 $157.67  4/4 2Gar/Dt2 Ranch Fn Bsmt

Adjoining Sales Adjusted
Address Time Ac/Loc YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff Dist

9641 Nottoway $449,900 1950
26123 Lafayette -$2,661 $45,000 -$3,900 $4,369 -$10,000 -$5,000 $417,809 7%

11626 Forest -$3,624 -$31,844 -$19,187 -$5,000 $430,246 4%
10304 Pny Brnch -$3,030 $14,550 $13,875 -$15,000 -$15,000 -$10,000 $470,396 -5%

Average Diff 2%
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Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other 

Adjoins 13353 Post Oak 5.20 9/21/2020 $300,000 1992 2,400 $125.00 4/3 Drive 2-Story Fn Bsmt 

Not 9609 Logan Hgt 5.86 7/4/2019 $330,000 2004 2,352 $140.31 3/2 2Gar 2-Story 

Not 12810 Catharpian 6.18 1/30/2020 $280,000 2008 2,240 $125.00 4/2.5 Drive 2-Story Bsmt/Nd Pnt 

Not 10725 Rbrt Lee 5.01 10/26/2020 $295,000 1995 2,166 $136.20 4/3 Gar 2-Story Fn Bsmt 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Address Time Ac/Loc YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff Dist 
13353 Post Oak $300,000 1171 

9609 Logan Hgt $12,070 -$19,800 $5,388 -$15,000 $15,000 $327,658 -9% 

12810 Catharpian $5,408 -$22,400 $16,000 $5,000 $15,000 $299,008 0% 

10725 Rbrt Lee -$849 -$4,425 $25,496 -$10,000 $305,222 -2% 

Average Diff -4% 

I contacted Joy Pearson with CTI Real Estate about this transaction. This is considered to have a 
heavy landscaping screen. 

All three of these homes are well set back from the solar panels at distances over 1,000 feet and are 
well screened from the project. All three show no indication of any impact on property value. 
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Not 10725 Rbrt Lee 5.01 10/26/2020 $295,000 1995 2,166 $136.20  4/3 Gar 2-Story Fn Bsmt

Adjoining Sales Adjusted
Address Time Ac/Loc YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff Dist

13353 Post Oak $300,000 1171
9609 Logan Hgt $12,070 -$19,800 $5,388 -$15,000 $15,000 $327,658 -9%

12810 Catharpian $5,408 -$22,400 $16,000 $5,000 $15,000 $299,008 0%
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Conclusion 

The solar farm matched pairs shown above have similar characteristics to each other in terms of 
population, but with several outliers showing solar farms in far more urban areas. The median 
income for the population within 1 mile of a solar farm among this subset of matched pairs is 
$65,695 with a median housing unit value of $186,463. Most of the are under 
$300,000 in the home price, with $483,333 being the high end of the set, though I have matched 
pairs in other states over $1,000,000 in price adjoining large solar farms. The predominate 
adjoining uses are residential and agricultural. These figures are in line with the larger set of solar 
farms that I have looked at with the predominant adjoining uses being residential and agricultural 
and similar to the solar farm breakdown shown for Kentucky and adjoining states as well as the 
proposed subject property. 

Based on the similarity of adjoining uses and demographic data between these sites and the subject 
property, I consider it reasonable to compare these sites to the subject property. 

Matched Pair Summary 

Name City State Acres MW 
Topo 
Shift 

Adj. Uses By Acreage 1 mile Radius (2010-2020 Data) 

Veg. Buffer Res Ag Ag/Res Com/Ind 
Med. 

Popl. Income 
Avg. Housing 

Unit 
1 Crittenden Crittenden KY 34 2.70 40 22% 51% 27% 0% 1,419 $60,198 $178,643 Light 
2 Mulberry Selmer TN 160 5.00 60 13% 73% 10% 3% 467 $40,936 $171,746 Lt to Ivied 
3 Grand Ridge Streator IL 160 20.00 1 8% 87% 5% 0% 96 $70,158 $187,037 Light 

4 Portage Portage IN 56 2.00 0 19% 81% CP/0 0% 6,642 $65,695 $186,463 Light 
5 Dominion Indianapolis IN 134 8.60 20 3% 97% CP/0 0% 3,774 $61,115 $167,515 Light 

6 Walker Barhamsville VA 485 20.00 N/A 12% 68% 20% 0% 203 $80,773 $320,076 Light 
7 Clarke Cnty White Post VA 234 20.00 70 14% 39% 46% 1% 578 $81,022 $374,453 Light 
3 Sappony Stony Crk VA 322 20.00 N/A 2% 98% 0% 0% 74 $51,410 $155,208 Medium 
9 Spotyslvania Paytes VA 3,500 617.00 160 37% 52% 11% 0% 74 $120,861 $483,333 Ivied to Hvy 

Average 565 79.48 50 14% 72% 13% 0% 1,481 $70,241 $247,164 

Median 160 20.00 40 13% 73% 10% 0% 467 $65,695 $186,463 

High 3,500 617.00 160 37% 98% 46% 3% 6,642 $120,861 $483,333 

Low 34 2.00 0 2% 39% CP/0 0% 74 $40,936 $155,208 

Proposed Solar Farm at a 1-mile radius has 110 people with an average income of $59,840 and an 
average home price of $230,000. 

Proposed Solar Farm at a 3-mile radius has 1,088 people with an average income of $54,492 and an 
average home price of $230,345. 

These are very similar to the demographics shown around these comparable solar farms. 

On the following page is a summary of the matched pairs for all of the solar farms noted above. 
They show a pattern of results from -7% to +7%. As can be seen in the chart of those results below, 
most of the data points are between -2% and +5%. This variability is common with real estate and 
consistent with market "static." I therefore conclude that these results strongly support an 
indication of no impact on property value due to the adjacent solar farm. 
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Conclusion 

The solar farm matched pairs shown above have similar characteristics to each other in terms of 
population, but with several outliers showing solar farms in far more urban areas. The median 
income for the population within 1 mile of a solar farm among this subset of matched pairs is 
$65,695 with a median housing unit value of $186,463. Most of the comparables are under 
$300,000 in the home price, with $483,333 being the high end of the set, though I have matched 
pairs in other states over $1,000,000 in price adjoining large solar farms. The predominate 
adjoining uses are residential and agricultural. These figures are in line with the larger set of solar 
farms that I have looked at with the predominant adjoining uses being residential and agricultural 
and similar to the solar farm breakdown shown for Kentucky and adjoining states as well as the 
proposed subject property. 

Based on the similarity of adjoining uses and demographic data between these sites and the subject 
property, I consider it reasonable to compare these sites to the subject property. 

Matched Pair Summary 

Name City State Acres MW 
Topo 
Shift 

Adj. Uses By Acreage 1 mile Radius (2010-2020 Data) 

Veg. Buffer Res Ag Ag/Res Com/Ind 
Med. 

Popl. Income 
Avg. Housing 

Unit 
1 Crittenden Crittenden KY 34 2.70 40 22% 51% 27% 0% 1,419 $60,198 $178,643 Light 
2 Mulberry Selmer TN 160 5.00 60 13% 73% 10% 3% 467 $40,936 $171,746 Lt to Ivied 
3 Grand Ridge Streator IL 160 20.00 1 8% 87% 5% 0% 96 $70,158 $187,037 Light 

4 Portage Portage IN 56 2.00 0 19% 81% CP/0 0% 6,642 $65,695 $186,463 Light 
5 Dominion Indianapolis IN 134 8.60 20 3% 97% CP/0 0% 3,774 $61,115 $167,515 Light 

6 Walker Barhamsville VA 485 20.00 N/A 12% 68% 20% 0% 203 $80,773 $320,076 Light 
7 Clarke Cnty White Post VA 234 20.00 70 14% 39% 46% 1% 578 $81,022 $374,453 Light 
3 Sappony Stony Crk VA 322 20.00 N/A 2% 98% 0% 0% 74 $51,410 $155,208 Medium 
9 Spotyslvania Paytes VA 3,500 617.00 160 37% 52% 11% 0% 74 $120,861 $483,333 Ivied to Hvy 

Average 565 79.48 50 14% 72% 13% 0% 1,481 $70,241 $247,164 

Median 160 20.00 40 13% 73% 10% 0% 467 $65,695 $186,463 

High 3,500 617.00 160 37% 98% 46% 3% 6,642 $120,861 $483,333 

Low 34 2.00 0 2% 39% CP/0 0% 74 $40,936 $155,208 

Proposed Solar Farm at a 1-mile radius has 110 people with an average income of $59,840 and an 
average home price of $230,000. 

Proposed Solar Farm at a 3-mile radius has 1,088 people with an average income of $54,492 and an 
average home price of $230,345. 

These are very similar to the demographics shown around these comparable solar farms. 

On the following page is a summary of the matched pairs for all of the solar farms noted above. 
They show a pattern of results from -7% to +7%. As can be seen in the chart of those results below, 
most of the data points are between -2% and +5%. This variability is common with real estate and 
consistent with market "static." I therefore conclude that these results strongly support an 
indication of no impact on property value due to the adjacent solar farm. 

8% 

4% 

2% 

Q 
-2%

-4% 

of Findings - KY and Adjoining States 

5 15 20 25 30 

60 
 
Conclusion 

The solar farm matched pairs shown above have similar characteristics to each other in terms of 
population, but with several outliers showing solar farms in far more urban areas.   The median 
income for the population within 1 mile of a solar farm among this subset of matched pairs is 
$65,695 with a median housing unit value of $186,463.  Most of the comparables are under 
$300,000 in the home price, with $483,333 being the high end of the set, though I have matched 
pairs in other states over $1,000,000 in price adjoining large solar farms.  The predominate 
adjoining uses are residential and agricultural.  These figures are in line with the larger set of solar 
farms that I have looked at with the predominant adjoining uses being residential and agricultural 
and similar to the solar farm breakdown shown for Kentucky and adjoining states as well as the 
proposed subject property. 

Based on the similarity of adjoining uses and demographic data between these sites and the subject 
property, I consider it reasonable to compare these sites to the subject property.  
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2 Mulberry Selmer TN 160 5.00 60 13% 73% 10% 3% 467 $40,936 $171,746 Lt to Med
3 Grand Ridge Streator IL 160 20.00 1 8% 87% 5% 0% 96 $70,158 $187,037 Light
4 Portage Portage IN 56 2.00 0 19% 81% 0% 0% 6,642 $65,695 $186,463 Light
5 Dominion Indianapolis IN 134 8.60 20 3% 97% 0% 0% 3,774 $61,115 $167,515 Light
6 Walker Barhamsville VA 485 20.00 N/A 12% 68% 20% 0% 203 $80,773 $320,076 Light
7 Clarke Cnty White Post VA 234 20.00 70 14% 39% 46% 1% 578 $81,022 $374,453 Light
8 Sappony Stony Crk VA 322 20.00 N/A 2% 98% 0% 0% 74 $51,410 $155,208 Medium
9 Spotyslvania Paytes VA 3,500 617.00 160 37% 52% 11% 0% 74 $120,861 $483,333 Med to Hvy

Average 565 79.48 50 14% 72% 13% 0% 1,481 $70,241 $247,164
Median 160 20.00 40 13% 73% 10% 0% 467 $65,695 $186,463

High 3,500 617.00 160 37% 98% 46% 3% 6,642 $120,861 $483,333
Low 34 2.00 0 2% 39% 0% 0% 74 $40,936 $155,208
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Residential Dwelling Matched Pairs Adjoining Solar Farms 

Approx Adj. Sale Veg. 

Pair Solar Farm City State MW Distance Tax ID/Address Date Sale Price Price % Diff Buffer 

1 Crittenden Crittenden KY 2.7 373 250 Claiborne Jan-19 $120,000 Light 

315 N Fork May-19 $107,O30 $120,889 -1% 

2 Crittenden Crittenden KY 2.7 488 300 Claiborne Sep-18 $213,O30 Light 

1795 Bay Valley Dec-17 $231,200 $228,180 -7% 

3 Crittenden Crittenden KY 2.7 720 350 Claiborne Jul-18 $245,000 Light 

2160 Sherman Jun-19 $265,O30 $248,225 -1% 

4 Crittenden Crittenden KY 2.7 930 370 Claiborne Aug-19 $273,000 Light 

125 Lexington Apr-18 $240,O30 $254,751 7% 
5 Mulberry Selmer TN 5 400 0900A011 Jul-14 $130,000 Light 

099CA043 Feb-15 $148,900 $136,988 -5% 

6 Mulberry Selmer TN 5 400 099CA002 Jul-15 $130,000 Light 

0990NA040 Mar-15 $120,000 $121,200 7% 

7 Mulberry Selmer TN 5 480 491 Dusty Oct-16 $176,000 Light 

l'5 April Aug-16 $185,000 $178,283 -1% 

8 Mulberry Selmer TN 5 650 297 Country Sep-16 $150,000 Medium 

53 Glen Mar-17 $126,000 $144,460 4% 

9 Mulberry Selmer TN 5 685 57 Cooper Feb-19 $163,000 Medium 

191 Amelia Aug-18 $132,000 $155,947 4% 

10 Grand Ridge Streator IL 20 480 1497 E 21st Oct-16 $186,000 Light 

712 Columbus Jun-16 $166,000 $184,000 1% 

11 Dominion Indianapolis IN 8.6 400 2013249 (Tax ID) Dec-15 $140,000 Light 

5723 Minden Nov-16 $139,900 $132,700 5% 

12 Dominion Indianapolis IN 8.6 400 2013251 (Tax ID) Sep-17 $160,000 Light 

5910 Mosaic Aug-16 $146,000 $152,190 5% 

13 Dominion Indianapolis IN 8.6 400 2013252 (Tax ID) May-17 $147,000 Light 

5836 Sable Jun-16 $141,000 $136,165 7% 

14 Dominion Indianapolis IN 8.6 400 2013258 (Tax ID) Dec-15 $131,750 Light 

5904 Minden May-16 $130,000 $134,068 -2% 

15 Dominion Indianapolis IN 8.6 400 2013260 (Tax ID) Mar-15 $127,000 Light 

5904 Minden May-16 $130,000 $128,957 -2% 

16 Dominion Indianapolis IN 8.6 400 2013261 (Tax ID) Feb-14 $120,000 Light 

5904 Minden May-16 $130,000 $121,930 -2% 

17 Clarke Cnty White Post VA 20 1230 833 Nations Spr Jan-17 $295,000 Light 

6801 Middle Dec-17 $249,999 $296,157 0% 

18 Walker Barhamsville VA 20 250 5241 Barham Oct-18 $264,000 Light 

9252 Ordinary Jun-19 $277,000 $246,581 7% 

19 Clarke Cnty White Post VA 20 1230 833 Nations Spr Aug-19 $385,000 Light 

2393 Old Chapel Aug-20 $330,000 $389,286 -1% 

20 Sappony Stony Creek VA 20 1425 12511 Palestine Jul-18 $128,400 Medium 

6494 Rocky Branch Nov-18 $100,000 $131,842 -3% 

21 Spotsylvania Paytes VA 617 1270 12901 Orange Plnk Aug-20 $319,900 Medium 

12717 Flintlock Dec-20 $290,000 $326,767 -2% 

22 Spotsylvania Paytes VA 617 1950 9641 Nottoway May-20 $449,900 Medium 

11626 Forest Aug-20 $489,900 $430,246 4% 

23 Spotsylvania Paytes VA 617 1171 13353 Post Oak Sep-20 $300,000 Heavy 

12810 Catharpin Jan-20 $280,000 $299,008 0% 

MW 

Avg. 

Distance 

Indicated 

Impact 

106.72 738 Average 1% 

8.60 480 Median 0% 

617.00 1,950 High 7% 

5.00 250 Low -5% 
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Residential Dwelling Matched Pairs Adjoining Solar Farms

Approx Adj. Sale Veg.

Pair Solar Farm City State MW Distance Tax ID/Address Date Sale Price Price % Diff Buffer

1 Crittenden Crittenden KY 2.7 373 250 Claiborne Jan‐19 $120,000 Light

315 N Fork May‐19 $107,000 $120,889 ‐1%

2 Crittenden Crittenden KY 2.7 488 300 Claiborne Sep‐18 $213,000 Light

1795 Bay Valley Dec‐17 $231,200 $228,180 ‐7%

3 Crittenden Crittenden KY 2.7 720 350 Claiborne Jul‐18 $245,000 Light

2160 Sherman Jun‐19 $265,000 $248,225 ‐1%

4 Crittenden Crittenden KY 2.7 930 370 Claiborne Aug‐19 $273,000 Light

125 Lexington Apr‐18 $240,000 $254,751 7%
5 Mulberry Selmer TN 5 400 0900A011 Jul-14 $130,000 Light

099CA043 Feb-15 $148,900 $136,988 -5%

6 Mulberry Selmer TN 5 400 099CA002 Jul-15 $130,000 Light

0990NA040 Mar-15 $120,000 $121,200 7%

7 Mulberry Selmer TN 5 480 491 Dusty Oct-16 $176,000 Light

35 April Aug-16 $185,000 $178,283 -1%

8 Mulberry Selmer TN 5 650 297 Country Sep-16 $150,000 Medium

53 Glen Mar-17 $126,000 $144,460 4%

9 Mulberry Selmer TN 5 685 57 Cooper Feb-19 $163,000 Medium

191 Amelia Aug-18 $132,000 $155,947 4%

10 Grand Ridge Streator IL 20 480 1497 E 21st Oct-16 $186,000 Light

712 Columbus Jun-16 $166,000 $184,000 1%

11 Dominion Indianapolis IN 8.6 400 2013249 (Tax ID) Dec-15 $140,000 Light

5723 Minden Nov-16 $139,900 $132,700 5%

12 Dominion Indianapolis IN 8.6 400 2013251 (Tax ID) Sep-17 $160,000 Light

5910 Mosaic Aug-16 $146,000 $152,190 5%

13 Dominion Indianapolis IN 8.6 400 2013252 (Tax ID) May-17 $147,000 Light

5836 Sable Jun-16 $141,000 $136,165 7%

14 Dominion Indianapolis IN 8.6 400 2013258 (Tax ID) Dec-15 $131,750 Light

5904 Minden May-16 $130,000 $134,068 -2%

15 Dominion Indianapolis IN 8.6 400 2013260 (Tax ID) Mar-15 $127,000 Light

5904 Minden May-16 $130,000 $128,957 -2%

16 Dominion Indianapolis IN 8.6 400 2013261 (Tax ID) Feb-14 $120,000 Light

5904 Minden May-16 $130,000 $121,930 -2%

17 Clarke Cnty White Post VA 20 1230 833 Nations Spr Jan-17 $295,000 Light

6801 Middle Dec-17 $249,999 $296,157 0%

18 Walker Barhamsville VA 20 250 5241 Barham Oct-18 $264,000 Light

9252 Ordinary Jun-19 $277,000 $246,581 7%

19 Clarke Cnty White Post VA 20 1230 833 Nations Spr Aug-19 $385,000 Light

2393 Old Chapel Aug-20 $330,000 $389,286 -1%

20 Sappony Stony Creek VA 20 1425 12511 Palestine Jul-18 $128,400 Medium

6494 Rocky Branch Nov-18 $100,000 $131,842 -3%

21 Spotsylvania Paytes VA 617 1270 12901 Orange Plnk Aug-20 $319,900 Medium

12717 Flintlock Dec-20 $290,000 $326,767 -2%

22 Spotsylvania Paytes VA 617 1950 9641 Nottoway May-20 $449,900 Medium

11626 Forest Aug-20 $489,900 $430,246 4%

23 Spotsylvania Paytes VA 617 1171 13353 Post Oak Sep-20 $300,000 Heavy

12810 Catharpin Jan-20 $280,000 $299,008 0%

Avg. Indicated

MW Distance Impact
106.72 738 Average 1%

8.60 480 Median 0%

617.00 1,950 High 7%

5.00 250 Low -5%
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I have further broken down these results based on the MWs, Landscaping, and distance from panel 
to show the following range of findings for these different categories. 

This breakdown shows no homes between 100-200 homes. Solar farms up to 75 MW show homes 
between 201 and 500 feet with no impact on value. Most of the findings are for homes between 201 
and 500 feet. 

Light landscaping screens are showing no impact on value at any distances, though solar farms over 
75.1 MW only show Medium and Heavy landscaping screens in the 3 examples identified. Light 
landscaping is 20-foot wide or less landscaping and is often a planted mix by the solar farm 
developer. Medium landscaping is 20 to 100 feet of landscaped buffer and is generally a retained 
existing wooded area. Heavy landscaping is over 100 feet of wooded buffer. 

M W Range 

4.4 to 10 

Landscaping Light Light Light Medium Medium Medium Heavy Heavy Heavy 

Distance 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+ 

# 0 11 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 

Average N/A 1% N/A N/A N/A 4% N/A N/A N/A 

Median N/A -1% N/A N/A N/A 4% N/A N/A N/A 

High N/A 7% N/A N/A N/A 4% N/A N/A N/A 

Low N/A -5% N/A N/A N/A 4% N/A N/A N/A 

10.1 to 30 

Landscaping Light Light Light Medium Medium Medium Heavy Heavy Heavy 

Distance 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+ 

# 0 2 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Average N/A 4% -1% N/A N/A -3% N/A N/A N/A 

Median N/A 4% -1% N/A N/A -3% N/A N/A N/A 

High N/A 7% 0% N/A N/A -3% N/A N/A N/A 

Low N/A 1% -1% N/A N/A -3% N/A N/A N/A 

30.1 to 75 

Landscaping Light Light Light Medium Medium Medium Heavy Heavy Heavy 

Distance 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+ 

# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Average N/A 1% 0% N/A N/A 0% N/A N/A N/A 

Median N/A 1% 0% N/A N/A 0% N/A N/A N/A 

High N/A 2% 2% N/A N/A 9% N/A N/A N/A 

Low N/A 1% -2% N/A N/A -7% N/A N/A N/A 

75.1+ 

Landscaping Light Light Light Medium Medium Medium Heavy Heavy Heavy 

Distance 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+ 

# 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 

Average N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1% N/A N/A 0% 

Median N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1% N/A N/A 0% 

High N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 4% N/A N/A 0% 

Low N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A -2% N/A N/A 0% 

62 
 
I have further broken down these results based on the MWs, Landscaping, and distance from panel 
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Median N/A 4% -1% N/A N/A -3% N/A N/A N/A

High N/A 7% 0% N/A N/A -3% N/A N/A N/A

Low N/A 1% -1% N/A N/A -3% N/A N/A N/A

30.1 to 75

Landscaping Light Light Light Medium Medium Medium Heavy Heavy Heavy

Distance 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+

# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Average N/A 1% 0% N/A N/A 0% N/A N/A N/A

Median N/A 1% 0% N/A N/A 0% N/A N/A N/A

High N/A 2% 2% N/A N/A 9% N/A N/A N/A
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75.1+

Landscaping Light Light Light Medium Medium Medium Heavy Heavy Heavy

Distance 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+

# 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1

Average N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1% N/A N/A 0%
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Low N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A -2% N/A N/A 0%
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B. Southeastern USA Data - Over 5 MW 
1. Matched Pair - AM Best Solar Farm, Goldsboro, NC 

This 5 MW solar farm adjoins Spring Garden Subdivision which had new homes and lots available 
for new construction during the approval and construction of the solar farm. The recent home sales 
have ranged from $200,000 to $250,000. This subdivision sold out the last  homes in late 2014. 
The solar farm is clearly visible particularly along 
the north end of this street where there is only a 
thin line of trees separating the solar farm from the 
single-family homes. 

Homes backing up to the solar farm are selling at 
the same price for the same floor plan as the homes 
that do not back up to the solar farm in this 
subdivision. According to the builder, the solar 
farm has been a complete non-factor. Not only do 
the sales show no difference in the price paid for the 
various homes adjoining the solar farm versus not 
adjoining the solar farm, but there are actually 
more recent sales along the solar farm than not. 
There is no impact on the sellout rate, or time to sell 
for the homes adjoining the solar farm. 

I spoke with a number of owners who adjoin the 
solar farm and none of them expressed any concern 
over the solar farm impacting their property value. 

The data presented on the following page shows 
multiple homes that have sold in 2013 and 2014 
adjoining the solar farm at prices similar to those not along the solar farm. These series of sales 
indicate that the solar farm has no impact on the adjoining residential use. 

Spring Garden 

Subdivision 

The homes that were marketed at Spring Garden are shown below. 

Americana Washington 
3.194 Price 5237.900 3.292 Price S244.900 

Bed / Bath 
3 / 5 

Presidential 

View Now ), .! 
' _ • 

Bed / Bath 
4 / 3 5 

Kennedy 

View Now i> 

3,400 Pr ice S247900 3,494 Price S249.900 

/ Bath 
5/ 3 5 

View Now a Bed / Bath 
5 1 3 

View Now a 

Virginia 
3.449 Price S259.900 

T-1 I Bed / Bath 
5 / 3 

View Now 

The homes adjoining the solar farm are considered to have a light landscaping screen as it is a 
narrow row of existing pine trees supplemented with evergreen plantings. 
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Spring Garden 

Subdivision 

I, 

The homes that were marketed at Spring Garden are shown below. 

= 
Americana 

3.194 Price 523Z900 
Washington 

3,292 Price S244.900 

7 - 1 Bed / Bath 
3/35 

View Now » 11- 1 Bed / Bath 
4/35 

View Now » 

Presidential Kennedy 
3,400 Price S247,900 3,494 Price S249.900 

Bed / Bath 
5/ 3 5 View Now Bed / Bath 

5 / 3 View Now » 

Virginia 
3.449 Price S259.900 

 Bed / Bath 
5 / 3 

View Now » 

The homes adjoining the solar farm are considered to have a light landscaping screen as it is a 
narrow row of existing pine trees supplemented with evergreen plantings. 
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the north end of this street where there is only a 
thin line of trees separating the solar farm from the 
single-family homes. 

Homes backing up to the solar farm are selling at 
the same price for the same floor plan as the homes 
that do not back up to the solar farm in this 
subdivision.  According to the builder, the solar 
farm has been a complete non-factor.  Not only do 
the sales show no difference in the price paid for the 
various homes adjoining the solar farm versus not 
adjoining the solar farm, but there are actually 
more recent sales along the solar farm than not.  
There is no impact on the sellout rate, or time to sell 
for the homes adjoining the solar farm.  

I spoke with a number of owners who adjoin the 
solar farm and none of them expressed any concern 
over the solar farm impacting their property value. 

The data presented on the following page shows 
multiple homes that have sold in 2013 and 2014 
adjoining the solar farm at prices similar to those not along the solar farm.  These series of sales 
indicate that the solar farm has no impact on the adjoining residential use.   

The homes that were marketed at Spring Garden are shown below. 

 

The homes adjoining the solar farm are considered to have a light landscaping screen as it is a 
narrow row of existing pine trees supplemented with evergreen plantings. 
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Matched Pairs 
As of Date: 9/3/2014 

Adjoining Sales After Solar Farm Completed 

TAX ID Owner Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA Style 
3600195570 Helm 0.76 Sep-13 $250,000 2013 3,292 $75.94 2 Story 

3600195361 Leak 1.49 Sep-13 $260,000 2013 3,652 $71.19 2 Story 

3600199891 McBrayer 2.24 Jul-14 $250,000 2014 3,292 $75.94 2 Story 

3600198632 Foresman 1.13 Aug-14 $253,000 2014 3,400 $74.41 2 Story 

3600196656 Hinson 0.75 Dec-13 $255,000 2013 3,453 $73.85 2 Story 

Average 1.27 $253,600 2013.4 3,418 $74.27 

Median 1.13 $253,000 2013 3,400 $74.41 

Adjoining Sales After Solar Farm Announced 

TAX ID Owner Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA Style 
0 Feddersen 1.56 Feb-13 $247,000 2012 3,427 $72.07 Ranch 

0 Gentry 1.42 Apr-13 $245,000 2013 3,400 $72.06 2 Story 

Average 1.49 $246,000 2012.5 3,414 $72.07 

Median 1.49 $246,000 2012.5 3,414 $72.07 

Adjoining Sales Before Solar Farm Announced 

TAX ID Owner Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA Style 
3600183905 Carter 1.57 Dec-12 $240,000 2012 3,347 $71.71 1.5 Story 

3600193097 Kelly 1.61 Sep-12 $198,000 2012 2,532 $78.20 2 Story 

3600194189 Hadwan 1.55 Nov-12 $240,000 2012 3,433 $69.91 1.5 Story 

Average 1.59 $219,000 2012 2,940 $74.95 

Median 1.59 $219,000 2012 2,940 $74.95 

Nearby Sales After Solar Farm Completed 

TAX ID Owner Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA Style 
3600193710 Barnes 1.12 Oct-13 $248,000 2013 3,400 $72.94 2 Story 

3601105180 Nackley 0.95 Dec-13 $253,000 2013 3,400 $74.41 2 Story 

3600192528 Mattheis 1.12 Oct-13 $238,000 2013 3,194 $74.51 2 Story 

3600198928 Beckman 0.93 Mar-14 $250,000 2014 3,292 $75.94 2 Story 

3600196965 Hough 0.81 Jun-14 $224,000 2014 2,434 $92.03 2 Story 

3600193914 Preskitt 0.67 Jun-14 $242,000 2014 2,825 $85.66 2 Story 

3600194813 Bordner 0.91 Apr-14 $258,000 2014 3,511 $73.48 2 Story 

3601104147 Shaffer 0.73 Apr-14 $255,000 2014 3,453 $73.85 2 Story 

Average 0.91 $246,000 2013.625 3,189 $77.85 

Median 0.92 $249,000 2014 3,346 $74.46 

Nearby Sales Before Solar Farm Announced 

TAX ID Owner Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA Style 
3600191437 Thomas 1.12 Sep-12 $225,000 2012 3,276 $68.68 2 Story 

3600087968 Lilley 1.15 Jan-13 $238,000 2012 3,421 $69.57 1.5 Story 

3600087654 Burke 1.26 Sep-12 $24O,000 2012 3,543 $67.74 2 Story 

3600088796 Hobbs 0.73 Sep-12 $228,000 2012 3,254 $70.07 2 Story 

Average 1.07 $232,750 2012 3,374 $69.01 

Median 1.14 $233,000 2012 3,349 $69.13 
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3600192528 Mattheis 1.12 Oct-13 $238,000 2013 3,194 $74.51 2 Story
3600198928 Beckman 0.93 Mar-14 $250,000 2014 3,292 $75.94 2 Story
3600196965 Hough 0.81 Jun-14 $224,000 2014 2,434 $92.03 2 Story
3600193914 Preskitt 0.67 Jun-14 $242,000 2014 2,825 $85.66 2 Story
3600194813 Bordner 0.91 Apr-14 $258,000 2014 3,511 $73.48 2 Story
3601104147 Shaffer 0.73 Apr-14 $255,000 2014 3,453 $73.85 2 Story

Average 0.91 $246,000 2013.625 3,189 $77.85
Median 0.92 $249,000 2014 3,346 $74.46

Nearby Sales Before Solar Farm Announced
TAX ID Owner Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA Style

3600191437 Thomas 1.12 Sep-12 $225,000 2012 3,276 $68.68 2 Story
3600087968 Lilley 1.15 Jan-13 $238,000 2012 3,421 $69.57 1.5 Story
3600087654 Burke 1.26 Sep-12 $240,000 2012 3,543 $67.74 2 Story
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Matched Pair Summary 
Adjoins Solar Farm 
Average Median 

Nearby Solar Farm 
Average Median 

Sales Price $253,600 $253,000 $246,000 $249,000 
Year Built 2013 2013 2014 2014 
Size 3,418 3,400 3,189 3,346 

Price/SF $74.27 $74.41 $77.85 $74.46 

Percentage Differences 
Median Price 
Median Size 
Median Price/SF 

-2% 
-2% 
0% 

I note that 2308 Granville Drive sold again in November 2015 for $267,500, or $7,500 more than 
when it was purchased new from the builder two years earlier (Tax ID 3600195361, Owner: Leak). 
The neighborhood is clearly showing appreciation for homes adjoining the solar farm. 

The Median Price is the best indicator to follow in any analysis as it avoids outlying samples that 
would otherwise skew the results. The median sizes and median prices are all consistent 
throughout the sales both before and after the solar farm whether you look at sites adjoining or 
nearby to the solar farm. The average size for the homes nearby the solar farm shows a smaller 
building size and a higher price per square foot. This reflects a common occurrence in real estate 
where the price per square foot goes up as the size goes down. So even comparing averages the 
indication is for no impact, but I rely on the median rates as the most reliable indication for any 
such analysis. 

I have also considered four more recent resales of homes in this community as shown on the 
following page. These comparable sales adjoin the solar farm at distances ranging from 315 to 400 
feet. The matched pairs show a range from -9% to +6%. The range of the average difference is -2% 
to +1% with an average of 0% and a median of +0.5%. These comparable sales support a finding of 
no impact on property value. 
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I note that 2308 Granville Drive sold again in November 2015 for $267,500, or $7,500 more than 
when it was purchased new from the builder two years earlier (Tax ID 3600195361, Owner: Leak).  
The neighborhood is clearly showing appreciation for homes adjoining the solar farm.  

The Median Price is the best indicator to follow in any analysis as it avoids outlying samples that 
would otherwise skew the results.  The median sizes and median prices are all consistent 
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nearby to the solar farm.  The average size for the homes nearby the solar farm shows a smaller 
building size and a higher price per square foot.  This reflects a common occurrence in real estate 
where the price per square foot goes up as the size goes down.  So even comparing averages the 
indication is for no impact, but I rely on the median rates as the most reliable indication for any 
such analysis.   

I have also considered four more recent resales of homes in this community as shown on the 
following page.  These comparable sales adjoin the solar farm at distances ranging from 315 to 400 
feet.  The matched pairs show a range from -9% to +6%.  The range of the average difference is -2% 
to +1% with an average of 0% and a median of +0.5%.  These comparable sales support a finding of 
no impact on property value. 

Matched Pair Summary
Adjoins Solar Farm Nearby Solar Farm
Average Median Average Median

Sales Price $253,600 $253,000 $246,000 $249,000
Year Built 2013 2013 2014 2014
Size 3,418 3,400 3,189 3,346

Price/SF $74.27 $74.41 $77.85 $74.46

Percentage Differences
Median Price -2%
Median Size -2%
Median Price/SF 0%
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Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other Distance 
Adjoins 103 Granville P1 1.42 7/27/2018 $265,000 2013 3,292 $80.50 4/3.5 2-Car 2-Story 385 

Not 2219 Granville 1.15 1/8/2018 $260,000 2012 3,292 $78.98 4/3.5 2-Car 2-Story 

Not 634 Friendly 0.96 7/31/2019 $267,000 2018 3,053 $87.45 4/4.5 2-Car 2-Story 

Not 2403 Granville 0.69 4/23/2019 $265,000 2014 2,816 $94.11 5/3.5 2-Car 2-Story 

Avg 

Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff 
Adjoins 103 Granville P1 $265,000 -2% 

Not 2219 Granville $4,382 $1,300 $0 $265,682 0% 

Not 634 Friendly -$8,303 -$6,675 $16,721 -$10,000 $258,744 2% 

Not 2403 Granville -$6,029 -$1,325 $31,356 $289,001 -9% 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other Distance 
Adjoins 104 Erin 2.24 6/19/2017 $280,000 2014 3,549 $78.90 5/3.5 2-Car 2-Story 315 

Not 2219 Granville 1.15 1/8/2018 $260,000 2012 3,292 $78.98 4/3.5 2-Car 2-Story 

Not 634 Friendly 0.96 7/31/2019 $267,000 2018 3,053 $87.45 4/4.5 2-Car 2-Story 

Not 2403 Granville 0.69 4/23/2019 $265,000 2014 2,816 $94.11 5/3.5 2-Car 2-Story 

Avg 

Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff 
Adjoins 104 Erin $280,000 0% 

Not 2219 Granville -$4,448 $2,600 $16,238 $274,390 2% 

Not 634 Friendly -$17,370 -$5,340 $34,702 -$10,000 $268,992 4% 

Not 2403 Granville -$15,029 $0 $48,285 $298,256 -7% 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other Distance 
Adjoins 2312 Granville 0.75 5/1/2018 $284,900 2013 3,453 $82.51 5/3.5 2-Car 2-Story 400 

Not 2219 Granville 1.15 1/8/2018 $260,000 2012 3,292 $78.98 4/3.5 2-Car 2-Story 

Not 634 Friendly 0.96 7/31/2019 $267,000 2018 3,053 $87.45 4/4.5 2-Car 2-Story 

Not 2403 Granville 0.69 4/23/2019 $265,000 2014 2,816 $94.11 5/3.5 2-Car 2-Story 

Avg 

Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff 
Adjoins 2312 Granville $284,900 1% 

Not 2219 Granville $2,476 $1,300 $10,173 $273,948 4% 

Not 634 Friendly -$10,260 -$6,675 $27,986 -$10,000 $268,051 6% 

Not 2403 Granville -$7,972 -$1,325 $47,956 $303,659 -7% 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other Distance 
Adjoins 2310 Granville 0.76 5/14/2019 $280,000 2013 3,292 $85.05 5/3.5 2-Car 2-Story 400 

Not 2219 Granville 1.15 1/8/2018 $260,000 2012 3,292 $78.98 4/3.5 2-Car 2-Story 

Not 634 Friendly 0.96 7/31/2019 $267,000 2018 3,053 $87.45 4/4.5 2-Car 2-Story 

Not 2403 Granville 0.69 4/23/2019 $265,000 2014 2,816 $94.11 5/3.5 2-Car 2-Story 

Avg 

Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff 
Adjoins 2310 Granville $280,000 1% 

Not 2219 Granville $10,758 $1,300 $0 $272,058 3% 

Not 634 Friendly -$1,755 -$6,675 $16,721 -$10,000 $265,291 5% 

Not 2403 Granville $469 -$1,325 $31,356 $295,500 -6% 

I have also considered the original sales prices in this subdivision relative to the recent resale values 
as shown in the chart below. This rate of appreciation is right at 2.5% over the last 6 years. Zillow 
indicates that the average home value within the 27530 zip code as of January 2014 was $101,300 
and as of January 2020 that average is $118,100. This indicates an average increase in the market 
of 2.37% I conclude that the appreciation of the homes adjoining the solar farm are not impacted 
by the presence of the solar farm based on this data. 
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Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other Distance
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Not 2403 Granville 0.69 4/23/2019 $265,000 2014 2,816 $94.11  5/3.5 2-Car 2-Story

Avg
Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff

Adjoins 2310 Granville $280,000 1%
Not 2219 Granville $10,758 $1,300 $0 $272,058 3%
Not 634 Friendly -$1,755 -$6,675 $16,721 -$10,000 $265,291 5%
Not 2403 Granville $469 -$1,325 $31,356 $295,500 -6%
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Initial Sale Second Sale Year % Apprec. 

Address Date Price Date Price Diff Apprec. Apprec. %/Year 

1 103 Granville PI 4/1/2013 $245,000 7/27/2018 $265,000 5.32 $20,000 8.16% 1.53% 

2 105 Erin 7/1/2014 $250,000 6/19/2017 $280,000 2.97 $30,000 12.00% 4.04% 

3 2312 Granville 12/1/2013 $255,000 5/1/2015 $262,000 1.41 $7,000 2.75% 1.94% 

4 2312 Granville 5/1/2015 $262,000 5/1/2018 $284,900 3.00 $22,900 8.74% 2.91% 

5 2310 Granville 8/1/2013 $250,000 5/14/2019 $280,000 5.79 $30,000 12.00% 2.07% 

6 2308 Granville 9/1/2013 $260,000 11/12/2015 $267,500 2.20 $7,500 2.88% 1.31% 

7 2304 Granville 9/1/2012 $198,000 6/1/2017 $225,000 4.75 $27,000 13.64% 2.87% 

8 102 Erin 8/1/2014 $253,000 11/1/2016 $270,000 2.25 $17,000 6.72% 2.98% 

Average 2.46% 

Median 2.47% 
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This 16 MW solar farm was built in 2014 on 208.89 acres with the closest home being 480 feet. 

This solar farm adjoins two subdivisions with Central Hills having a mix of existing and new 
con.struction. homes. Lots in this development have been marketed for $15,000 each with discounts 
offered for multiple lots being used for a single home site. I spoke with the agent with Rhonda 
Wheeler and Becky Hearnsberger with United County Farm & Home Realty who noted that they 
have seen no impact on lot or home sales due to the solar farm in this community. 

I have included a map below as well as data on recent sales activity on lots that adjoin the solar 
farm or are near the solar farm in. this subdivision both before and after the announced plan for this
solar farm facility. I note that using the same method I used to breakdown the adjoining uses at the 
subject property I show that the predominant adjoining uses are residential and agricultural, which 
is consistent with the location of most solar farms. 
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This 16 MW solar farm was built in 2014 on 208.89 acres with the closest home being 480 feet. 

This solar farm adjoins two subdivisions with Central Hills having a mix of existing and new 
construction. homes. Lots in this development have been marketed for $15,000 each with discounts 
offered for multiple lots being used for a single home site. I spoke with the agent with Rhonda 
Wheeler and Becky with United County Farm & Home Realty who noted that they 
have seen no impact on lot or home sales due to the solar farm in this community. 

I have included a map below as well as data on recent sales activity on lots that adjoin the solar 
farm or are near the solar farm in this subdivision both before and after the announced plan for this
solar farm facility. I note that using the same method I used to breakdown the adjoining uses at the 
subject property I show that the predominant adjoining uses are residential and agricultural, which 
is consistent with the location of most solar farms. 
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This 16 MW solar farm was built in 2014 on 208.89 acres with the closest home being 480 feet. 

This solar farm adjoins two subdivisions with Central Hills having a mix of existing and new 
construction homes.  Lots in this development have been marketed for $15,000 each with discounts 
offered for multiple lots being used for a single home site.  I spoke with the agent with Rhonda 
Wheeler and Becky Hearnsberger with United County Farm & Home Realty who noted that they 
have seen no impact on lot or home sales due to the solar farm in this community. 

I have included a map below as well as data on recent sales activity on lots that adjoin the solar 
farm or are near the solar farm in this subdivision both before and after the announced plan for this 
solar farm facility.  I note that using the same method I used to breakdown the adjoining uses at the 
subject property I show that the predominant adjoining uses are residential and agricultural, which 
is consistent with the location of most solar farms. 



69 

Adjoining Use Breakdown 

Acreage Parcels 
Commercial 3.40% 0.034 

Residential 12.84% 79.31% 

Agri/Res 10.39% 3.45% 

Agricultural 73.37% 13.79% 

Total 100.00% 100.00% 

I have run a number of direct matched comparisons on the sales adjoining this solar farm as shown 
below. These direct matched pairs include some of those shown above as well as additional more 
recent sales in this community. In each of these I have compared the one sale adjoining the solar 
farm to multiple similar homes nearby that do not adjoin a solar farm to look for any potential 
impact from the solar farm. 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other 

3 Adjoins 491 Dusty 6.86 10/28/2016 $176,000 2009 1,801 $97.72 3/2 2-Gar Ranch 

Not 820 Lake Trail 1.00 6/8/2018 $168,000 2013 1,869 $89.89 4/2 2-Gar Ranch 

Not 262 Country 1.00 1/17/2018 $145,000 2000 1,860 $77.96 3/2 2-Gar Ranch 

Not F 35 April 1.15 8/ 16/2016 $185,000 2016 1,980 $93.43 3/2 2-Gar Ranch 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Parcel Solar Address I Time Site YB GLA Park Other Total % Diff Distance 
3 Adjoins 491 Dusty $176,000 480 

Not 820 Lake Trail -$8,324 $12,000 -$3,360 -$4,890 $163,426 7% 

Not 262 Country -$5,450 $12,000 $6,525 -$3,680 $154,396 12% 

Not ' 35 April $1,138 $12,000 -$6,475 -$13,380 $178,283 -1% 

Average 6% 

The best matched pair is 35 April Loop, which required the least adjustment and indicates a -1% 
increase in value due to the solar farm adjacency. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Built 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other 

12 Adjoins 57 Cooper 1.20 2/ 26/ 2019 $163,000 2011 1,586 $102.77 3/2 2-Gar 1.5 Story Pool 

Not 191 Amelia 1.00 8/ 3/ 2018 $132,000 2005 1,534 $86.05 3/2 Drive Ranch 

Not 75 April 0.85 3/ 17/2017 $134,000 2012 1,588 $84.38 3/2 2- Crprt Ranch 

Not 345 Woodland 1.15 12/ 29/ 2016 $131,000 2002 1,410 $92.91 3/2 1-Gar Ranch 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Parcel Solar Address Sales Price Time Site YB GLA Park Other Total % Diff Distance 

12 Adjoins 57 Cooper $163,000 $163,000 685 

Not 191 Amelia $132,000 $2,303 $3,960 $2,685 $10,000 $5,000 $155,947 4% 

Not ' 75 April $134,000 $8,029 $4,000 -$670 -$135 $5,000 $5,000 $155,224 5% 

Not 345 Woodland $131,000 $8,710 $5,895 $9,811 $5,000 $160,416 2% 

Average 4% 

The best matched pair is 191 Amelia, which was most similar in time frame of sale and indicates a 
+4% increase in value due to the solar farm adjacency. 
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Not 35 April $1,138 $12,000 -$6,475 -$13,380 $178,283 -1%
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Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Built
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other
12 Adjoins 57 Cooper 1.20 2/26/2019 $163,000 2011 1,586 $102.77  3/2 2-Gar 1.5 Story Pool

Not 191 Amelia 1.00 8/3/2018 $132,000 2005 1,534 $86.05  3/2 Drive Ranch
Not 75 April 0.85 3/17/2017 $134,000 2012 1,588 $84.38  3/2 2-Crprt Ranch
Not 345 Woodland 1.15 12/29/2016 $131,000 2002 1,410 $92.91  3/2 1-Gar Ranch

Adjoining Sales Adjusted
Parcel Solar Address Sales Price Time Site YB GLA Park Other Total % Diff Distance
12 Adjoins 57 Cooper $163,000 $163,000 685

Not 191 Amelia $132,000 $2,303 $3,960 $2,685 $10,000 $5,000 $155,947 4%
Not 75 April $134,000 $8,029 $4,000 -$670 -$135 $5,000 $5,000 $155,224 5%
Not 345 Woodland $131,000 $8,710 $5,895 $9,811 $5,000 $160,416 2%
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Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Built 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built 

15 Adjoins 297 Country 1.00 9/ 30/ 2016 $150,000 2002 

Not 185 Dusty 1.85 8/ 17/2015 $126,040 2009 

Not 53 Glen 1.13 3/ 9/ 2017 $126,000 1999 

GBA 

1,596 

1,463 

1,475 

$/GBA BR/BA 

$93.98 3/ 2 

$86.15 3/ 2 

$85.42 3/ 2 

Park 

4-Gar 

2-Gar 

2-Gar 

Style 

Ranch 

Ranch 

Ranch 
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Other 

Brick 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Parcel Solar Address Sales Price Time Site YB GLA Park Other Total % Diff Distance 

15 Adjoins 297 Country $150,000 $150,000 650 

Not 185 Dusty $126,040 $4,355 -$4,411 $9,167 $10,000 $145,150 3% 

Not 53 Glen $126,000 -$1,699 $1,890 $8,269 $10,000 $144,460 4% 

Average 3% 

The best matched pair is 53 Glen, which was most similar in time frame of sale and required less 
adjustment. It indicates a +4% increase in value due to the solar farm adjacency. 

The average indicated impact from these three sets of matched pairs is +4°/0, which suggests a mild 
positive relationship due to adjacency to the solar farm. The landscaping buffer for this project is 
mostly natural tree growth that was retained as part of the development but much of the trees 
separating the panels from homes are actually on the lots for the homes themselves. I therefore 
consider the landscaping buffer to be thin to moderate for these adjoining homes. 

I have also looked at several lot sales in this subdivision as shown below. 

These are all lots within the same community and the highest prices paid are for lots one parcel off 
from the existing solar farm. These prices are fairly inconsistent, though they do suggest about a 
$3,000 loss in the lots adjoining the solar farm. This is an atypical finding and additional details 
suggest there is more going on in these sales than the data crunching shows. First of all Parcel 4 
was purchased by the owner of the adjoining home and therefore an atypical buyer seeking to 
expand a lot and the site is not being purchased for home development. Moreover, using the 
SiteToDoBusiness demographic tools, I found that the 1-mile radius around this development is 
expecting a total population increase over the next 5 years of 3 people. This lack of growing demand 
for lots is largely explained in that context. Furthermore, the fact that finished home sales as shown 
above are showing no sign of a negative impact on property value makes this data unreliable and 
inconsistent with the data shown in sales to an end user. I therefore place little weight on this 
outlier data. 

4/18/2019 4/18/2019 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Adj for Time S/AC Adj for Time 
4 Adjoins Shelter 2.05 10/25/2017 $16,000 $16,728 $7,805 $8,160 

10 Adjoins Carter 1.70 8/2/2018 $14,000 $14,306 $8,235 $8,415 

11 Adjoins Cooper 1.28 9/17/2018 $12,000 $12,215 $9,375 $9,543 

Not 75 Dusty 1.67 4/18/2019 $20,000 $20,000 $11,976 $11,976 

Not Lake Trl 1.47 11/7/2018 $13,000 $13,177 $8,844 $8,964 

Not Lake Trl 1.67 4/18/2019 $20,000 $20,000 $11,976 $11,976 

Adjoins Per Acre Not Adjoins Per Acre % DIF/Lot % DIF/AC 

Average $14,416 $8,706 $17,726 $10,972 19% 21% 

Median $14,306 $8,415 $20,000 $11,976 28% 30% 

High $16,728 $9,543 $20,000 $11,976 16% 20% 

Low $12,215 $8,160 $13,177 $8,964 7% 9% 
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expand a lot and the site is not being purchased for home development.  Moreover, using the 
SiteToDoBusiness demographic tools, I found that the 1-mile radius around this development is 
expecting a total population increase over the next 5 years of 3 people.  This lack of growing demand 
for lots is largely explained in that context.  Furthermore, the fact that finished home sales as shown 
above are showing no sign of a negative impact on property value makes this data unreliable and 
inconsistent with the data shown in sales to an end user.  I therefore place little weight on this 
outlier data. 

 

 

 

 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Built
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other
15 Adjoins 297 Country 1.00 9/30/2016 $150,000 2002 1,596 $93.98  3/2 4-Gar Ranch

Not 185 Dusty 1.85 8/17/2015 $126,040 2009 1,463 $86.15  3/2 2-Gar Ranch
Not 53 Glen 1.13 3/9/2017 $126,000 1999 1,475 $85.42  3/2 2-Gar Ranch Brick

Adjoining Sales Adjusted
Parcel Solar Address Sales Price Time Site YB GLA Park Other Total % Diff Distance
15 Adjoins 297 Country $150,000 $150,000 650

Not 185 Dusty $126,040 $4,355 -$4,411 $9,167 $10,000 $145,150 3%
Not 53 Glen $126,000 -$1,699 $1,890 $8,269 $10,000 $144,460 4%

Average 3%

4/18/2019 4/18/2019
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Adj for Time $/AC Adj for Time

4 Adjoins Shelter 2.05 10/25/2017 $16,000 $16,728 $7,805 $8,160
10 Adjoins Carter 1.70 8/2/2018 $14,000 $14,306 $8,235 $8,415
11 Adjoins Cooper 1.28 9/17/2018 $12,000 $12,215 $9,375 $9,543

Not 75 Dusty 1.67 4/18/2019 $20,000 $20,000 $11,976 $11,976
Not Lake Trl 1.47 11/7/2018 $13,000 $13,177 $8,844 $8,964
Not Lake Trl 1.67 4/18/2019 $20,000 $20,000 $11,976 $11,976

Adjoins Per Acre Not Adjoins Per Acre % DIF/Lot % DIF/AC
Average $14,416 $8,706 $17,726 $10,972 19% 21%

Median $14,306 $8,415 $20,000 $11,976 28% 30%

High $16,728 $9,543 $20,000 $11,976 16% 20%

Low $12,215 $8,160 $13,177 $8,964 7% 9%
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3. Matched Pair - Leonard Road Solar Farm, Hughesville, MD 

4, 41.6-N 

a 

Pox Peer Ct 

RI 

This 5 MW solar farm is located on 47 acres and mostly adjoins agricultural and residential uses to 
the west, south and east as shown above. The property also adjoins retail uses and a church. I 
looked at a 2016 sale of an adjoining home with a positive impact on value adjoining the solar farm 
of 2.90% This is within typical market friction and supports an indication of no impact on property 
value. 

I have shown this data below. The landscaping buffer is considered heavy. 

Leonardtown Road Solar Farm, Hughesville, MD 

Nearby Residential Sale After Solar Farm Construction 

Address Solar Farm Acres Date Sold Sales Price* Built GBA 6/GBA Style BR/BA Bsmt Park Upgrades Other 
14Rs5 Box Elder Ct Adjoins 3.00 2/12/2016 $291, 1991 2,174 $1.$ 6 Colonial 5/2.5 No 2 Car Att N/A Deck 

3 Bassford Rd Not 3.32 7/20/2016 $329,8$ 1990 2,520 Colonial 3/25 Finished 2 Car Att Custom Scr Por/Patio 

concession deducted from sale price for Box Elder and $10,200 deducted from Bassford 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Adjustments 

Address Date Sold Sales Price  Time GLA Bsmt Upgrades Other  Total 
14595 Box Elder Ct 2/ 12/2016 $291,000 $291,000 

15313 Bassford Rd 7/20/2016 $329,800 -$3,400 -$13,840 -$10,000 -$15,000 -$5,000 $282,560 

Difference Attributable to Location 

This is within typical market friction and supports an indication of no impact on property value. 

$8,440 

2.90% 
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Address Solar Farm Acres Date Sold Sales Price* 
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Built 
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GBA 
2,174 

2,520 
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Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Address Date Sold Sales Price Time 
14595 Box Elder Ct 2/ 12/2016 $291,000 
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$/GBA 

$1,2 )-

$13( 

Style BR/BA 
Colonial 5/2.5 

Colonial 3/2.5 

Adjustments 

GLA Bsmt 

Bsmt Park Upgrades Other 
No 2 Car Att N/A Deck 

Finished 2 Car Att Custom Scr Por/Patio 

Upgrades Other  Total 
$291,000 

-$13,840 -$10,000 -$15,000 -$5,000 $282,560 
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$8,440 
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3. Matched Pair – Leonard Road Solar Farm, Hughesville, MD 

 

This 5 MW solar farm is located on 47 acres and mostly adjoins agricultural and residential uses to 
the west, south and east as shown above.  The property also adjoins retail uses and a church.  I 
looked at a 2016 sale of an adjoining home with a positive impact on value adjoining the solar farm 
of 2.90%.  This is within typical market friction and supports an indication of no impact on property 
value. 

I have shown this data below.  The landscaping buffer is considered heavy. 

 

 

 

Leonardtown Road Solar Farm, Hughesville, MD

Nearby Residential Sale After Solar Farm Construction
Address Solar Farm Acres Date Sold Sales Price* Built GBA $/GBA Style BR/BA Bsmt Park Upgrades Other

14595 Box Elder Ct Adjoins 3.00 2/12/2016 $291,000 1991 2,174 $133.85 Colonial 5/2.5 No 2 Car Att N/A Deck
15313 Bassford Rd Not 3.32 7/20/2016 $329,800 1990 2,520 $130.87 Colonial 3/2.5 Finished 2 Car Att Custom Scr Por/Patio

*$9,000 concession deducted from sale price for Box Elder and $10,200 deducted from Bassford

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Adjustments
Address Date Sold Sales Price Time GLA Bsmt UpgradesOther Total

14595 Box Elder Ct 2/12/2016 $291,000 $291,000
15313 Bassford Rd 7/20/2016 $329,800 -$3,400 -$13,840 -$10,000 -$15,000 -$5,000 $282,560

Difference Attributable to Location $8,440
2.90%

This is within typical market friction and supports an indication of no impact on property value.



72

4. Matched Pair - Gastonia SC Solar, Gastonia, NC 
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This 5 MW project is located on the south side of Neal Hawkins Road just outside of Gastonia. The 
property identified above as Parcel 4 was listed for sale while this solar farm project was going 
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4. Matched Pair – Gastonia SC Solar, Gastonia, NC  

 
 

 
 
This 5 MW project is located on the south side of Neal Hawkins Road just outside of Gastonia.  The 
property identified above as Parcel 4 was listed for sale while this solar farm project was going 
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through the approval process. The property was put under contract during the permitting process 
with the permit being approved while the due diligence period was still ongoing. After the permit 
was approved the property closed with no concerns from the buyer. I spoke with Jennifer Bouvier, 
the broker listing the property and she indicated that the solar farm had no impact at all on the 
sales price. She considered some nearby sales to set the price and the closing price was very similar 
to the asking price within the typical range for the market. The buyer was aware that the solar farm 
was coming and they had no concerns. 

This two-story brick dwelling was sold on March 20, 2017 for $270,000 for a 3,437 square foot 
dwelling built in 1934 in average condition on 1.42 acres. The property has four bedrooms and two 
bathrooms. The landscaping screen is light for this adjoining home due to it being a new planted 
landscaping buffer. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other 
Adjoins 609 Neal Hawkins 1.42 3/ 20/ 2017 $270,000 1934 3,427 $78.79 4/2 Open 2-Brick 

Not 1418 N Modena 4.81 4/17/2018 $225,000 1930 2,906 $77.43 3/3 2-Crprt 2-Brick 

Not 363 Dallas Bess 2.90 11/29/2018 $265,500 1968 2,964 $89.57 3/3 Open FinBsmt 
Not 1612 Dallas Cloy 2.74 9/17/2018 $245,000 1951 3,443 $71.16 3/2 Open 2-Brick Unfin bath 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg 

Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance 

609 Neal Hawkins $270,000 225 

1418 N Modena $7,319 $2,700 $32,271 -$10,000 $257,290 5% 

363 Dallas Bess $746 -$27,081 $33,179 -$10,000 $53,100 $262,456 3% 

1612 Dallas Chry $4,110 -$12,495 -$911 $10,000 $235,704 13% 

7% 

I also considered the newer adjoining home identified as Parcel 5 that sold later in 2017 and it 
likewise shows no negative impact on property value. This is also considered a light landscaping 
buffer. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style 

Adjoins 611 Neal Hawkins 0.78 7/ 6/ 2017 $288,000 1991 2,256 $127.66 5/3 2-Gar 1.5 Brick 

Not 1211 Still Frst 0.51 7/ 30/ 2018 $280,000 1989 2,249 $124.50 3/3 2-Gar Br Rnch 

Not 2867 Colony Wds 0.52 8/ 14/2018 $242,000 1990 2,006 $120.64 3/3 2-Gar Br Rnch 

Not 1010 Strawbeny 1.00 10/ 4/ 2018 $315,000 2002 2,330 $135.19 3/2.5 2-Gar 1.5 Brick 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg 

Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance 

611 Neal Hawkins $288,000 145 

1211 Still Frst $1,341 $2,800 $697 $284,838 1% 

2867 Colony Wds $7,714 $1,210 $24,128 $275,052 4% 

1010 Strawbeny -$4,555 -$17,325 -$8,003 $5,000 $290,116 -1% 

2% 
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I also considered the newer adjoining home identified as Parcel 5 that sold later in 2017 and it 
likewise shows no negative impact on property value. This is also considered a light landscaping 
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7%
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Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg
Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

611 Neal Hawkins $288,000 145
1211 Still Frst $1,341 $2,800 $697 $284,838 1%

2867 Colony Wds $7,714 $1,210 $24,128 $275,052 4%
1010 Strawberry -$4,555 -$17,325 -$8,003 $5,000 $290,116 -1%

2%
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5. Matched Pair - Summit/Ranchlands Solar, Moyock, NC 
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5. Matched Pair – Summit/Ranchlands Solar, Moyock, NC  
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This project is located at 1374 Caritoke Highway, Moyock, NC. This is an 80 MW facility on a parent 
tract of 2,034 acres. Parcels Number 48 and 53 as shown in the map above were sold in 2016. The 
project was under construction during the time period of the first of the matched pair sales and the 
permit was approved well prior to that in 2015. 

I looked at multiple sales of adjoining and nearby homes and compared each to multiple 
comparables to show a range of impacts from -10% up to +11% with an average of +2% and a 
median of +3% These ranges are well within typical real estate variation and supports an indication 
of no impact on property value. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other Distance 
48 Adjoins 129 Pinto 4.29 4/15/2016 $170,000 1985 1,559 $109.04 3/2 Drive MFG 1,060 

Not 102 Timber 1.30 4/1/2016 $175,500 2009 1,352 $129.81 3/2 Drive MFG 

Not 120 Ranchland 0.99 10/1/2014 $170,000 2002 1,501 $113.26 3/2 Drive MFG 

Avg 

Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff 
Adjoins 129 Pinto $170,000 -3% 

Not 102 Timber $276 $10,000 -$29,484 $18,809 $175,101 -3% 

Not 120 Ranchland $10,735 $10,000 -$20,230 $4,598 $175,103 -3% 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other 

Adjoins 105 Pinto 4.99 12/16/2016 $206,000 1978 1,484 $138.81 3/2 Det G Ranch 

Not 111 Spur 1.15 2/1/2016 $193,000 1985 2,013 $95.88 4/2 Gar Ranch 

Not 103 Marshall 1.07 3/29/2017 $196,000 2003 1,620 $120.99 3/2 Drive Ranch 

Not 127 Ranchland 0.00 6/9/2015 $219,900 1988 1,910 $115.13 3/2 Gar/3Det Ranch 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg 

Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance 

105 Pinto $206,000 980 

111 Spur $6,747 $10,000 -$6,755 -$25,359 $177,633 14% 

103 Marshall -$2,212 $10,000 -$24,500 -$8,227 $5,000 $176,212 14% 

127 Ranchland $13,399 $10,000 -$10,995 -$24,523 -$10,000 $197,781 4% 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Built 

11% 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other Distance 
15 Adjoins 318 Green View 0.44 9/15/2019 $357,000 2005 3,460 $103.18 4/4 2-Car 1.5 Brick 570 

Not 195 St Andrews 0.55 6/17/2018 $314,000 2002 3,561 $88.18 5/3 2-Car 2.0 Brick 

Not 336 Green View 0.64 1/ 13/2019 $365,000 2006 3,790 $96.31 6/4 3-Car 2.0 Brick 

Not 275 Green View 0.36 8/15/2019 $312,000 2003 3,100 $100.65 5/3 2-Car 2.0 Brick 

Avg 

Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff 
Adjoins 318 Green View $357,000 4% 

Not 195 St Andrews $12,040 $4,710 -$7,125 $10,000 $333,625 7% 

Not 336 Green View $7,536 -$1,825 -$25,425 -$5,000 $340,286 5% 

Not 275 Green View $815 $3,120 $28,986 $10,000 $354,921 1% 
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Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other Distance
48 Adjoins 129 Pinto 4.29 4/15/2016 $170,000 1985 1,559 $109.04  3/2 Drive MFG 1,060

Not 102 Timber 1.30 4/1/2016 $175,500 2009 1,352 $129.81  3/2 Drive MFG
Not 120 Ranchland 0.99 10/1/2014 $170,000 2002 1,501 $113.26  3/2 Drive MFG

Avg
Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff

Adjoins 129 Pinto $170,000 -3%
Not 102 Timber $276 $10,000 -$29,484 $18,809 $175,101 -3%
Not 120 Ranchland $10,735 $10,000 -$20,230 $4,598 $175,103 -3%

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other
Adjoins 105 Pinto 4.99 12/16/2016 $206,000 1978 1,484 $138.81  3/2 Det G Ranch

Not 111 Spur 1.15 2/1/2016 $193,000 1985 2,013 $95.88  4/2 Gar Ranch
Not 103 Marshall 1.07 3/29/2017 $196,000 2003 1,620 $120.99  3/2 Drive Ranch
Not 127 Ranchland 0.00 6/9/2015 $219,900 1988 1,910 $115.13  3/2 Gar/3Det Ranch

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg
Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance
105 Pinto $206,000 980
111 Spur $6,747 $10,000 -$6,755 -$25,359 $177,633 14%

103 Marshall -$2,212 $10,000 -$24,500 -$8,227 $5,000 $176,212 14%
127 Ranchland $13,399 $10,000 -$10,995 -$24,523 -$10,000 $197,781 4%

11%

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Built
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other Distance
15 Adjoins 318 Green View 0.44 9/15/2019 $357,000 2005 3,460 $103.18  4/4 2-Car 1.5 Brick 570

Not 195 St Andrews 0.55 6/17/2018 $314,000 2002 3,561 $88.18  5/3 2-Car 2.0 Brick
Not 336 Green View 0.64 1/13/2019 $365,000 2006 3,790 $96.31  6/4 3-Car 2.0 Brick
Not 275 Green View 0.36 8/15/2019 $312,000 2003 3,100 $100.65  5/3 2-Car 2.0 Brick

Avg
Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff

Adjoins 318 Green View $357,000 4%
Not 195 St Andrews $12,040 $4,710 -$7,125 $10,000 $333,625 7%
Not 336 Green View $7,536 -$1,825 -$25,425 -$5,000 $340,286 5%
Not 275 Green View $815 $3,120 $28,986 $10,000 $354,921 1%
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Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Built 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other Distance 
29 Adjoins 164 Ranchland 1.01 4/30/2019 $169,000 1999 2,052 $82.36 4/2 Gar MFG 440 

Not 150 Pinto 0.94 3/27/2018 $168,000 2017 1,920 $87.50 4/2 Drive MFG 

Not 105 Longhorn 1.90 10/10/2017 $184,500 2002 1,944 $94.91 3/2 Drive MFG 

Not 112 Pinto 1.00 7/27/2018 $180,000 2002 1,836 $98.04 3/2 Drive MFG Fenced 

Avg 

Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff 
Adjoins 164 Ranchland $169,000 -10% 

Not 150 Pinto $5,649 -$21,168 $8,085 $5,000 $165,566 2% 

Not 105 Longhorn $8,816 -$10,000 -$3,875 $7,175 $5,000 $191,616 -13% 

Not 112 Pinto $4,202 -$3,780 $14,824 $5,000 $200,245 -18% 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Built 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other Distance 
Adjoins 358 Oxford 10.03 9/ 16/2019 $478,000 2008 2,726 $175.35 3/3 2 Gar Ranch 635 

Not 276 Summit 10.01 12/20/2017 $355,000 2006 1,985 $178.84 3/2 2 Gar Ranch 

Not 176 Providence 6.19 5/6/2019 $425,000 1990 2,549 $166.73 3/3 4 Gar Ranch Brick 

Not 1601 B Caratoke 12.20 9/26/2019 $440,000 2016 3,100 $141.94 4/3.5 5 Gar Ranch Pool 

Avg 

Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff 
Adjoins 358 Oxford $478,000 5% 

Not 276 Summit $18,996 $3,550 $106,017 $10,000 $493,564 -3% 

Not 176 Providence $4,763 $38,250 $23,609 -$10,000 -$25,000 $456,623 4% 

Not 1601 B Caratoke -$371 $50,000 -$17,600 -$42,467 -$5,000 -$10,000 $414,562 13% 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other Distance 
Nearby 343 Oxford 10.01 3/9/2017 $490,000 2016 3,753 $130.56 3/3 2 Gar 1.5 Story Pool 970 

Not 287 Oxford 10.01 9/4/2017 $600,000 2013 4,341 $138.22 5/4.5 8-Gar 1.5 Story Pool 

Not 301 Oxford 10.00 4/23/2018 $434,000 2013 3,393 $127.91 5/3 2 Gar 1.5 Story 

Not 218 Oxford 10.01 4/4/2017 $525,000 2006 4,215 $124.56 4/3 4 Gar 1.5 Story VG Barn 

Avg 

Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff 
Adjoins 343 Oxford $490,000 3% 

Not 287 Oxford -$9,051 $9,000 -$65,017 -$15,000 -$25,000 $494,932 -1% 

Not 301 Oxford -$14,995 -$10,000 $6,510 $36,838 $452,353 8% 

Not 218 Oxford -$1,150 $26,250 -$46,036 -$10,000 -$10,000 $484,064 1% 
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Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Built
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other Distance
29 Adjoins 164 Ranchland 1.01 4/30/2019 $169,000 1999 2,052 $82.36  4/2 Gar MFG 440

Not 150 Pinto 0.94 3/27/2018 $168,000 2017 1,920 $87.50  4/2 Drive MFG
Not 105 Longhorn 1.90 10/10/2017 $184,500 2002 1,944 $94.91  3/2 Drive MFG
Not 112 Pinto 1.00 7/27/2018 $180,000 2002 1,836 $98.04  3/2 Drive MFG Fenced

Avg
Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff

Adjoins 164 Ranchland $169,000 -10%
Not 150 Pinto $5,649 -$21,168 $8,085 $5,000 $165,566 2%
Not 105 Longhorn $8,816 -$10,000 -$3,875 $7,175 $5,000 $191,616 -13%
Not 112 Pinto $4,202 -$3,780 $14,824 $5,000 $200,245 -18%

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Built
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other Distance

Adjoins 358 Oxford 10.03 9/16/2019 $478,000 2008 2,726 $175.35  3/3 2 Gar Ranch 635
Not 276 Summit 10.01 12/20/2017 $355,000 2006 1,985 $178.84  3/2 2 Gar Ranch
Not 176 Providence 6.19 5/6/2019 $425,000 1990 2,549 $166.73  3/3 4 Gar Ranch Brick
Not 1601 B Caratoke 12.20 9/26/2019 $440,000 2016 3,100 $141.94  4/3.5 5 Gar Ranch Pool

Avg
Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff

Adjoins 358 Oxford $478,000 5%
Not 276 Summit $18,996 $3,550 $106,017 $10,000 $493,564 -3%
Not 176 Providence $4,763 $38,250 $23,609 -$10,000 -$25,000 $456,623 4%
Not 1601 B Caratoke -$371 $50,000 -$17,600 -$42,467 -$5,000 -$10,000 $414,562 13%

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other Distance

Nearby 343 Oxford 10.01 3/9/2017 $490,000 2016 3,753 $130.56  3/3 2 Gar 1.5 Story Pool 970
Not 287 Oxford 10.01 9/4/2017 $600,000 2013 4,341 $138.22  5/4.5 8-Gar 1.5 Story Pool
Not 301 Oxford 10.00 4/23/2018 $434,000 2013 3,393 $127.91  5/3 2 Gar 1.5 Story
Not 218 Oxford 10.01 4/4/2017 $525,000 2006 4,215 $124.56  4/3 4 Gar 1.5 Story VG Barn

Avg
Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff

Adjoins 343 Oxford $490,000 3%
Not 287 Oxford -$9,051 $9,000 -$65,017 -$15,000 -$25,000 $494,932 -1%
Not 301 Oxford -$14,995 -$10,000 $6,510 $36,838 $452,353 8%
Not 218 Oxford -$1,150 $26,250 -$46,036 -$10,000 -$10,000 $484,064 1%
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6. Matched Pair - Tracy Solar, Bailey, NC 
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This project is located in rural Nash County on Winters Road with a 5 MW facility that was built in 
2016 on 50 acres. A local builder acquired parcels 9 and 10 following construction as shown below 
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This project is located in rural Nash County on Winters Road with a 5 MW facility that was built in 
2016 on 50 acres. A local builder acquired parcels 9 and 10 following construction as shown below 
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6. Matched Pair – Tracy Solar, Bailey, NC  

 

 
 
This project is located in rural Nash County on Winters Road with a 5 MW facility that was built in 
2016 on 50 acres.  A local builder acquired parcels 9 and 10 following construction as shown below 
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at rates comparable to other tracts in the area. They then built a custom home for an owner and 
sold that at a price similar to other nearby homes as shown in the matched pair data below. The 
retained woods provide a heavy landscaped buffer for this . 

Adjoining Land Sales After Solar Farm Completed 

# Solar Farm TAX ID Grantor Grantee Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price VAC Other 

9 &10 Adjoins 316003 Cozart Kingsmill 9162 Winters 13.22 7/21/2016 $70,000 $5,295 

& 316004 

Not 6056 Billingsly 427 Young 41 10/21/2016 $164,000 $4,000 

Not 33211 Fuicher Weikel 10533 Cone 23.46 7/18/2017 $137,000 $5,840 Doublewide, structures 

Not 106807 Perry Gardner Claude Lewis 11.22 8/10/2017 $79,000 $7,041 Gravel drive for sub, cleared 

Not 3437 Vaughan N/A 11354 Old 18.73 Listing $79,900 $4,266 Small cemetery,wooded 

Lewis Sch 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Time Acres Location Other Adj S/Ac 13/0 Diff 

$5,295 

$0 $400 $0 $0 $4,400 17% 

-$292 $292 $0 -$500 $5,340 -1% 

-$352 $0 $0 -$1,000 $5,689 -7% 

-$213 $0 $0 $213 $4,266 19% 

Average 7% 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Completed 

# Solar Farm n Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GLA $/GLA BR/BA Style Other 

9 &10 Adjoins s 9162 Winters 13.22 1/5/20 17 $255,000 20 16 1,616 $157.80 3/2 Ranch 1296 sf wrkshp 

Not .v 7352 Red Fox 0.93 6/30/2016 $176,000 2010 1,529 $115.11 3/2 2-story 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Time Acres YB GLA Style Other Total % Diff 

$255,000 

$0 $44,000 $7,392 $5,007 $5,000 $15,000 $252,399 1% 

The comparables for the land show either a significant positive relationship or a mild negative 
relationship to having and adjoining solar farm, but when averaged together they show no negative 
impact. The wild divergence is due to the difficulty in comping out this tract of land and the wide 
variety of comparables used. The two comparables that show mild negative influences include a 
property that was partly developed as a residential subdivision and the other included a doublewide 
with some value and accessory agricultural structures. The tax assessed value on the 
improvements were valued at S60,000. So both of those comparables have some limitations for 
comparison. The two that show significant enhancement due to adjacency includes a property with 
a cemetery located in the middle and the other is a tract almost twice as large. Still that larger tract 
after adjustment provides the best matched pair as it required the least adjustment. I therefore 
conclude that there is no negative impact due to adjacency to the solar farm shown by this matched 
pair. 

The dwelling that was built on the site was a build-to-suit and was compared to a nearby homesale 
of a property on a smaller parcel of land. I adjusted for that differenced based on a $25,000 value 
for a 1-acre home site versus the $70,000 purchase price of the larger subject tract. The other 
adjustments are typical and show no impact due to the adjacency to the solar farm. 
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The comparables for the land show either a significant positive relationship or a mild negative 
relationship to having and adjoining solar farm, but when averaged together they show no negative 
impact.  The wild divergence is due to the difficulty in comping out this tract of land and the wide 
variety of comparables used.  The two comparables that show mild negative influences include a 
property that was partly developed as a residential subdivision and the other included a doublewide 
with some value and accessory agricultural structures.  The tax assessed value on the 
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a cemetery located in the middle and the other is a tract almost twice as large.  Still that larger tract 
after adjustment provides the best matched pair as it required the least adjustment.  I therefore 
conclude that there is no negative impact due to adjacency to the solar farm shown by this matched 
pair. 
 
The dwelling that was built on the site was a build-to-suit and was compared to a nearby homesale 
of a property on a smaller parcel of land.  I adjusted for that differenced based on a $25,000 value 
for a 1-acre home site versus the $70,000 purchase price of the larger subject tract.  The other 
adjustments are typical and show no impact due to the adjacency to the solar farm. 

Adjoining Land Sales After Solar Farm Completed

# Solar Farm TAX ID Grantor Grantee Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price $/AC Other

9 &10 Adjoins 316003 Cozart Kingsmill 9162 Winters 13.22 7/21/2016 $70,000 $5,295

& 316004

Not 6056 Billingsly 427 Young 41 10/21/2016 $164,000 $4,000

Not 33211 Fulcher Weikel 10533 Cone 23.46 7/18/2017 $137,000 $5,840 Doublewide, structures

Not 106807 Perry Gardner Claude Lewis 11.22 8/10/2017 $79,000 $7,041 Gravel drive for sub, cleared

Not 3437 Vaughan N/A 11354 Old 18.73 Listing $79,900 $4,266 Small cemetery,wooded

Lewis Sch

Adjoining Sales Adjusted

Time Acres Location Other Adj $/Ac % Diff

$5,295

$0 $400 $0 $0 $4,400 17%

-$292 $292 $0 -$500 $5,340 -1%

-$352 $0 $0 -$1,000 $5,689 -7%

-$213 $0 $0 $213 $4,266 19%

Average 7%

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Completed

# Solar Farm n Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GLA $/GLA BR/BA Style Other

9 &10 Adjoins gs 9162 Winters 13.22 1/5/2017 $255,000 2016 1,616 $157.80  3/2 Ranch 1296 sf wrkshp

Not ow 7352 Red Fox 0.93 6/30/2016 $176,000 2010 1,529 $115.11  3/2 2-story

Adjoining Sales Adjusted

Time Acres YB GLA Style Other Total % Diff

$255,000

$0 $44,000 $7,392 $5,007 $5,000 $15,000 $252,399 1%
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The closest solar panel to the home is 780 feet away. 

I note that the representative for Kingsmill Homes indicated that the solar farm was never a concern 
in purchasing the land or selling the home. He also indicated that they had built a number of 
nearby homes across the street and it had never come up as an issue. 
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nearby homes across the street and it had never come up as an issue. 
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7. Matched Pair -1Vianatee Solar Farm, Parrish, FL 
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This solar farm is located near Seminole Trail, Parrish, FL. The solar farm has a 74.50 MW output 
and is located on a 1,180.38 acre tract and was built in 2016. The tract is owned by Florida Power 
& Light Company. 

I have considered the recent sale of 13670 Highland Road, Wimauma, Florida. This one-story, 
concrete block home is located just north of the solar farm and separated from the solar farm by a 
railroad corridor. This home is a 3 BR, 3 BA 1,512 s.f. home with a carport and workshop. The 
property includes new custom cabinets, granite counter tops, brand new stainless steel appliances, 
updated bathrooms and new carpet in the bedrooms. The home is sitting on 5 acres. The home 
was built in 1997. 

I have compared this sale to several nearby homesales as part of this matched pair analysis as 
shown below. The landscaping separating the home from the solar farm is considered heavy. 
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This solar farm is located near Seminole Trail, Parrish, FL. The solar farm has a 74.50 MW output 
and is located on a 1,180.38 acre tract and was built in 2016. The tract is owned by Florida Power 
& Light Company. 

I have considered the recent sale of 13670 Highland Road, Wimauma, Florida. This one-story, 
concrete block home is located just north of the solar farm and separated from the solar farm by a 
railroad corridor. This home is a 3 BR, 3 BA 1,512 s.f. home with a carport and workshop. The 
property includes new custom cabinets, granite counter tops, brand new stainless steel appliances, 
updated bathrooms and new carpet in the bedrooms. The home is sitting on 5 acres. The home 
was built in 1997. 

I have compared this sale to several nearby homesales as part of this matched pair analysis as 
shown below. The landscaping separating the home from the solar farm is considered heavy. 
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7. Matched Pair – Manatee Solar Farm, Parrish, FL 

 

This solar farm is located near Seminole Trail, Parrish, FL.  The solar farm has a 74.50 MW output 
and is located on a 1,180.38 acre tract and was built in 2016.  The tract is owned by Florida Power 
& Light Company. 

I have considered the recent sale of 13670 Highland Road, Wimauma, Florida.  This one-story, 
concrete block home is located just north of the solar farm and separated from the solar farm by a 
railroad corridor.  This home is a 3 BR, 3 BA 1,512 s.f. home with a carport and workshop.  The 
property includes new custom cabinets, granite counter tops, brand new stainless steel appliances, 
updated bathrooms and new carpet in the bedrooms.  The home is sitting on 5 acres.  The home 
was built in 1997. 

I have compared this sale to several nearby homesales as part of this matched pair analysis as 
shown below.  The landscaping separating the home from the solar farm is considered heavy. 
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Solar TAX Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Note 
Adjoins 13670 Highland 5.00 8/21/2017 $255,000 1997 1,512 $168.65 3/3 Carport /Wrkshp Ranch Renov. 

Not 2901 Arrowsmith 1.91 1/31/2018 $225,000 1979 1,636 $137.53 3/2 2 Garage/Wrkshp Ranch 

Not 602 Butch Cassidy 1.00 5/5/2017 $220,000 2001 1,560 $141.03 3/2 N /A Ranch Renov. 

Not 2908 Wild West 1.23 7/12/2017 $254,000 2003 1,554 $163.45 3/2 2 G arage /Wrks hp Ranch Renov. 

Not 13851 Highland 5.00 9/13/2017 $240,000 1978 1,636 $146.70 4/2 3 Garage Ranch Renov. 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Solar TAX ID/Address Time Acres YB GLA BR/BA Park Note Total % Diff 
Adjoins 13670 Highland $255,000 

Not 2301 Arrowsmith $2,250 $10,000 $28,350 -$8,527 $5,000 -$10,000 $10,000 $262,073 -3% 
Not 602 Butch Cassidy -$2,200 $10,000 -$6,160 -$3,385 $5,000 $2,000 $225,255 12% 
Not 2308 Wild West $0 $10,000 -$10,668 -$3,432 $5,000 -$10,000 $244,900 4% 
Not 13851 Highland $0 $0 $31,923 -$9,095 $3,000 -$10,000 $255,825 0% 

Average 

The sales prices of the comparables before adjustments range from $220,000 to $254,000. After 
adjustments they range from $225,255 to $262,073. The comparables range from no impact to a 
strong positive impact. The comparables showing -3% and +4% impact on value are considered 
within a typical range ofvalue and therefore not indicative of any impact on property value . 

This set of matched pair data falls in line with the data seen in other states . The closest solar panel 
to the home at 13670 Highland is 1,180 feet. There is a wooded buffer between these two 
properties. 

I have included a map showing the relative location of these properties below. 
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Solar TAX ID/Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Note 
Adjoins 13670 Highland 5.00 8/21/2017 $255,000 1997 1,512 $168.65 3/3 Carport /Wrkshp Ranch Renov. 

Not 2901 Arrowsmith 1.91 1/31/2018 $225,000 1979 1,636 $137.53 3/2 2 Garage/Wrkshp Ranch 

Not 602 Butch Cassidy 1.00 5/5/2017 $220,000 2001 1,560 $141.03 3/2 N /A Ranch Renov. 

Not 2908 Wild West 1.23 7/12/2017 $254,000 2003 1,554 $163.45 3/2 2 G arage /Wrks hp Ranch Renov. 

Not 13851 Highland 5.00 9/13/2017 $240,000 1978 1,636 $146.70 4/2 3 Garage Ranch Renov. 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Solar TAX ID/Address Time Acres YB GLA BR/BA Park Note Total % Diff 
Adjoins 13670 Highland $255,000 

Not 2301 Arrowsmith $2,250 $10,000 $28,350 -$8,527 $5,000 -$10,000 $ 10,000 $262,073 -3% 
Not 602 Butch Cassidy -$2,200 $10,000 -$6,160 -$3,385 $5,000 $2,000 $225,255 12% 
Not 2308 Wild West $0 $10,000 -$10,668 -$3,432 $5,000 -$10,000 $244,900 4% 
Not 13851 Highland $0 $0 $31,923 -$9,095 $3,000 -$10,000 $255,825 0% 

Average 

The sales prices of the comparables before adjustments range from $220,000 to $254,000. After 
adjustments they range from $225,255 to $262,073. The comparables range from no impact to a 
strong positive impact. The comparables showing -3% and +4% impact on value are considered 
within a typical range ofvalue and therefore not indicative of any impact on property value . 

This set of matched pair data falls in line with the data seen in other states . The closest solar panel 
to the home at 13670 Highland is 1,180 feet. There is a wooded buffer between these two 
properties. 

I have included a map showing the relative location of these properties below. 
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The sales prices of the comparables before adjustments range from $220,000 to $254,000.  After 
adjustments they range from $225,255 to $262,073.  The comparables range from no impact to a 
strong positive impact.  The comparables showing -3% and +4% impact on value are considered 
within a typical range of value and therefore not indicative of any impact on property value. 

This set of matched pair data falls in line with the data seen in other states.  The closest solar panel 
to the home at 13670 Highland is 1,180 feet.  There is a wooded buffer between these two 
properties. 

I have included a map showing the relative location of these properties below. 

 

  

Solar TAX ID/Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Note
Adjoins 13670 Highland 5.00 8/21/2017 $255,000 1997 1,512 $168.65  3/3 Carport/Wrkshp Ranch Renov.

Not 2901 Arrowsmith 1.91 1/31/2018 $225,000 1979 1,636 $137.53  3/2 2 Garage/Wrkshp Ranch
Not 602 Butch Cassidy 1.00 5/5/2017 $220,000 2001 1,560 $141.03  3/2 N/A Ranch Renov.
Not 2908 Wild West 1.23 7/12/2017 $254,000 2003 1,554 $163.45  3/2 2 Garage/Wrkshp Ranch Renov.
Not 13851 Highland 5.00 9/13/2017 $240,000 1978 1,636 $146.70  4/2 3 Garage Ranch Renov.

Adjoining Sales Adjusted
Solar TAX ID/Address Time Acres YB GLA BR/BA Park Note Total % Diff

Adjoins 13670 Highland $255,000
Not 2901 Arrowsmith $2,250 $10,000 $28,350 -$8,527 $5,000 -$10,000 $10,000 $262,073 -3%
Not 602 Butch Cassidy -$2,200 $10,000 -$6,160 -$3,385 $5,000 $2,000 $225,255 12%
Not 2908 Wild West $0 $10,000 -$10,668 -$3,432 $5,000 -$10,000 $244,900 4%
Not 13851 Highland $0 $0 $31,920 -$9,095 $3,000 -$10,000 $255,825 0%

Average 3%
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8. Matched Pair - McBride Place Solar Farm, Midland, NC 

- 

rr 

 I.

,

;41 

J) 

1. 1r 1-

9. 

This project is located on Mount Pleasant Road, Midland, North Carolina. The property is on 627 
acres on an assemblage of 974.59 acres. The solar farm was approved in early 2017 for a 74.9 MW 
facility. 

I have considered the sale of 4380 Joyner Road which adjoins the proposed solar farm near the 
northwest section. This property was appraised in April of 2017 for a value of $317,000 no 
consideration of any impact due to the solar farm in that figure. The property sold in November 
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This project is located on Mount Pleasant Road, Midland, North Carolina. The property is on 627 
acres on an assemblage of 974.59 acres. The solar farm was approved in early 2017 for a 74.9 MW 
facility. 

I have considered the sale of 4380 Joyner Road which adjoins the proposed solar farm near the 
northwest section. This property was appraised in April of 2017 for a value of $317,000 w@h no 
consideration of any impact due to the solar farm in that figure. The property sold in November 
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This project is located on Mount Pleasant Road, Midland, North Carolina.  The property is on 627 
acres on an assemblage of 974.59 acres.  The solar farm was approved in early 2017 for a 74.9 MW 
facility.    
 
I have considered the sale of 4380 Joyner Road which adjoins the proposed solar farm near the 
northwest section.  This property was appraised in April of 2017 for a value of $317,000 with no 
consideration of any impact due to the solar farm in that figure.  The property sold in November 
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2018 for $325,000 with the buyer fully aware of the proposed solar farm. The landscaping buffer 
relative to Joyner Road, Hayden Way, Chanel Court and Kristi Lane is considered medium, while the 
landscaping for the home at the north end of Chanel Court is considered very light. 

I have considered the following matched pairs to the subject property. 
Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other 
Adjoins 4380 Joyner 12.00 11/22/2017 $325,000 1979 1,598 $203.38 3/2 2xGar Ranch Outbldg 

Not 3870 Elkwood 5.50 8/24/2016 $250,000 1986 1,551 $161.19 3/2.5 Det 2xGar Craft 

Not 8121 Lower Rocky 18.00 2/8/2017 $355,000 1977 1,274 $278.65 2/2 2xCarprt Ranch Eq. Fac. 

Not 13531 Cabarrus 7.89 5/20/2016 $267,750 1981 2,300 $116.41 3/2 2xGar Ranch 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 
Time Acres YB Condition GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff 

$325,000 
$7,500 $52,000 -$12,250 $10,000 $2,273 -$2,000 $2,500 $7,500 $317,523 2% 

r $7,100 -$48,000 $4,970 $23,156 $0 $3,000 -$15,000 $330,226 -2% 
$8,033 $33,000 -$3,749 $20,000 -$35,832 $0 $0 $7,500 $296,702 9% 

Average 
The home at 4380 Joyner Road is 275 feet from the closest solar panel. 

3% 

I also considered the recent sale of a lot at 5800 Kristi Lane that is on the east side of the proposed 
solar farm. This 4.22-acre lot sold in December 2017 for $94,000. A home was built on this lot in 
2019 with the closest point from home to panel at 689 feet. The home site is heavily wooded and 
their remains a wooded buffer between the solar panels and the home. I spoke with the broker, 
Margaret Dabbs, who indicated that the solar farm was considered a positive by both buyer and 
seller as it insures no subdivision will be happening in that area. Buyers in this market are looking 
for privacy and seclusion. 

The breakdown of recent lot sales on Kristi are shown below with the lowest price paid for the lot 
with no solar farm exposure, though that lot has exposure to Mt Pleasant Road South. Still the 
older lot sales have exposure to the solar farm and sold for higher prices than the front lot and 
adjusting for time would only increase that difference. 

Adjoining Lot Sales After Solar Farm Built 
Parcel Solar 

Adjoins 
Adjoins 

Not 

Address 
5811 Kristi 
5800 Kristi 
5822 Kristi 

Acres Date Sold Sales Price 
3.74 5/1/2018 $100,000 
4.22 12/1/2017 $94,000 
3.43 2/24/2020 $90,000 

VAC VLot 
$26,738 $100,000 
$22,275 $94,000 
$26,239 $90,000 

The lot at 5811 Kristi Lane sold in May 2018 for $100,000 for a 3.74-acre lot. The home that was 
built later in 2018 is 505 feet to the closest solar panel. This home then sold to a homeowner for 
$530,000 in April 2020. I have compared this home sale to other properties in the area as shown 
below. 
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The lot at 5811 Kristi Lane sold in May 2018 for $100,000 for a 3.74-acre lot.  The home that was 
built later in 2018 is 505 feet to the closest solar panel.  This home then sold to a homeowner for 
$530,000 in April 2020.  I have compared this home sale to other properties in the area as shown 
below. 
 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other

Adjoins 4380 Joyner 12.00 11/22/2017 $325,000 1979 1,598 $203.38  3/2 2xGar Ranch Outbldg
Not 3870 Elkwood 5.50 8/24/2016 $250,000 1986 1,551 $161.19 3/2.5 Det 2xGar Craft
Not 8121 Lower Rocky 18.00 2/8/2017 $355,000 1977 1,274 $278.65  2/2 2xCarprt Ranch Eq. Fac.
Not 13531 Cabarrus 7.89 5/20/2016 $267,750 1981 2,300 $116.41  3/2 2xGar Ranch

Adjoining Sales Adjusted
Time Acres YB Condition GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff

$325,000
$7,500 $52,000 -$12,250 $10,000 $2,273 -$2,000 $2,500 $7,500 $317,523 2%
$7,100 -$48,000 $4,970 $23,156 $0 $3,000 -$15,000 $330,226 -2%
$8,033 $33,000 -$3,749 $20,000 -$35,832 $0 $0 $7,500 $296,702 9%

Average 3%

Adjoining Lot Sales After Solar Farm Built
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price $/AC $/Lot

Adjoins 5811 Kristi 3.74 5/1/2018 $100,000 $26,738 $100,000
Adjoins 5800 Kristi 4.22 12/1/2017 $94,000 $22,275 $94,000

Not 5822 Kristi 3.43 2/24/2020 $90,000 $26,239 $90,000
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Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Built 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other 

Adjoins 5811 Kristi 3.74 3/31/2020 $530,000 2018 3,858 $137.38 5/3.5 2 Gar 2-story Cement 

Not 3915 1.68 12/9/2019 $495,000 2007 3,919 $126.31 3/3.5 2 Gar 2-story 3Det Gar 

Not 6782 Manatee 1.33 3/8/2020 $460,000 1998 3,776 $121.82 4/2/2h 2 Gar 2-story Water 

Not 314 Old Hickory 1.24 9/20/2019 $492,500 2017 3,903 $126.18 6/4.5 2 Gar 2-story 

Avg 

Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff °/0 Diff 

Adjoins 5811 Kristi $530,000 5% 

Not 3915 Tania $6,285 $27,225 -$3,852 -$20,000 $504,657 5% 

Not 6782 Manatee $1,189 $46,000 $4,995 $5,000 $517,183 2% 

Not 314 Old Hickory $10,680 $2,463 -$2,839 -$10,000 $492,803 7% 

After adjusting the comparables, I found that the average adjusted value shows a 
value for the subject property adjoining a solar farm. As in the other cases, this 
impact on value but within the typical range of real estate transactions. 

slight increase in 
is a mild positive 

I also looked at 5833 Kristi Lane that sold on 9/14/2020 for 
the closest panel. 

25,000. This home is 470 feet from 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other 
Nearby 5833 Kristi 4.05 9/14/2020 $625,000 2008 4,373 $142.92 5/4 3-Car 2-Brick 

Not 4055 Dakeita 4.90 12/30/2020 $629,000 2005 4,427 $142.08 4/4 4-Car 2-Brick 4DetGar/Stable 

Not 9615 Bales 2.16 6/30/2020 $620,000 2007 4,139 $149.79 4/5 3-Car 2-Stone 2DetGar 

Not 9522 Bales 1.47 6/18/2020 $600,000 2007 4,014 $149.48 4/4.5 3-Car 2-Stone 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg 

Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance 
5833 Kristi $625,000 470 

4055 Dakeita -$9,220 $5,661 -$6,138 -$25,000 $594,303 5% 

9615 Bales $6,455 $1,860 $28,042 -$10,000 -$15,000 $631,356 -1% 

9522 Bales $7,233 $1,800 $42,930 -$5,000 $646,963 -4% 

0% 

The average difference is 0% impact and the differences are all within a close range with this set of 
comparables and supports a finding of no impact on property value. 

I have also looked at 4504 Chanel Court. This home sold on January 1, 2020 for $393,500 for this 
3,010 square foot home built in 2004 with 3 bedr000ms, 3.5 bathrooms, and a 3-car garage. This 
home includes a full partially finished basement that significantly complicates comparing this to 
other sales. This home previously sold on January 23, 2017 for S399,000. This was during the 
time that the solar farm was a known factor as the solar farm was approved in early 2017 and 
public discussions had already commenced. I spoke with Rachelle Killman with Real Estate Realty, 
LLC the buyer's agent for this transaction and she indicated that the solar farm was not a factor or 
consideration for the buyer. She noted that you could see the panels sort of through the trees, but 
it wasn't a concern for the buyer. She was not familiar with the earlier 2017 sale, but indicated that 
it was likely too high. This again goes back to the partially fmished basement issue. The basement 
has a fireplace, and an installed 3/4 bathroom but otherwise bare studs and concrete floors with 
different buyers assigning varying value to that partly finished space. I also reached out to Don 
Gomez with Don Anthony Realty, LLC as he was the listing agent. 

I also looked at the recent sale of 4599 Chanel Court. This home is within 310 feet of solar panels 
but notably does not have a good landscaping screen in place as shown in the photo below. The 
plantings appear to be less than 3-feet in height and only a narrow, limited screen of existing 
hardwoods were kept. The photograph is from the listing. 

According to Scott David with Better Homes and Gardens Parade Realty, this property was under 
contract for $550,000 contingent on the buyer being able to sell their former home. The former 
home was apparently overpriced and did not sell and the contract stretched out over 2.5 months. 
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4055 Dakeita -$9,220 $5,661 -$6,138 -$25,000 $594,303 5% 

9615 Bales $6,455 $1,860 $28,042 -$10,000 -$15,000 $631,356 -1% 

9522 Bales $7,233 $1,800 $42,930 -$5,000 $646,963 -4% 

0% 

The average difference is 0% impact and the differences are all within a close range with this set of 
comparables and supports a finding of no impact on property value. 

I have also looked at 4504 Chanel Court. This home sold on January 1, 2020 for $393,500 for this 
3,010 square foot home built in 2004 with 3 bedrooms, 3.5 bathrooms, and a 3-car garage. This 
home includes a full partially finished basement that significantly complicates comparing this to 
other sales. This home previously sold on January 23, 2017 for S399,000. This was during the 
time that the solar farm was a known factor as the solar farm was approved in early 2017 and 
public discussions had already commenced. I spoke with Rachelle Killman with Real Estate Realty, 
LLC the buyer's agent for this transaction and she indicated that the solar farm was not a factor or 
consideration for the buyer. She noted that you could see the panels sort of through the trees, but 
it wasn't a concern for the buyer. She was not familiar with the earlier 2017 sale, but indicated that 
it was likely too high. This again goes back to the partially fmished basement issue. The basement 
has a fireplace, and an installed 3/4 bathroom but otherwise bare studs and concrete floors with 
different buyers assigning varying value to that partly finished space. I also reached out to Don 
Gomez with Don Anthony Realty, LLC as he was the listing agent. 

I also looked at the recent sale of 4599 Chanel Court. This home is within 310 feet of solar panels 
but notably does not have a good landscaping screen in place as shown in the photo below. The 
plantings appear to be less than 3-feet in height and only a narrow, limited screen of existing 
hardwoods were kept. The photograph is from the listing. 

According to Scott David with Better Homes and Gardens Parade Realty, this property was under 
contract for $550,000 contingent on the buyer being able to sell their former home. The former 
home was apparently overpriced and did not sell and the contract stretched out over 2.5 months. 
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After adjusting the comparables, I found that the average adjusted value shows a slight increase in 
value for the subject property adjoining a solar farm.  As in the other cases, this is a mild positive 
impact on value but within the typical range of real estate transactions.   
 
I also looked at 5833 Kristi Lane that sold on 9/14/2020 for $625,000.  This home is 470 feet from 
the closest panel. 

 
 

 
 
The average difference is 0% impact and the differences are all within a close range with this set of 
comparables and supports a finding of no impact on property value. 
 
I have also looked at 4504 Chanel Court.  This home sold on January 1, 2020 for $393,500 for this 
3,010 square foot home built in 2004 with 3 bedroooms, 3.5 bathrooms, and a 3-car garage.  This 
home includes a full partially finished basement that significantly complicates comparing this to 
other sales.  This home previously sold on January 23, 2017 for $399,000.  This was during the 
time that the solar farm was a known factor as the solar farm was approved in early 2017 and 
public discussions had already commenced.  I spoke with Rachelle Killman with Real Estate Realty, 
LLC the buyer’s agent for this transaction and she indicated that the solar farm was not a factor or 
consideration for the buyer.  She noted that you could see the panels sort of through the trees, but 
it wasn’t a concern for the buyer.  She was not familiar with the earlier 2017 sale, but indicated that 
it was likely too high.  This again goes back to the partially finished basement issue.  The basement 
has a fireplace, and an installed 3/4 bathroom but otherwise bare studs and concrete floors with 
different buyers assigning varying value to that partly finished space.  I also reached out to Don 
Gomez with Don Anthony Realty, LLC as he was the listing agent. 
 
I also looked at the recent sale of 4599 Chanel Court.  This home is within 310 feet of solar panels 
but notably does not have a good landscaping screen in place as shown in the photo below.  The 
plantings appear to be less than 3-feet in height and only a narrow, limited screen of existing 
hardwoods were kept.  The photograph is from the listing. 
 
According to Scott David with Better Homes and Gardens Paracle Realty, this property was under 
contract for $550,000 contingent on the buyer being able to sell their former home.  The former 
home was apparently overpriced and did not sell and the contract stretched out over 2.5 months.  

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Built
Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other

Adjoins 5811 Kristi 3.74 3/31/2020 $530,000 2018 3,858 $137.38  5/3.5 2 Gar 2-story Cement Ext
Not 3915 Tania 1.68 12/9/2019 $495,000 2007 3,919 $126.31  3/3.5 2 Gar 2-story 3Det Gar
Not 6782 Manatee 1.33 3/8/2020 $460,000 1998 3,776 $121.82  4/2/2h 2 Gar 2-story Water
Not 314 Old Hickory 1.24 9/20/2019 $492,500 2017 3,903 $126.18  6/4.5 2 Gar 2-story

Avg
Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff

Adjoins 5811 Kristi $530,000 5%
Not 3915 Tania $6,285 $27,225 -$3,852 -$20,000 $504,657 5%
Not 6782 Manatee $1,189 $46,000 $4,995 $5,000 $517,183 2%
Not 314 Old Hickory $10,680 $2,463 -$2,839 -$10,000 $492,803 7%

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other
Nearby 5833 Kristi 4.05 9/14/2020 $625,000 2008 4,373 $142.92  5/4 3-Car 2-Brick

Not 4055 Dakeita 4.90 12/30/2020 $629,000 2005 4,427 $142.08  4/4 4-Car 2-Brick 4DetGar/Stable
Not 9615 Bales 2.16 6/30/2020 $620,000 2007 4,139 $149.79  4/5 3-Car 2-Stone 2DetGar
Not 9522 Bales 1.47 6/18/2020 $600,000 2007 4,014 $149.48  4/4.5 3-Car 2-Stone

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg
Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

5833 Kristi $625,000 470
4055 Dakeita -$9,220 $5,661 -$6,138 -$25,000 $594,303 5%
9615 Bales $6,455 $1,860 $28,042 -$10,000 -$15,000 $631,356 -1%
9522 Bales $7,233 $1,800 $42,930 -$5,000 $646,963 -4%

0%
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The seller was in a bind as they had a home they were trying to buy contingent on this closing and 
were about to lose that opportunity. A cash buyer offered them a quick close at $500,000 and the 
seller accepted that offer in order to not lose the home they were trying to buy. According to Mr. 
David, the original contracted buyer and the actual cash buyer never considered the solar farm as a 
negative. In fact Mr. David noted that the actual buyer saw it as a great opportunity to purchase a 
home where a new subdivision could not be built behind his house. I therefore conclude that this
property supports a finding of no impact on adjoining property, even where the landscaping screen 
still requires time to grow in for a year-round screen. 

I also considered a salefre le analysis on this propertyy. This came home sold on September 15, 
2015 for $462,000. Adjusting this upward by 5% per year for the five years between these.ales 
dates suggests a value of $577,500. Comparing that to the $550,000 contract that suggests a 5% 
downward impact, which is within a typical market variation.. Given that the broker noted no 
negative impact from the solar farm and the analysis above, I conclude this sale supports a finding
of no impact on value. 
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David, the original contracted buyer and the actual cash buyer never considered the solar farm as a 
negative. In fact Mr. David noted that the actual buyer saw it as a great opportunity to purchase a 
home where a new subdivision could not be built behind his house. I therefore conclude that this
property supports a finding of no impact on adjoining property, even where the landscaping screen 
still requires time to grow in for a year-round screen. 

I also considered a salefre le analysis on this property. This came home sold on September 15, 
2015 for $462,000. Adjusting this upward by 5% per year for the five years between these tales
dates suggests a value of $577,500. Comparing that to the $550,000 contract that suggests a 5% 
downward impact, which is within a typical market variation.. Given that the broker noted no 
negative impact from the solar farm and the analysis above, I conclude this sale supports a finding 

no impact on value. 
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The seller was in a bind as they had a home they were trying to buy contingent on this closing and 
were about to lose that opportunity.  A cash buyer offered them a quick close at $500,000 and the 
seller accepted that offer in order to not lose the home they were trying to buy.  According to Mr. 
David, the original contracted buyer and the actual cash buyer never considered the solar farm as a 
negative.  In fact Mr. David noted that the actual buyer saw it as a great opportunity to purchase a 
home where a new subdivision could not be built behind his house.  I therefore conclude that this 
property supports a finding of no impact on adjoining property, even where the landscaping screen 
still requires time to grow in for a year-round screen. 
 
I also considered a sale/resale analysis on this property.  This same home sold on September 15, 
2015 for $462,000.  Adjusting this upward by 5% per year for the five years between these sales 
dates suggests a value of $577,500.  Comparing that to the $550,000 contract that suggests a 5% 
downward impact, which is within a typical market variation.  Given that the broker noted no 
negative impact from the solar farm and the analysis above, I conclude this sale supports a finding 
of no impact on value. 
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9. Matched Pair - Mariposa Solar, Gaston County, NC 
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This project is a 5 MW facility located on 35.80 acres out of a parent tract of 87.61 acres at 517 
Blacksnake Road, Stanley that was built in 2016. 

I have considered a number of recent sales around this facility as shown below. 

The first is identified in the map above as Parcel 1, which is 215 Mariposa Road. This is an older 
dwelling on large acreage with only one bathroom. I've compared it to similar nearby homes as 
shown below. The landscaping buffer for this home is considered light. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built $/GBA 
Adjoins 215 Mariposa 17.74 12/ 12/2017 $249,000 1958 1,551 $160.54 

Not 249 Mariposa 0.48 3/ 1/2019 $153,000 1974 1,792 $85.38 

Not 110 Airport 0.83 5/ 10/2016 $166,000 1962 2,165 $76.67 
Not 1249 Blacksnake 5.01 9/20/2018 $242,500 1980 2,156 $112.48 

Not 1201 Abernathy 27.00 5/ 3/2018 $390,000 1970 2,190 $178.08 

BR/BA Park Style 
3/ 1 Garage Br/ Rnch 

4/2 Garage Br/Rnch 

3/2 Crprt Br/ Rnch 
3/2 Drive 1.5 

3/2 Crprt Br/ Rnch 
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This project is a 5 MW facility located on 35.80 acres out of a parent tract of 87.61 acres at 517 
Blacksnake Road, Stanley that was built in 2016. 

I have considered a number of recent sales around this facility as shown below. 

The first is identified in the map above as Parcel 1, which is 215 Mariposa Road. This is an older 
dwelling on large acreage with only one bathroom. I've compared it to similar nearby homes as 
shown below. The landscaping buffer for this home is considered light. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Solar Address 
Adjoins 215 Mariposa 

Not 249 Mariposa 

Not 110 Airport 
Not 1249 Blacksnake 

Not 1201 Abernathy 

Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style 
17.74 12/ 12/2017 $249,000 1958 1,551 $160.54 3/ 1 Garage Br/ Rnch 

0.48 3/ 1/2019 $153,000 1974 1,792 $85.38 4/2 Garage Br/ Rnch 

0.83 5/ 10/2016 $166,000 1962 2,165 $76.67 3/2 Crprt Br/ Rnch 
5.01 9/20/2018 $242,500 1980 2,156 $112.48 3/2 Drive 1.5 

27.00 5/ 3/2018 $390,000 1970 2,190 $178.08 3/2 Crprt Br/ Rnch 
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This project is a 5 MW facility located on 35.80 acres out of a parent tract of 87.61 acres at 517 
Blacksnake Road, Stanley that was built in 2016. 
 
I have considered a number of recent sales around this facility as shown below. 
 
The first is identified in the map above as Parcel 1, which is 215 Mariposa Road.  This is an older 
dwelling on large acreage with only one bathroom.  I’ve compared it to similar nearby homes as 
shown below.  The landscaping buffer for this home is considered light. 
 

 
 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style

Adjoins 215 Mariposa 17.74 12/12/2017 $249,000 1958 1,551 $160.54  3/1 Garage Br/Rnch
Not 249 Mariposa 0.48 3/1/2019 $153,000 1974 1,792 $85.38  4/2 Garage Br/Rnch
Not 110 Airport 0.83 5/10/2016 $166,000 1962 2,165 $76.67  3/2 Crprt Br/Rnch
Not 1249 Blacksnake 5.01 9/20/2018 $242,500 1980 2,156 $112.48  3/2 Drive 1.5
Not 1201 Abernathy 27.00 5/3/2018 $390,000 1970 2,190 $178.08  3/2 Crprt Br/Rnch
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Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Time YB Acres GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff 
Adjoins 215 Mariposa 17.74 12/12/2017 $249,000 $249,000 

Not 249 Mariposa 0.48 3/1/2019 $153,000 -$5,583 -$17,136 $129,450 -$20,576 -$10,000 $229,154 8% 

Not 110 Airport 0.83 5/10/2016 $166,000 $7,927 -$4,648 $126,825 -$47,078 -$10,000 $239,026 4% 

Not 1249 Blacksnake 5.01 9/20/2018 $242,500 -$5,621 -$37,345 $95,475 -$68,048 -$10,000 $5,000 $221,961 11% 

Not 1201 Abernathy 27.00 5/3/2018 $390,000 -$4,552 -$32,760 -$69,450 -$60,705 -$10,000 $212,533 15% 

Average 9% 

The average difference after adjusting for all factors is +9% on average, which suggests an 
enhancement due to the solar farm across the street. Given the large adjustments for acreage and 
size, I will focus on the low end of the adjusted range at 4°/0, which is within the typical deviation 
and therefore suggests no impact on value. 

I have also considered Parcel 4 that sold after the solar farm was approved but before it had been 
constructed in 2016. The landscaping buffer for this parcel is considered light. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other 

Adjoins 242 Mariposa 2.91 9/21/2015 $180,000 1962 1,880 $95.74 3/2 Carport Br/Rnch Det Wrkshop 

Not 249 Mariposa 0.48 3/1/2019 $153,000 1974 1,792 $85.38 4/2 Garage Br/Rnch 

Not 110 Airport 0.83 5/10/2016 $166,000 1962 2,165 $76.67 3/2 Crprt Br/Rnch 

Not 1249 Blacksnake 5.01 9/20/2018 $242,500 1980 2,156 $112.48 3/2 Drive 1.5 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Time YB Acres GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff 
Adjoins 242 Mariposa 2.91 9/21/2015 $180,000 $180,000 

Not 249 Mariposa 0.48 3/1/2019 $153,000 -$15,807 -$12,852 $18,468 $7,513 -$3,000 $25,000 $172,322 4% 

Not 110 Airport 0.83 5/10/2016 $166,000 -$3,165 $0 $15,808 -$28,600 $25,000 $175,043 3% 

Not 1249 Blacksnake 5.01 9/20/2018 $242,500 -$21,825 -$30,555 -$15,960 -$40,942 $2,000 $25,000 $160,218 11% 

Average 6% 

The average difference after adjusting for all factors is +6%, which is again suggests a mild increase 
in value due to the adjoining solar farm use. The median is a 4% adjustment, which is within a 
standard deviation and suggests no impact on property value. 

I have also considered the recent sale of Parcel 13 that is located on Blacksnake Road south of the 
project. I was unable to find good land sales in the same 20-acre range, so I have considered sales 
of larger and smaller acreage. I adjusted each of those land sales for time. I then applied the price 
per acre to a trendline to show where the expected price per acre would be for 20 acres. As can be 
seen in the chart below, this lines up exactly with the purchase of the subject property. I therefore 
conclude that there is no impact on Parcel 13 due to proximity to the solar farm. 

Adjoining Residential Land Sales After Solar Farm Approved 
Solar Tax/Street Acres Date Sold Sales Price S/Ac 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 
Time $llic 

Adjoins 174339/Blacksnake 21.15 6/29/2018 $160,000 $7,565 $7,565 
Not 227852/Abernathy 10.57 5/9/2018 $97,000 $9,177 $38 $9,215 
Not 17443/Legion 9.87 9/7/2018 $64,000 $6,484 -$37 $6,447 
Not 164243/Alexis 9.75 2/1/2019 $110,000 $11,282 -$201 $11,081 
Not 176884/Bowden 55.77 6/13/2018 $280,000 $5,021 $7 $5,027 
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The average difference after adjusting for all factors is +9% on average, which suggests an 
enhancement due to the solar farm across the street.   Given the large adjustments for acreage and 
size, I will focus on the low end of the adjusted range at 4%, which is within the typical deviation 
and therefore suggests no impact on value.    

I have also considered Parcel 4 that sold after the solar farm was approved but before it had been 
constructed in 2016.  The landscaping buffer for this parcel is considered light. 
 
 

 
 

 
 
The average difference after adjusting for all factors is +6%, which is again suggests a mild increase 
in value due to the adjoining solar farm use.  The median is a 4% adjustment, which is within a 
standard deviation and suggests no impact on property value.   

I have also considered the recent sale of Parcel 13 that is located on Blacksnake Road south of the 
project.  I was unable to find good land sales in the same 20-acre range, so I have considered sales 
of larger and smaller acreage.  I adjusted each of those land sales for time.  I then applied the price 
per acre to a trendline to show where the expected price per acre would be for 20 acres.  As can be 
seen in the chart below, this lines up exactly with the purchase of the subject property.  I therefore 
conclude that there is no impact on Parcel 13 due to proximity to the solar farm. 

 

 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved Adjoining Sales Adjusted
Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Time YB Acres GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff

Adjoins 215 Mariposa 17.74 12/12/2017 $249,000 $249,000
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Not 1201 Abernathy 27.00 5/3/2018 $390,000 -$4,552 -$32,760 -$69,450 -$60,705 -$10,000 $212,533 15%

Average 9%
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Adjoins 242 Mariposa 2.91 9/21/2015 $180,000 1962 1,880 $95.74  3/2 Carport Br/Rnch Det Wrkshop
Not 249 Mariposa 0.48 3/1/2019 $153,000 1974 1,792 $85.38  4/2 Garage Br/Rnch
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Adjoins 174339/Blacksnake 21.15 6/29/2018 $160,000 $7,565 $7,565
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Finally, I have considered the recent sale of Parcel 17 that sold as vacant land. I was unable to find 
good land sales in the same 7 acre range, so I have considered sales of larger and smaller acreage. I 
adjusted each of those land sales for time. I then applied the price per acre to a to show 
where the expected price per acre would be for 7 acres. As can be seen in the chart below, this lines 
up with the trendline running right through the purchase price for the subject property. I therefore 
conclude that there is no impact on Parcel 13 due to proximity to the solar farm. I note that this 
property was improved with a 3,196 square foot ranch built in 2018 following the land purchase, 
which shows that development near the solar farm was unimpeded. 

Adjoining Residential Land Sales After Solar Farm Approved 
Solar Tax/Street Acres Date Sold Sales Price S/Ac Time Location S/Ac 

Adj oins 227039/Mariposa 6.86 12/6/2017 $66,500 $9,694 $9,694 

Not 227852/Abernathy 10.57 5/9/2018 $97,000 $9,177 -$116 $9,061 
Not 17443/Legion 9.87 9/7/2018 $64,000 $6,484 -$147 $6,338 
Not 177322/Robinson 5.23 5/12/2017 $66,500 $12,715 $217 -$1,272 $11,661 
Not 203386/Carousel 2.99 7/13/2018 $43,500 $14,548 -$262 -$1,455 $12,832 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 
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Finally, I have considered the recent sale of Parcel 17 that sold as vacant land. I was unable to find 
good land sales in the same 7 acre range, so I have considered sales of larger and smaller acreage. I 
adjusted each of those land sales for time. I then applied the price per acre to a trendline to show 
where the expected price per acre would be for 7 acres. As can be seen in the chart below, this lines 
up with the trendline running right through the purchase price for the subject property. I therefore 
conclude that there is no impact on Parcel 13 due to proximity to the solar farm. I note that this 
property was improved with a 3,196 square foot ranch built in 2018 following the land purchase, 
which shows that development near the solar farm was unimpeded. 
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Finally, I have considered the recent sale of Parcel 17 that sold as vacant land.  I was unable to find 
good land sales in the same 7 acre range, so I have considered sales of larger and smaller acreage.  I 
adjusted each of those land sales for time.  I then applied the price per acre to a trendline to show 
where the expected price per acre would be for 7 acres.  As can be seen in the chart below, this lines 
up with the trendline running right through the purchase price for the subject property.  I therefore 
conclude that there is no impact on Parcel 13 due to proximity to the solar farm.  I note that this 
property was improved with a 3,196 square foot ranch built in 2018 following the land purchase, 
which shows that development near the solar farm was unimpeded. 

 

 

 

  

Adjoining Residential Land Sales After Solar Farm Approved Adjoining Sales Adjusted
Solar Tax/Street Acres Date Sold Sales Price $/Ac Time Location $/Ac

Adjoins 227039/Mariposa 6.86 12/6/2017 $66,500 $9,694 $9,694
Not 227852/Abernathy 10.57 5/9/2018 $97,000 $9,177 -$116 $9,061
Not 17443/Legion 9.87 9/7/2018 $64,000 $6,484 -$147 $6,338
Not 177322/Robinson 5.23 5/12/2017 $66,500 $12,715 $217 -$1,272 $11,661
Not 203386/Carousel 2.99 7/13/2018 $43,500 $14,548 -$262 -$1,455 $12,832
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10. Matched Pair - Clarke County Solar, Clarke County, VA 
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This project is a 20 MW facility located on a tract that was built in 2017. 
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This project is a 20 MW facility located on a 234-acre tract that was built in 2017. 
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This project is a 20 MW facility located on a 234-acre tract that was built in 2017. 
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I have considered two recent sales of Parcel 3. The home on this parcel is 1,230 feet from the closest 
panel as measured in the second map from Google Earth, which shows the solar farm under 
construction. This home sold in January 2017 for $295,000 and again in August 2019 for 
$385,000. I show each sale below and compare those to similar home sales in each time frame. 
The significant increase in price between 2017 and 2019 is due to a major kitchen remodel, new 
roof, and related upgrades as well as improvement in the market in general. The sale and later 
resale of the home with updates and improvements speaks to pride of ownership and increasing 
overall value as properties perceived as diminished are less likely to be renovated and sold for profit. 

I note that 102 Tilthammer includes a number of barns that I did not attribute any value in the 
analysis. The market would typically give some value for those barns but even without that 
adjustment there is an indication of a positive impact on value due to the solar farm. The 
landscaping buffer from this home is considered light. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other 

3 Adjoins 833 Nations Spr 5.13 8/ 18/ 2019 $385,000 1979 1,392 $276.58 3/2 Det Gar Ranch UnBsmt 

Not 167 Leslie 5.00 8/ 19/ 2020 $429,000 1980 1,665 $257.66 3/2 De t2Gar Ranch 

Not 2393 Old Chapel 2.47 8/ 10/ 2020 $330,000 1974 1,500 $220.00 3/ 1.5 Det Gar Ranch 

Not 102 Tilthammer 6.70 5/ 7/ 2019 $372,000 1970 1,548 $240.31 3/ 1.5 Det Gar Ranch UnBsmt 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total 

Avg 

% Diff % Diff Distance 
$385,000 1230 

-$13,268 -$2,145 -$56,272 -$5,000 $50,000 $402,315 -4% 

-$9,956 $25,000 $8,250 -$19,008 $5,000 $50,000 $389,286 -1% 

$3,229 $16,740 -$29,991 $5,000 $366,978 5% 

0% 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other 

3 Adjoins 833 Nations Spr 5.13 1/9/2017 $295,000 1979 1,392 $211.93 3/2 Det Gar Ranch UnBsmt 

Not 6801 Middle 2.00 12/12/2017 $249,999 1981 1,584 $157.83 3/2 Open Ranch 
Not 4174 Rockland 5.06 1/2/2017 $300,000 1990 1,688 $177.73 3/2 2 Gar 2-story 
Not 400 Sugar Hill 1.00 6/7/2018 $180,000 1975 1,008 $178.57 3/1 Open Ranch 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total 

Avg 

% Diff % Diff Distance 
$295,000 1230 

-$7,100 $25,000 -$2,500 -$24,242 $5,000 $50,000 $296,157 0% 

$177 -$16,500 -$42,085 -$10,000 $50,000 $281,592 5% 

-$7,797 $3,600 $54,857 $10,000 $5,000 $50,000 $295,661 0% 

1% 
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I note that 102 Tilthammer includes a number of barns that I did not attribute any value in the 
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I have considered two recent sales of Parcel 3.  The home on this parcel is 1,230 feet from the closest 
panel as measured in the second map from Google Earth, which shows the solar farm under 
construction.  This home sold in January 2017 for $295,000 and again in August 2019 for 
$385,000.  I show each sale below and compare those to similar home sales in each time frame.  
The significant increase in price between 2017 and 2019 is due to a major kitchen remodel, new 
roof, and related upgrades as well as improvement in the market in general.  The sale and later 
resale of the home with updates and improvements speaks to pride of ownership and increasing 
overall value as properties perceived as diminished are less likely to be renovated and sold for profit. 
 
I note that 102 Tilthammer includes a number of barns that I did not attribute any value in the 
analysis.  The market would typically give some value for those barns but even without that 
adjustment there is an indication of a positive impact on value due to the solar farm.  The 
landscaping buffer from this home is considered light. 
 

 

 
 

 

 
  

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other
3 Adjoins 833 Nations Spr 5.13 8/18/2019 $385,000 1979 1,392 $276.58  3/2 Det Gar Ranch UnBsmt

Not 167 Leslie 5.00 8/19/2020 $429,000 1980 1,665 $257.66  3/2 Det2Gar Ranch
Not 2393 Old Chapel 2.47 8/10/2020 $330,000 1974 1,500 $220.00  3/1.5 Det Gar Ranch
Not 102 Tilthammer 6.70 5/7/2019 $372,000 1970 1,548 $240.31  3/1.5 Det Gar Ranch UnBsmt

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg
Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

$385,000 1230
-$13,268 -$2,145 -$56,272 -$5,000 $50,000 $402,315 -4%
-$9,956 $25,000 $8,250 -$19,008 $5,000 $50,000 $389,286 -1%
$3,229 $16,740 -$29,991 $5,000 $366,978 5%

0%

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other
3 Adjoins 833 Nations Spr 5.13 1/9/2017 $295,000 1979 1,392 $211.93  3/2 Det Gar Ranch UnBsmt

Not 6801 Middle 2.00 12/12/2017 $249,999 1981 1,584 $157.83  3/2 Open Ranch
Not 4174 Rockland 5.06 1/2/2017 $300,000 1990 1,688 $177.73  3/2 2 Gar 2-story
Not 400 Sugar Hill 1.00 6/7/2018 $180,000 1975 1,008 $178.57  3/1 Open Ranch

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg
Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

$295,000 1230
-$7,100 $25,000 -$2,500 -$24,242 $5,000 $50,000 $296,157 0%

$177 -$16,500 -$42,085 -$10,000 $50,000 $281,592 5%
-$7,797 $3,600 $54,857 $10,000 $5,000 $50,000 $295,661 0%

1%
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11. Matched Pair - Simon Solar, Social Circle, GA 
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This 30 MW solar farm is located off Hawkins Academy Road and Social Circle Fairplay Road. I 
identified three adjoining sales to this tract after development of the solar farm. However, one of 
those is shown as Parcel 12 in the map above and includes a powerline easement encumbering over 
a third of the 5 acres and adjoins a large substation as well. It would be difficult to isolate those 
impacts from any potential solar farm impact and therefore I have excluded that sale. I also 
excluded the recent sale of Parcel 17, which is a farm with conservation restrictions on it that 
similarly would require a detailed examination of those conservation restrictions in order to see if 
there was any impact related to the solar farm. I therefore focused on the recent sale of Parcel 7 and 
the adjoining parcel to the south of that. They are technically not adjoining due to the access road 
for the flag-shared lot to the east. Furthermore, there is an apparent access Pnement serving the 
two rear lots that encumber these two parcels which is a further limitation on these sales. This 
analysis assumes that the access easement does not negatively impact the subject property, though 
it may. 

The landscaping buffer relative to this parcel is considered medium. 
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Adjoining Land Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price VAC Type Other 
7+ Adjoins 4514 Hawkins 36.86 3/31/2016 $180,000 $4,883 Pasture Esmts 

Not HD Atha 69.95 12/20/2016 $357,500 $5,111 Wooded N/A 

Not Pannell 66.94 11/8/2016 $322,851 $4,823 Mixed * 

Not 1402 Roy 123.36 9/29/2016 $479,302 $3,885 Mixed ** 

* Adjoining 1 acre purchased by same buyer in same deed. Allocation assigned on the County Tax Record. 

** Dwelling built in 1996 with a 2016 tax assessed value of $75,800 deducted from sales price to reflect land value 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Time Size Type Other Total/Ac 

Avg 

13/0 Diff % Diff 

$4,883 

$89 $256 $5,455 -12% 

-$90 $241 $4,974 -2% 

-$60 $389 $4,214 14% 

0% 

The range of impact identified by these matched pairs are -12% to +14°/O, with an average of 0% 
impact due to the solar farm. The best matched pair with the least adjustment supports a -2% 
impact due to the solar farm. I note again that this analysis considers no impact for the existing 
access easements that meander through this property and it may be having an impact. Still at -2% 
impact as the best indication for the solar farm, I consider that to be no impact given that market 
fluctuations support +/- 5% 

92 
 

 

 

The range of impact identified by these matched pairs are -12% to +14%, with an average of 0% 
impact due to the solar farm.  The best matched pair with the least adjustment supports a -2% 
impact due to the solar farm.  I note again that this analysis considers no impact for the existing 
access easements that meander through this property and it may be having an impact.  Still at -2% 
impact as the best indication for the solar farm, I consider that to be no impact given that market 
fluctuations support +/- 5%. 

  

Adjoining Land Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price $/AC Type Other
7+ Adjoins 4514 Hawkins 36.86 3/31/2016 $180,000 $4,883 Pasture Esmts

Not HD Atha 69.95 12/20/2016 $357,500 $5,111 Wooded N/A
Not Pannell 66.94 11/8/2016 $322,851 $4,823 Mixed *
Not 1402 Roy 123.36 9/29/2016 $479,302 $3,885 Mixed **

* Adjoining 1 acre purchased by same buyer in same deed.  Allocation assigned on the County Tax Record.
** Dwelling built in 1996 with a 2016 tax assessed value of $75,800 deducted from sales price to reflect land value

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg
Time Size Type Other Total/Ac % Diff % Diff

$4,883
$89 $256 $5,455 -12%
-$90 $241 $4,974 -2%
-$60 $389 $4,214 14%

0%
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12. Matched Pair - Candace Solar, Princeton, NC 
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Google Earth 

This 5 MW solar farm is located at 4839 US 70 Highway just east of Herring Road. This solar farm 
was completed on October 25, 2016. 
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This 5 MW solar farm is located at 4839 US 70 Highway just east of Herring Road. This solar farm 
was completed on October 25, 2016. 
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12. Matched Pair – Candace Solar, Princeton, NC 

 

 

This 5 MW solar farm is located at 4839 US 70 Highway just east of Herring Road.  This solar farm 
was completed on October 25, 2016. 
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I identified three adjoining sales to this tract after development of the solar farm with frontage on US 
70. I did not attempt to analyze those sales as they have exposure to an adjacent highway and 
railroad track. Those homes are therefore problematic for a matched pair analysis unless I have 
similar homes fronting on a similar corridor. 

I did consider a land sale and a home sale on adjoining parcels without those complications. 

The lot at 499 Herring Road sold to Paradise Homes of Johnston County of NC, Inc. for $30,000 in 
May 2017 and a modular home was placed there and sold to Karen and Jason Toole on September 
29, 2017. I considered the lot sale first as shown below and then the home sale that followed. The 
landscaping buffer relative to this parcel is considered medium. 

Adjoining Land Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Other 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Time Site Other Total % 
16 Adjoins 499 Herring 2.03 5/1/2017 $30,000 $30,000 

Not 37 Becky 0.87 7/23/2019 $24,500 Sub/Pwr -$1,679 $4,900 $27,721 8% 

Not 5858 Bizzell 0.88 8/17/2016 $18,000 $390 $3,600 $21,990 27% 

Not 488 Herring 2.13 12/20/2016 $35,000 $389 $35,389 -18% 

Average 5% 

Following the land purchase, the modular home was placed on the site and sold. I have compared 
this modular home to the following sales to determine if the solar farm had any impact on the 
purchase price. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other 
16 Adjoins 499 Herring 2.03 9/27/2017 $215,000 2017 2,356 $91.26 4/3 Drive Modular 

Not 678 WC 6.32 3/8/2019 $226,000 1995 1,848 $122.29 3/2.5 Det Gar Mobile Agbldgs 

Not 1810 Bay V 8.70 3/26/2018 $170,000 2003 2,356 $72.16 3/2 Drive Mobile Ag bldgs 

Not 1795 Bay V 1.78 12/1/2017 $194,000 2017 1,982 $97.88 4/3 Drive Modular 

Adjoining Residential Sales Af Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg 
Parcel Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance 
16 Adjoins 499 Herring $215,000 488 

Not 678 WC -$10,037 -$25,000 $24,860 $37,275 -$5,000 -$7,500 -$20,000 $220,599 -3% 
Not 1810 Bay V -$2,579 -$20,000 $11,900 $0 $159,321 26% 
Not 1795 Bay V -$1,063 $0 $21,964 $214,902 0% 

8% 

The best comparable is 1795 Bay Valley as it required the least adjustment and was therefore most 
similar, which shows a 0% impact. This signifies no impact related to the solar farm. 

The range of impact identified by these matched pairs ranges are therefore -3% to +26% with an 
average of +8% for the home and an average of +4% for the lot, though the best indicator for the lot 
shows a $5,000 difference in the lot value due to the proximity to the solar farm or a -12% impact. 
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13. Matched Pair - Solar, Barham Road, Barhamsville, VA 
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This project was built in 2017 and located on 484.65 acres for a 20 MW with the closest home at 
110 feet from the closest solar panel with an average distance of 500 feet. 

I considered the recent sale identified on the map above as Parcel 19, which is directly across the 
street and based on the map shown on the following page is 250 feet from the closest panel. A 
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13. Matched Pair - Walker-Correctional Solar, Barham Road, Barhamsville, VA 
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This project was built in 2017 and located on 484.65 acres for a 20 MW with the closest home at 
110 feet from the closest solar panel with an average distance of 500 feet. 

I considered the recent sale identified on the map above as Parcel 19, which is directly across the 
street and based on the map shown on the following page is 250 feet from the closest panel. A 
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limited buffering remains along the road with natural growth being encouraged, but currently the 
panels are visible from the road. Alex Uminski, SRA with MGMiller Valuations in Richmond VA 
confirmed this sale with the buying and selling broker. The selling broker indicated that the solar 
farm was not a negative influence on this sale and in fact the buyer noticed the solar farm and then 
discovered the listing. The privacy being afforded by the solar farm was considered a benefit by the 
buyer. I used a matched pair analysis with a similar sale nearby as shown below and found no 
negative impact on the sales price. Property actually closed for more than the asking price. The 
landscaping buffer is considered light. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other 

Adjoins 5241 Barham 2.65 10/18/2018 $264,000 2007 1,660 $159.04 3/2 Drive Ranch Modular 

Not 17950 New Kent 5.00 9/5/2018 $290,000 1987 1,756 $165.15 3/2.5 3 Gar Ranch 

Not 9252 Ordinary 4.00 6/13/2019 $277,000 2001 1,610 $172.05 3/2 1.5-Gar Ranch 

Not 2416 W Miller 1.04 9/24/2018 $299,000 1999 1,864 $160.41 3/2.5 Gar Ranch 

Solar Address 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Time Ac/Loc YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff Dist 
Adjoins 5241 Barham $264,000 250 

Not 17950 New Kent -$8,000 $29,000 -$4,756 -$5,000 -$20,000 -$15,000 $266,244 -1% 

Not 9252 Ordinary -$8,310 -$8,000 $8,310 $2,581 -$10,000 -$15,000 $246,581 7% 

Not 2416 W Miller $8,000 $11,960 -$9,817 -$5,000 -$10,000 -$15,000 $279,143 -6% 

Average Diff 0% 

I also spoke with Patrick W. McCrerey of Virginia Estates who was marketing a property that sold at 
5300 Barham Road adjoining the Walker-Correctional Solar Farm. He indicated that this property 
was unique with a home built in 1882 and heavily renovated and updated on 16.02 acres. The 
solar farm was through the woods and couldn't be seen by this property and it had no impact on 
marketing this property. This home sold on April 26, 2017 for $358,000. I did not set up any 
matched pairs for this property since it is a unique property that any such comparison would be 
difficult to rely on. The broker's comments do support the assertion that the adjoining solar farm 
had no impact on value. The home in this case was 510 feet from the closest panel. 
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solar farm was through the woods and couldn’t be seen by this property and it had no impact on 
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Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other

Adjoins 5241 Barham 2.65 10/18/2018 $264,000 2007 1,660 $159.04  3/2 Drive Ranch Modular
Not 17950 New Kent 5.00 9/5/2018 $290,000 1987 1,756 $165.15  3/2.5 3 Gar Ranch
Not 9252 Ordinary 4.00 6/13/2019 $277,000 2001 1,610 $172.05  3/2 1.5-Gar Ranch
Not 2416 W Miller 1.04 9/24/2018 $299,000 1999 1,864 $160.41  3/2.5 Gar Ranch

Adjoining Sales Adjusted
Solar Address Time Ac/Loc YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff Dist

Adjoins 5241 Barham $264,000 250
Not 17950 New Kent -$8,000 $29,000 -$4,756 -$5,000 -$20,000 -$15,000 $266,244 -1%
Not 9252 Ordinary -$8,310 -$8,000 $8,310 $2,581 -$10,000 -$15,000 $246,581 7%
Not 2416 W Miller $8,000 $11,960 -$9,817 -$5,000 -$10,000 -$15,000 $279,143 -6%

Average Diff 0%
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14. Matched Pair - Innovative Solar 46, Roslin Farm Rd. Hope N611s, NC 
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This project was built in 2016 and located on 532 acres for a 78.5 MW solar farm with the closest 
home at 125 feet from the closest solar panel with an average distance of 423 feet. 

I considered the recent sale of a home on Roslin Farm Road just north of Running Fox Road as 
shown below. This sale supports an indication of no impact on property value. The landscaping 
buffer is considered light. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 
Solar Address 

Adjoins 6849 RoslinFana 
Not 6592 Sim Canady 
Not 1614 Joe Hall 
Not 109 Bledsoe 

Solar Address 
Adjoins 6849 Roslin Farm 

Not 6592 Sim Canady 
Not 1614 Joe Hall 
Not 109 Bledsoe 

Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA S/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other Dist mace 
1.00 2/18/2019 $155,000 1967 1,610 $%.27 3/3 Drive Ranch Brick 435 
2.43 9/5/2017 $185,000 1974 2,195 $84.28 3/2 Gar Ranch Brick 
1.63 9/3/2019 $145,000 1974 1,674 $86.62 3/2 Det Gar Ranch Brick 
0.68 1/17/2019 $150,000 1973 1,E63 $90.20 3/2 Gar Ranch Brick 

Avg 
lime Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Tbtal %Diff %Diff 

$155,000 5% 
$8,278 -$6,475 -$39,444 $10,000 -$5,CCO $152,359 2% 
-$2,407 -$5,075 -$3,831 $10,000 -$2,5C0 $141,137 9% 

$404 $10,000 -$4,500 -$3,346 -$5,CCO $147,558 5% 
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This project was built in 2016 and located on 532 acres for a 78.5 MW solar farm with the closest 
home at 125 feet from the closest solar panel with an average distance of 423 feet. 

I considered the recent sale of a home on Roslin Farm Road just north of Running Fox Road as 
shown below. This sale supports an indication of no impact on property value. The landscaping 
buffer is considered light. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 
Solar Address Acres 

Adjoins 6849 RoslinFana 1.00 
Not 6592 Sim Canady 2.43 
Not 1614 Joe Hall 1.63 
Not 109 Bledsoe 0.68 

Date Sold Sales Price 
2/18/2019 $155,000 
9/5/2017 $185,000 
9/3/2019 $145,000 
1/17/2019 $150,000 

Solar Address lime Site 
Adjoins 6849 Roslin Farm 

Not 6592 Sim Canady $8,278 -$6,475 
Not 1614 Joe Hall -$2,407 -$5,P75 
Not 109 Bledsoe $404 $10,000 -$4,500 

Built 
1967 
1974 
1974 
1973 

GBA 
1,610 
2,195 
1,674 
1,663 

$/GBA BR/BA 
$%.27 3/3 
$84.28 3/2 
$86.62 3/2 
$90.20 3/2 

YB GLA BR/BA Park Other 

-$39,444 $10,00, -$5,CCO 
-$3,831 $10,000 -$2,5C0 

-$3,346 -$5,CCO 

Park 
Drive 
Gar 

Det Gar 
Gar 

Style 
Ranch 
Ranch 
Ranch 
Ranch 

Other Dist mace 
Brick 435 
Brick 
Brick 
Brick 

Avg 
Tbtal %Diff %Diff 

$155,000 5% 
$152,359 2% 
$141,137 9% 
$147,558 5% 
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14. Matched Pair – Innovative Solar 46, Roslin Farm Rd, Hope Mills, NC 

 
 

This project was built in 2016 and located on 532 acres for a 78.5 MW solar farm with the closest 
home at 125 feet from the closest solar panel with an average distance of 423 feet. 
 
I considered the recent sale of a home on Roslin Farm Road just north of Running Fox Road as 
shown below.  This sale supports an indication of no impact on property value.  The landscaping 
buffer is considered light. 
 

 
  

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other Distance

Adjoins 6849 Roslin Farm 1.00 2/18/2019 $155,000 1967 1,610 $96.27  3/3 Drive Ranch Brick 435
Not 6592 Sim Canady 2.43 9/5/2017 $185,000 1974 2,195 $84.28  3/2 Gar Ranch Brick
Not 1614 Joe Hall 1.63 9/3/2019 $145,000 1974 1,674 $86.62  3/2 Det Gar Ranch Brick
Not 109 Bledsoe 0.68 1/17/2019 $150,000 1973 1,663 $90.20  3/2 Gar Ranch Brick

Avg
Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff

Adjoins 6849 Roslin Farm $155,000 5%
Not 6592 Sim Canady $8,278 -$6,475 -$39,444 $10,000 -$5,000 $152,359 2%
Not 1614 Joe Hall -$2,407 -$5,075 -$3,881 $10,000 -$2,500 $141,137 9%
Not 109 Bledsoe $404 $10,000 -$4,500 -$3,346 -$5,000 $147,558 5%
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15. Matched Pair - Innovative Solar 42, County Line Rd, Fayetteville, NC 
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15. Matched Pair - Innovative Solar 42, County Line Rd, Fayetteville, NC 

a 

o V t 
1- • f • 

31 

30 

Or. 

36 
.35 r 

.3.3 

29 

- 

r 

28 

27 

• 
'2935 count 

• 

• 
: 

13 
- 

.1 

22 

21 

20 

a. 

19 

A; 

98 
 
15. Matched Pair – Innovative Solar 42, County Line Rd, Fayetteville, NC 

 

 



99 

This project was built in 2017 and located on 413.99 acres for a 71 MW with the closest home at 
135 feet from the closest solar panel with an average distance of 375 feet. 

I considered the recent sales identified on the map above as Parcels 2 and 3, which is directly across 
the street these homes are 330 and 340 feet away. Parcel 2 includes an older home built in 1976, 
while Parcel 3 is a new home built in 2019. So the presence of the solar farm had no impact on new 
construction in the area. 

The matched pairs for each of these are shown below. The landscaping buffer relative to these 
parcels is considered light. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Solar 

Adjoins 

Not 

Not 

Address 

2923 County Ln 

1928 Shaw Mill 

2109 John McM. 

Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA 

8.98 2/28/2019 $385,000 1976 2,905 $132.53 3/3 

17.00 7/3/2019 $290,000 1977 3,001 $96.63 4/4 

7.78 4/25/2018 $320,000 1978 2,474 $129.35 3/2 

Solar Address Time Site YB 

Adjoins 2923 County Ln 

Not 1928 Shaw Mill -$3,055 $100,000 -$1,450 

Not 2109 John McM. $8,333 -$3,200 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other Distance 
Adjoins 2935 County Ln 1.19 6/18/2019 $266,000 2019 2,401 $110.79 4/3 Gar 2-Story 330 

Not 3005 Hemingway 1.17 5/16/2019 $269,000 2018 2,601 $103.42 4/3 Gar 2-Story 

Not 7031 Glynn Mill 0.60 5/8/2018 $255,000 2017 2,423 $105.24 4/3 Gar 2-Story 

Not 5213 Bree Brdg 0.92 5/7/2019 $260,000 2018 2,400 $108.33 4/3 3-Gar 2-Story 

Avg 

Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff 
Adjoins 2935 County Ln $266,000 39/0 

Not 3005 Hemingway $748 $1,345 -$16,547 $254,546 4% 

Not 7031 Glynn Mill $8,724 $2,550 -$1,852 $264,422 1% 

Not 5213 Bree Brdg $920 $1,300 $76 -$10,000 $252,296 5% 

-$7,422 -$10,000 

$39,023 $10,000 

Park 

2-Car 

2-Car 

Det Gar 

Style Other Distance 

Ranch Brick/Pond 340 

Ranch Brick/Pond/Rental 

Ranch Vinyl/Pool,Stable 

GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff 

$385,000 

$368,074 4% 

$5,000 $379,156 2% 

Avg 

% Diff 

39/0 

Both of these matched pairs adjust to an average of +3% on impact for the adjoining solar farm, 
meaning there is a slight positive impact due to proximity to the solar farm. This is within the 
standard +/- of typical real estate transactions, which strongly suggests no impact on property 
value. I noted specifically that for 2923 County Line Road, the best comparable is 2109 John 
McMillan as it does not have the additional rental unit on it. I made no adjustment to the other sale 
for the value of that rental unit, which would have pushed the impact on that comparable 
downward - meaning there would have been a more significant positive impact. 
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This project was built in 2017 and located on 413.99 acres for a 71 MW with the closest home at 
135 feet from the closest solar panel with an average distance of 375 feet. 
 
I considered the recent sales identified on the map above as Parcels 2 and 3, which is directly across 
the street these homes are 330 and 340 feet away.  Parcel 2 includes an older home built in 1976, 
while Parcel 3 is a new home built in 2019.  So the presence of the solar farm had no impact on new 
construction in the area. 
 
The matched pairs for each of these are shown below.  The landscaping buffer relative to these 
parcels is considered light. 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
Both of these matched pairs adjust to an average of +3% on impact for the adjoining solar farm, 
meaning there is a slight positive impact due to proximity to the solar farm.  This is within the 
standard +/- of typical real estate transactions, which strongly suggests no impact on property 
value.  I noted specifically that for 2923 County Line Road, the best comparable is 2109 John 
McMillan as it does not have the additional rental unit on it.  I made no adjustment to the other sale 
for the value of that rental unit, which would have pushed the impact on that comparable 
downward – meaning there would have been a more significant positive impact.   

 
 

  

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other Distance

Adjoins 2923 County Ln 8.98 2/28/2019 $385,000 1976 2,905 $132.53  3/3 2-Car Ranch Brick/Pond 340
Not 1928 Shaw Mill 17.00 7/3/2019 $290,000 1977 3,001 $96.63  4/4 2-Car Ranch Brick/Pond/Rental
Not 2109 John McM. 7.78 4/25/2018 $320,000 1978 2,474 $129.35  3/2 Det Gar Ranch Vinyl/Pool,Stable

Avg
Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff

Adjoins 2923 County Ln $385,000 3%
Not 1928 Shaw Mill -$3,055 $100,000 -$1,450 -$7,422 -$10,000 $368,074 4%
Not 2109 John McM. $8,333 -$3,200 $39,023 $10,000 $5,000 $379,156 2%

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other Distance

Adjoins 2935 County Ln 1.19 6/18/2019 $266,000 2019 2,401 $110.79  4/3 Gar 2-Story 330
Not 3005 Hemingway 1.17 5/16/2019 $269,000 2018 2,601 $103.42  4/3 Gar 2-Story
Not 7031 Glynn Mill 0.60 5/8/2018 $255,000 2017 2,423 $105.24  4/3 Gar 2-Story
Not 5213 Bree Brdg 0.92 5/7/2019 $260,000 2018 2,400 $108.33  4/3 3-Gar 2-Story

Avg
Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff

Adjoins 2935 County Ln $266,000 3%
Not 3005 Hemingway $748 $1,345 -$16,547 $254,546 4%
Not 7031 Glynn Mill $8,724 $2,550 -$1,852 $264,422 1%
Not 5213 Bree Brdg $920 $1,300 $76 -$10,000 $252,296 5%
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16. Matched Pair — Sunfish Farm, Keenebec Rd, %Tallow Spring, NC 
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project was built in 2015 and located on 49.6 acres [with an inset 11.25 acre parcel) for a 6.4 
MW project with the closest home at 135 feet with an average distance of 105 feet. 

I considered the 2017 sale identified on the map above, which is 205 feet away from the closest 
panel. The matched pairs for each of these are shown below followed by a more recent map showing 
the panels at this site The average difference in the three comparables and the subject property is 
+3% after adjusting for differences in the sales date, year built, gross living area, and other minor 
differences. This data is supported by the comments from the broker Brian Schroepfer with Keller 
Williams that the solar farm had no impact on the purchase price The landscaping screen is 
considered light. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA S/GBA BR/BA Park Style 

Adjoins 7513 Glen Willow 0.79 9/1/2017 $185,000 1929 1,492 $123.99 3/2 Gar BR/Rnch 
Not 2%8 Tram 0.69 7/17/2017 $155,000 1984 1,323 $117.16 3/2 Driw BR/Rnch 
Not 205 Pine Burr 0.97 12/29/2317 $191,000 1991 1,593 $119.90 3/25 Driw BR/Rnch 
Not 1217 Old Honeycutt 1.00 12/15/2317 $176,000 1978 1,558 $112.97 3/25 Meant VY/12nch 

Adjustments Avg 
Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Dill 

Adjoins 7513 Glen Willow $185,000 
Not 2%8 Tram $601 $3,875 $15,840 $10,000 $185,316 0% 
Not 205 Pine Burr -$1,915 -$1,910 -$9,683 -$5,000 $172,487 7% 
Not 1217 Old Honeycutt -$1557 $9,680 -$5,%5 -$5,000 $5,280 $178,438 4% 

3% 
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16. Matched Pair — Sunfish Farm, Keenebec Rd, %Tallow Spring, NC 
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This project was built in 2015 and located on 49.6 acres [with an inset 11.25 acre parcel) for a 6.4 
MW project with the closest home at 135 feet with an average distance of 105 feet. 

I considered the 2017 sale identified on the map above, which is 205 feet away from the closest 
panel. The matched pairs for each of these are shown below followed by a more recent map showing 
the panels at this site The average difference in the three comparables and the subject property is 
+3% after adjusting for differences in the sales date, year built, gross living area, and other minor 
differences. This data is supported by the comments from the broker Brian Schroepfer with Keller 
Williams that the solar farm had no impact on the purchase price The landscaping screen is 
considered light. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA S/GBA BR/BA Park Style 

Adjoins 7513 Glen Willow 0.79 9/1/2017 $185,000 1929 1,492 $123.99 3/2 Gar BR/Ruch 
Not 2%8 Tram 0.69 7/17/2017 $155,000 1984 1,323 $117.16 3/2 Driw BR/Rnch 
Not 205 Pine Burr 0.97 12/29/2317 $191,000 1991 1,593 $119.90 3/25 Driw BR/Rnch 
Not 1217 Old Honeycutt 1.00 12/15/2317 $176,000 1978 1,558 $112.97 3/25 Meant VY/Rnch 

Adjustments 
Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total 

Avg 
% Diff 

Adjoins 7513 Glen Willow $185,000 
Not 2%8 Tram $601 $3,875 $ 15,840 $10,000 $185,316 0% 
Not 205 Pine Burr -$1,915 -$1,910 -$9,683 -$5,000 $172,487 7% 
Not 1.217 Old Honeycutt -$1,557 $9,680 -$5,%5 -$5,000 $5,280 $178,438 4% 

3% 
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16. Matched Pair – Sunfish Farm, Keenebec Rd, Willow Spring, NC 
 

 
 

This project was built in 2015 and located on 49.6 acres (with an inset 11.25 acre parcel) for a 6.4 
MW project with the closest home at 135 feet with an average distance of 105 feet. 
 
I considered the 2017 sale identified on the map above, which is 205 feet away from the closest 
panel.  The matched pairs for each of these are shown below followed by a more recent map showing 
the panels at this site.  The average difference in the three comparables and the subject property is 
+3% after adjusting for differences in the sales date, year built, gross living area, and other minor 
differences.  This data is supported by the comments from the broker Brian Schroepfer with Keller 
Williams that the solar farm had no impact on the purchase price.  The landscaping screen is 
considered light. 
 

 
 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style

Adjoins 7513 Glen Willow 0.79 9/1/2017 $185,000 1989 1,492 $123.99  3/2 Gar BR/Rnch
Not 2968 Tram 0.69 7/17/2017 $155,000 1984 1,323 $117.16  3/2 Drive BR/Rnch
Not 205 Pine Burr 0.97 12/29/2017 $191,000 1991 1,593 $119.90  3/2.5 Drive BR/Rnch
Not 1217 Old Honeycutt 1.00 12/15/2017 $176,000 1978 1,558 $112.97  3/2.5 2Carprt VY/Rnch

Adjustments Avg
Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff

Adjoins 7513 Glen Willow $185,000
Not 2968 Tram $601 $3,875 $15,840 $10,000 $185,316 0%
Not 205 Pine Burr -$1,915 -$1,910 -$9,688 -$5,000 $172,487 7%
Not 1217 Old Honeycutt -$1,557 $9,680 -$5,965 -$5,000 $5,280 $178,438 4%

3%
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17. Matched Pair - Sappony Solar, Sussex County, VA 
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This project is a 30 MW facility located on a 322.68-acre tract that was built in the fourth quarter of 
2017. 

I have considered the 2018 sale of Parcel 17 as shown below. This was a 1,900 s manufactured 
home on a 6.00-acre lot that sold in 2018. I have compared that to three other nearby 
manufactured homes as shown below. The range of impacts is within typical market variation with 
an average of -1°A which supports a conclusion of no impact on property value. The landscaping 
buffer is considered medium. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA SiGLA BR/BA Park Style Other 
Adjoins 12511 Palestine 6.00 7/31/2018 $128,400 2013 1,900 $67.58 4/2.5 Open Manuf 

Not 15698 Concord 3.92 7/31/2018 $150,000 2010 2,310 $64.94 4/2 Open Manuf Fence 
Not 23209 Sussex 1.03 7/7/2020 $95,000 2005 1,675 $56.72 3/2 Det Crpt Manuf 

Not 6494 Rocky Br 4.07 11/8/2018 $100,000 2004 1,405 $71.17 3/2 Open Manuf 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total 

Avg 

% Diff % Diff Distance 
$128,400 1425 

$0 $2,250 -$21,299 $5,000 $135,951 -6% 

-$5,660 $13,000 $3,800 $10,209 $5,000 $1,500 $122,849 4% 
-$843 $4,500 $28,185 $131,842 -3% 

-1% 
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17. Matched Pair - Sappony Solar, Sussex County, VA 
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This project is a 30 MW facility located on a tract that was built in the fourth quarter of 
2017. 

I have considered the 2018 sale of Parcel 17 as shown below. This was a 1,900 s manufactured 
home on a 6.00-acre lot that sold in 2018. I have compared that to three other nearby 
manufactured homes as shown below. The range of impacts is within typical market variation with 
an average of -1°/cs which supports a conclusion of no impact on property value. The landscaping 
buffer is considered medium. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other 

Adjoins 12511 Palestine 6.00 7/31/2018 $128,400 2013 1,900 $67.58 4/2.5 Open Manuf 

Not 15698 Concord 3.92 7/31/2018 $150,000 2010 2,310 $64.94 4/2 Open Manuf Fence 

Not 23209 Sussex 1.03 7/7/2020 $95,000 2005 1,675 $56.72 3/2 Det Crpt Manuf 

Not 6494 Rocky Br 4.07 11/8/2018 $100,000 2004 1,405 $71.17 3/2 Open Manuf 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total 

Avg 

% Diff % Diff Distance 
$128,400 1425 

$0 $2,250 -$21,299 $5,000 $135,951 -6% 
-$5,660 $13,000 $3,800 $10,209 $5,000 $1,500 $122,849 4% 
-$843 $4,500 $28,185 $131,842 -3% 

-1% 
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17. Matched Pair – Sappony Solar, Sussex County, VA 

 

 
 

This project is a 30 MW facility located on a 322.68-acre tract that was built in the fourth quarter of 
2017. 
 
I have considered the 2018 sale of Parcel 17 as shown below.    This was a 1,900 s.f. manufactured 
home on a 6.00-acre lot that sold in 2018.  I have compared that to three other nearby 
manufactured homes as shown below.  The range of impacts is within typical market variation with 
an average of -1%, which supports a conclusion of no impact on property value.  The landscaping 
buffer is considered medium. 
 

 

 
 
 
 
  

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other

Adjoins 12511 Palestine 6.00 7/31/2018 $128,400 2013 1,900 $67.58  4/2.5 Open Manuf
Not 15698 Concord 3.92 7/31/2018 $150,000 2010 2,310 $64.94  4/2 Open Manuf Fence
Not 23209 Sussex 1.03 7/7/2020 $95,000 2005 1,675 $56.72  3/2 Det Crpt Manuf
Not 6494 Rocky Br 4.07 11/8/2018 $100,000 2004 1,405 $71.17  3/2 Open Manuf

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg
Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

$128,400 1425
$0 $2,250 -$21,299 $5,000 $135,951 -6%

-$5,660 $13,000 $3,800 $10,209 $5,000 $1,500 $122,849 4%
-$843 $4,500 $28,185 $131,842 -3%

-1%
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18. Matched Pair -Camden Dam, Camden, NC 

This 5 MW project was built in 2019 and located on a portion of 49.83 acres. 

Parcel 1 noted above along with the home on the adjoining p arcel to the north of that parcel sold in 
late 2018 after• this solar• farm was approved but prior to construction being completed in 2019. I 
have considered this sale as shown below. The landscaping screen is considered light. 

The comparable at 548 Trotman is the most similar• and required the least adjustment shows no 
impact on property value. The other• two compar•ables were adjusted consistently with one showing 
significant enhancement and another• as showing a mild negative. The best indication is the one 
requiring the least adjustment. The other• two sales required significant site adjustments which 
make them less reliable. The best comparable and the average of these compar•ables support a 
finding of no imp act on property value. 

Adjoining Residential Sales Aftex Scan Famx Appxoved 
Salm Address Ames Date Sold Sales Pace Built GBA 43/ GLA BR/ BA Fmk Style Other 

Mons 122 N Mill Dam 12.19 11/29/2018 $0,000 20)5 2,334 $149.96 3/3.5 3-Gax Ranch 
Not 548 Ilrotman 12.10 5/31/2018 $309,003 20)7 1,9e0 $157.65 4/2 Det2G Ranch Ohlulm 
Not 198 Sand Hlls 2.00 12/22/2017 $235,003 2037 2,324 $101.12 4/3 Open Ranch 
Not 140 Meepylilur 2.05 8/12/2019 $330,003 2010 2,643 $124.86 4/3 1-Gsa 1.5 Stop" 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg 
Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total %Diff %Diff Distance 

122 N Mill Dam $350,000 342 

548 Tiot man $6,163 -$3,090 $35,377 $5,000 $352,450 -1% 
198 Sand Hills $8,808 $45,000 -$2,350 $607 $30,000 $317,064 9% 

140 Sleepy Him -$9,258 $45,000 -$8,250 -$23,149 $5,000 $30,000 $369,343 -6% 

1% 
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18. Matched Pair -Camden Dam, Camden, NC 
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This 5 MW project was built in 2019 and located on a portion of 49.83 acres. 

Parcel 1 noted above along with the home on the adjoining p parcel to the north of that parcel sold in 
late 2018 after this solar farm was approved but prior to construction being completed in 2019. I 
have considered this sale as shown below. The landscaping screen is considered light. 

The comparable at 548 Trotman is the most similar and required the least adjustment shows no 
impact on property value. The other two compar•ables were adjusted consistently with one showing 
significant enhancement and another as showing a mild negative. The best indication is the one 
requiring the least adjustment. The other two sales required significant site adjustments which 
make them less reliable. The best comparable and the average of these compar•ables support a 
finding of no imp act on property value. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Scan Famx Approved 
Salm Address 
Mons 122 N A•lil Dam 

Not 548 Ilrotman 
Not 198 Sand Hlls 
Not 140 Meepylilur 

Ames 
12.19 
12.10 
2.00 
2.05 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 
Address Time Site 

122 N Mill Dam 

548 Tiot man $6,163 
198 Sand Hills $8,808 $45,000 

140 Sleepy Him -$9,258 $45,000 

Date Sold Sales Pace 
11/29/2018 $0,000 
5/31/2318 $339,003 
12/22/2017 $235,003 
8/12/2319 $330,003 

YB GLA 

-$3,090 
-$2,350 

-$8,250 

$35,377 
$607 

-$23,149 

Built 
2035 
20)7 
2037 
2010 

GBA 43/ GLA 
2,334 $149.96 
1,9e0 $157.65 
2,324 $101.12 
2,643 $124.86 

BR/BA Park 

$5,000 
$30,000 

$5,000 $30,000 

BR/ BA 
3/3.5 
4/2 
4/3 
4/3 

Fmk 
3-Gax 
Det2G 
Open 
1-Gsa 

Other Total % Diff 
$350,000 

$352,450 -1% 
$317,064 9% 

$369,343 -6% 

Style Other 
Ranch 
Ranch Ohlulm 
Ranch 

1.5 Stop" 

Avg 
%Diff Distance 

342 

1% 
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18. Matched Pair – Camden Dam, Camden, NC 
 

 
 

This 5 MW project was built in 2019 and located on a portion of 49.83 acres. 
 
Parcel 1 noted above along with the home on the adjoining parcel to the north of that parcel sold in 
late 2018 after this solar farm was approved but prior to construction being completed in 2019.  I 
have considered this sale as shown below.  The landscaping screen is considered light. 
 
The comparable at 548 Trotman is the most similar and required the least adjustment shows no 
impact on property value.  The other two comparables were adjusted consistently with one showing 
significant enhancement and another as showing a mild negative.  The best indication is the one 
requiring the least adjustment.  The other two sales required significant site adjustments which 
make them less reliable.  The best comparable and the average of these comparables support a 
finding of no impact on property value. 
 

 
 

   

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other

Adjoins 122 N Mill Dam 12.19 11/29/2018 $350,000 2005 2,334 $149.96 3/3.5 3-Gar Ranch
Not 548 Trotman 12.10 5/31/2018 $309,000 2007 1,960 $157.65  4/2 Det2G Ranch Wrkshp
Not 198 Sand Hills 2.00 12/22/2017 $235,000 2007 2,324 $101.12  4/3 Open Ranch
Not 140 Sleepy Hlw 2.05 8/12/2019 $330,000 2010 2,643 $124.86  4/3 1-Gar 1.5 Story

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg
Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

122 N Mill Dam $350,000 342
548 Trotman $6,163 -$3,090 $35,377 $5,000 $352,450 -1%

198 Sand Hills $8,808 $45,000 -$2,350 $607 $30,000 $317,064 9%
140 Sleepy Hlw -$9,258 $45,000 -$8,250 -$23,149 $5,000 $30,000 $369,343 -6%

1%
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19. Matched Pair - Grandy Solar, Grandy, NC 
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This 20 LAW project was built in 2019 and located on a portion of 121 acres. 

Parcels 40 and 50 have sold since construction began on this solar farm. I have considered both in 
matched pair analysis below. I note that the marketing for Parcel 40 (120 Par Four) identified the 
lack of homes behind the house as a feature in the listing. The marketing for Parcel 50 (269 
Grandy) identified the property as "very private." Landscaping for both of these parcels is 
considered light. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA S/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other 
Adjoins 120 Par Four 0.92 8/17/2O19 $315,000 2O06 2,188 $143.97 4/3 2-Gar 1.5 Story Pool 

Not 102 Teague 0.69 1/5/2020 $300,000 2O05 2,177 $137.80 3/2 De t Ranch 
Not 112 Meadov.Lk 0.92 2/28/2O19 $265,000 1992 2,301 $115.17 3/2 Gar 1.5 Story 
Not 116 Barefoot 0.78 9/29/2O20 $290,000 2O04 2,192 $132.30 4/3 2-Gar 2 Story 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg 

Address Time Site YB GLA BR' BA Park Other Total %Diff %Diff Distance 
120 Par Four $315,000 405 

102 Teague -$4,636 $1,500 $910 $10,000 $20,000 $327,774 -4% 

112 Meadow Lk $4,937 $18,550 -$7,808 $10,000 $10,000 $20,000 $320,679 -2% 

116 Barefoot -$12,998 $2,900 -$318 $20,000 $299,584 5% 

0% 
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19. Matched Pair - Grandy Solar, Grandy, NC 
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This 20 LAW project was built in 2019 and located on a portion of 121 acres. 

Parcels 40 and 50 have sold since construction began on this solar farm. I have considered both in 
matched pair analysis below. I note that the marketing for Parcel 40 (120 Par Four) identified the 
lack of homes behind the house as a feature in the listing. The marketing for Parcel 50 (269 
Grandy) identified the property as "very private." Landscaping for both of these parcels is 
considered light. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA S/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other 
Adjoins 120 Par Four 0.92 8/17/2019 $315,000 2006 2,188 $143.97 4/3 2-Gar 1.5 Story Pool 

Not 102 Teague 0.69 1/5/2020 $300,000 2005 2,177 $137.80 3/2 De t Ranch 
Not 112 Meadow Lk 0.92 2/28/2019 $265,000 1992 2,301 $115.17 3/2 Gar 1.5 Story 
Not 116 Barefoot 0.78 9/29/2020 $290,000 2004 2,192 $132.30 4/3 2-Gar 2 Story 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg 

Address Time Site YB GLA BR1BA Park Other Total %Diff %Diff Distance 
120 Par Four $315,000 405 

102 Teague -$4,636 $ 1,500 $910 $10,000 $20,000 $327,774 -4% 

112 Meadow Lk $4,937 $ 18,550 -$7,808 $10,000 $10,000 $20,000 $320,679 -2% 

116 Barefoot -$12,998 $2,900 -$318 $20,000 $299,584 5% 

0% 
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19. Matched Pair – Grandy Solar, Grandy, NC 
 

 
 

This 20 MW project was built in 2019 and located on a portion of 121 acres. 
 
Parcels 40 and 50 have sold since construction began on this solar farm.  I have considered both in 
matched pair analysis below.  I note that the marketing for Parcel 40 (120 Par Four) identified the 
lack of homes behind the house as a feature in the listing.  The marketing for Parcel 50 (269 
Grandy) identified the property as “very private.”  Landscaping for both of these parcels is 
considered light. 
 

 

 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other

Adjoins 120 Par Four 0.92 8/17/2019 $315,000 2006 2,188 $143.97  4/3 2-Gar 1.5 Story Pool
Not 102 Teague 0.69 1/5/2020 $300,000 2005 2,177 $137.80  3/2 Det 3G Ranch
Not 112 Meadow Lk 0.92 2/28/2019 $265,000 1992 2,301 $115.17  3/2 Gar 1.5 Story
Not 116 Barefoot 0.78 9/29/2020 $290,000 2004 2,192 $132.30  4/3 2-Gar 2 Story

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg
Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

120 Par Four $315,000 405
102 Teague -$4,636 $1,500 $910 $10,000 $20,000 $327,774 -4%

112 Meadow Lk $4,937 $18,550 -$7,808 $10,000 $10,000 $20,000 $320,679 -2%
116 Barefoot -$12,998 $2,900 -$318 $20,000 $299,584 5%

0%
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Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 
Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other 

Adjoins 269 Grandy 0.78 5/7/2019 $275,000 2019 1,535 $179.15 3/2.5 2-Gar Ranch 
Not 307 Grandy 1.04 10/8/2018 $240,000 2002 1,634 $146.88 3/2 Gar 1.5 Story 

Not 103 Branch 0.95 4/22/2020 $230,000 2000 1,532 $150.13 4/2 2-Gar 1.5 Story 
Not 103 Spring Lf 1.07 8/14/2018 $270,000 2002 1,635 $165.14 3/2 2-Gar Ranch Pool 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg 

Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance 
269 Grandy $275,000 477 

307 Grandy $5,550 $20,400 -$8,725 $5,000 $10,000 $272,225 1% 

103 Branch -$8,847 $21,850 $270 $243,273 12% 

103 Spring Lf $7,871 $22,950 -$9,908 $5,000 -$20,000 $275,912 0% 

4% 

Both of these matched pairs support a finding of no impact on value. This is reinforced by the 
listings for both properties identifying the privacy due to no housing in the rear of the property as 
part of the marketing for these homes. 
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Both of these matched pairs support a finding of no impact on value.  This is reinforced by the 
listings for both properties identifying the privacy due to no housing in the rear of the property as 
part of the marketing for these homes. 
 
  

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other

Adjoins 269 Grandy 0.78 5/7/2019 $275,000 2019 1,535 $179.15  3/2.5 2-Gar Ranch
Not 307 Grandy 1.04 10/8/2018 $240,000 2002 1,634 $146.88  3/2 Gar 1.5 Story
Not 103 Branch 0.95 4/22/2020 $230,000 2000 1,532 $150.13  4/2 2-Gar 1.5 Story
Not 103 Spring Lf 1.07 8/14/2018 $270,000 2002 1,635 $165.14  3/2 2-Gar Ranch Pool

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg
Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

269 Grandy $275,000 477
307 Grandy $5,550 $20,400 -$8,725 $5,000 $10,000 $272,225 1%
103 Branch -$8,847 $21,850 $270 $243,273 12%

103 Spring Lf $7,871 $22,950 -$9,908 $5,000 -$20,000 $275,912 0%
4%
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20. Matched Pair - Champion Solar, Lexington County, SC 
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This project is a 10 MW facility located on a 366.04-acre tract that was built in 2017. 

I have considered the 2020 sale of an adjoining home located off 517 Old Charleston Road. 
Landscaping is considered light. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Saks Price Built GBA S/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other 
$110,000 
$115,000 

$102,500 
$126,000 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold 
Adjoins 517 Old Charleston 11.05 8/25/2020 

Not 133 Buena Vista 2.65 6/21/2020 

Not 214 Crystal Spr 2.13 6/10/2019 
Not 1429 Laurel 2.10 2/21/2019 

1962 925 $118.92 3/1 
1979 1,104 $104.17 2/2 

1970 1,025 $100.00 3/2 
1960 1,250 $100.80 2/1.5 

Ciport Br Rnch 
Ciport Br Rnch 

Ciport Rnoh 
Open Br Rnch 3 Gar/Brn 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg 
Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total %Diff %Diff 

517 Old Charleston $110,000 
133 Buena Vista $410 $17,000 -$9,775 -$14,917 -$10,C00 $97,718 11% 
214 Crystal Spr $2,48E $18,000 -$4,1C0 -$8,C00 -$10,C00 $10,000 $110,832 -1% 

1429 Laurel $3,804 $18,000 $1,260 -$X.,208 -$5,0C0 $5,000 -$15,0C0 $107,856 2% 
4% 

Distance 
505 
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This project is a 10 MW facility located on a 366.04-acre tract that was built in 2017. 

I have considered the 2020 sale of an adjoining home located off 517 Old Charleston Road. 
Landscaping is considered light. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold 
Adjoins 517 Old Charleston 11.05 8/25/2020 

Not 133 Buena Vista 2.65 6/21/2020 

Not 214 Crystal Spr 2.13 6/10/2019 
Not 1429 Laurel 2.10 2/21/2019 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 
Address Time Site YB 

517 Old Charleston 
133 Buena Vista 
214 Crystal Spr 

1429 Laurel 

Sales Price Built GBA S/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other 
$110,000 1962 925 $118.92 3/1 Ciport Br Rnch 
$115,000 1979 1,104 $104.17 2/2 Ciport Br Rnch 

$102,500 1970 11)25 $100.00 3/2 Ciport Rnoh 
$126,000 1960 1,250 $100.80 2/1.5 Open Br Rnch 3 Gar/Brn 

Avg 
GLA BR/BA Park Other Total %Diff %Diff Distance 

$110,000 505 
$410 $17,000 -$9,775 -$14,917 -$10,C00 $97,718 11% 

$2,48E $18,000 -$4,1C0 -$8,C00 -$10,C00 $10,000 $110,832 -1% 

$3,804 $18,000 $1,260 -$X.,208 -$5,0C0 $5,000 -$15,0C0 $107,856 2% 
4% 
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20. Matched Pair – Champion Solar, Lexington County, SC 

 
 

This project is a 10 MW facility located on a 366.04-acre tract that was built in 2017. 
 
I have considered the 2020 sale of an adjoining home located off 517 Old Charleston Road.   
Landscaping is considered light. 
 

 
  

 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other

Adjoins 517 Old Charleston 11.05 8/25/2020 $110,000 1962 925 $118.92  3/1 Crport Br Rnch
Not 133 Buena Vista 2.65 6/21/2020 $115,000 1979 1,104 $104.17  2/2 Crport Br Rnch
Not 214 Crystal Spr 2.13 6/10/2019 $102,500 1970 1,025 $100.00  3/2 Crport Rnch
Not 1429 Laurel 2.10 2/21/2019 $126,000 1960 1,250 $100.80  2/1.5 Open Br Rnch 3 Gar/Brn

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg
Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

517 Old Charleston $110,000 505
133 Buena Vista $410 $17,000 -$9,775 -$14,917 -$10,000 $97,718 11%
214 Crystal Spr $2,482 $18,000 -$4,100 -$8,000 -$10,000 $10,000 $110,882 -1%

1429 Laurel $3,804 $18,000 $1,260 -$26,208 -$5,000 $5,000 -$15,000 $107,856 2%
4%
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21. Matched Pair - Barefoot Bay Solar Farm, Barefoot Bay, FL 
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This project is located on 504 acres for a 704.5 MW facility. Most of the adjoining uses are medium 
density residential with some lower density agricultural uses to the southwest. This project was 
built in 2018. There is a new subdivision under development to the west. 

I have considered a number of recent home sales from the Barefoot Bay Golf Course in the Barefoot 
Bay Recreation District. There are a number of sales of these homes along 
the eastern boundary and the lower northern boundary. I have compared those home sales to other 
similar homes in the same community but without the exposure to the solar farm. Staying within 
the same community keeps location and amenity impacts consistent. I did avoid any comparison 
with home sales with golf course or lakefront views as that would introduce another variable. 

The six manufactured/ double wide homes shown below were each compared to three similar homes 
in the same community and are consistently showing no impact on the adjoining property values. 
Based on the photos from the listings, there is limited but some visibility of the solar farm to the 
east, but the canal and landscaping between are providing a good visual buffer and actually are 
commanding a premium over the non-canal homes. 

Landscaping for these adjoining homes is considered light, though photographs from the listings 
show that those homes on Papaya that adjoin the solar farm from east/west have no visibility of the 
solar farm and is effectively medium density due to the height differential. The homes that adjoin 
the solar farm from north/south along Papaya have some filtered view of the solar farm through the 
trees. 
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This project is located on 504 acres for a 704.5 MW facility. Most of the adjoining uses are medium 
density residential with some lower density agricultural uses to the southwest. This project was 
built in 2018. There is a new subdivision under development to the west. 

I have considered a number of recent home sales from the Barefoot Bay Golf Course in the Barefoot 
Bay Recreation District. There are a number of sales of these mobile/manufactured homes along 
the eastern boundary and the lower northern boundary. I have compared those home sales to other 
similar homes in the same community but without the exposure to the solar farm. Staying within 
the same community keeps location and amenity impacts consistent. I did avoid any comparison 
with home sales with golf course or lakefront views as that would introduce another variable. 

The six manufactured/ double wide homes shown below were each compared to three similar homes 
in the same community and are consistently showing no impact on the adjoining property values. 
Based on the photos from the listings, there is limited but some visibility of the solar farm to the 
east, but the canal and landscaping between are providing a good visual buffer and actually are 
commanding a premium over the non-canal homes. 

Landscaping for these adjoining homes is considered light, though photographs from the listings 
show that those homes on Papaya that adjoin the solar farm from east/west have no visibility of the 
solar farm and is effectively medium density due to the height differential. The homes that adjoin 
the solar farm from north/south along Papaya have some filtered view of the solar farm through the 
trees. 
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21. Matched Pair – Barefoot Bay Solar Farm, Barefoot Bay, FL 

 

This project is located on 504 acres for a 704.5 MW facility.  Most of the adjoining uses are medium 
density residential with some lower density agricultural uses to the southwest.  This project was 
built in 2018.  There is a new subdivision under development to the west. 

I have considered a number of recent home sales from the Barefoot Bay Golf Course in the Barefoot 
Bay Recreation District.  There are a number of sales of these mobile/manufactured homes along 
the eastern boundary and the lower northern boundary.  I have compared those home sales to other 
similar homes in the same community but without the exposure to the solar farm.  Staying within 
the same community keeps location and amenity impacts consistent.  I did avoid any comparison 
with home sales with golf course or lakefront views as that would introduce another variable. 

The six manufactured/double wide homes shown below were each compared to three similar homes 
in the same community and are consistently showing no impact on the adjoining property values.  
Based on the photos from the listings, there is limited but some visibility of the solar farm to the 
east, but the canal and landscaping between are providing a good visual buffer and actually are 
commanding a premium over the non-canal homes. 

Landscaping for these adjoining homes is considered light, though photographs from the listings 
show that those homes on Papaya that adjoin the solar farm from east/west have no visibility of the 
solar farm and is effectively medium density due to the height differential.  The homes that adjoin 
the solar farm from north/south along Papaya have some filtered view of the solar farm through the 
trees. 
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Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other 

14 Adjoins 465 Papaya Cr 0.12 7/ 21/ 2019 $155,000 1993 1,104 $140.40 2/2 Drive Manuf Canal 

Not 1108 Navajo 0.14 2/ 27/ 2019 $129,000 1984 1,220 $105.74 2/2 Crprt Manuf Canal 

Not 1007 Barefoot 0.11 9/ 3/ 2020 $168,000 2005 1,052 $159.70 2/2 Crprt Manuf Canal 

Not 1132 Waterway 0.11 7/ 10/ 2020 $129,000 1982 1,012 $127.47 2/2 Crprt Manuf Canal 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg 

Address Time YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance 

465 Papaya Cr $155,000 765 

1108 Navajo $1,565 $5,805 -$9,812 $126,558 18% 

1007 Barefoot -$5,804 -$10,080 $6,643 $158,759 -2% 

1132 Waterway -$3,859 $7,095 $9,382 $141,618 9% 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

8% 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other 

19 Adjoins 455 Papaya 0.12 9/ 1/ 2020 $183,500 2005 1,620 $113.27 3/2 Crprt Manuf Canal 

Not 938 Waterway 0.11 2/ 12/ 2020 $160,000 1986 1,705 $93.84 2/2 Crprt Manuf Canal 

Not 719 Barefoot 0.12 4/ 14/ 2020 $150,000 1996 1,635 $91.74 3/2 Crprt Manuf Canal 

Not 904 Fir 0.17 9/ 27/ 2020 $192,500 2010 1,626 $118.39 3/2 Crprt Manuf Canal 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg 

Address Time YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance 

455 Papaya $183,500 750 

938 Waterway $2,724 $15,200 -$6,381 $171,542 7% 

719 Barefoot $1,770 $6,750 -$1,101 $157,419 14% 

904 Fir -$422 -$4,813 -$568 $186,697 -2% 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

6% 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other 

37 Adjoins 419 Papaya 0.09 7/ 16/ 2019 $127,500 1986 1,303 $97.85 2/2 Crprt Manuf Green 

Not 865 Tamarind 0.12 2/ 4/ 2019 $133,900 1995 1,368 $97.88 2/2 Crprt Manuf Green 

Not 501 Papaya 0.10 6/ 15/ 2018 $109,000 1986 1,234 $88.33 2/2 Crprt Manuf 

Not 418 Papaya 0.09 8/ 28/ 2019 $110,000 1987 1,248 $88.14 2/2 Crprt Manuf 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg 

Address Time YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance 

419 Papaya $127,500 690 

865 Tamarind $1,828 -$6,026 -$5,090 $124,613 2% 

501 Papaya $3,637 $0 $4,876 $5,000 $122,513 4% 

418 Papaya -$399 -$550 $3,878 $5,000 $117,930 8% 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park 

5% 

Style Other 

39 Adjoins 413 Papaya 0.09 7/ 16/2020 $130,000 2001 918 $141.61 2/2 Crprt Manuf Grn/Upd 

Not 341 Loquat 0.09 2/ 3/ 2020 $118,000 1985 989 $119.31 2/2 Crprt Manuf Full Upd 

Not 1119 Pocatella 0.19 1/ 5/ 2021 $120,000 1993 999 $120.12 2/2 Crprt Manuf Green 

Not 1367 Barefoot 0.10 1/ 12/ 2021 $130,500 1987 902 $144.68 2/2 Crprt Manuf Green/Upd 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg 

Address Time YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance 

413 Papaya $130,000 690 

341 Loquat $1,631 $9,440 -$6,777 $122,294 6% 

1119 Pocatella -$1,749 $4,800 -$7,784 $5,000 $120,267 7% 

1367 Barefoot -$1,979 $9,135 $1,852 $139,507 -7% 

2% 
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Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other
14 Adjoins 465 Papaya Cr 0.12 7/21/2019 $155,000 1993 1,104 $140.40  2/2 Drive Manuf Canal

Not 1108 Navajo 0.14 2/27/2019 $129,000 1984 1,220 $105.74  2/2 Crprt Manuf Canal
Not 1007 Barefoot 0.11 9/3/2020 $168,000 2005 1,052 $159.70  2/2 Crprt Manuf Canal
Not 1132 Waterway 0.11 7/10/2020 $129,000 1982 1,012 $127.47  2/2 Crprt Manuf Canal

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg
Address Time YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

465 Papaya Cr $155,000 765
1108 Navajo $1,565 $5,805 -$9,812 $126,558 18%

1007 Barefoot -$5,804 -$10,080 $6,643 $158,759 -2%
1132 Waterway -$3,859 $7,095 $9,382 $141,618 9%

8%

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other
19 Adjoins 455 Papaya 0.12 9/1/2020 $183,500 2005 1,620 $113.27  3/2 Crprt Manuf Canal

Not 938 Waterway 0.11 2/12/2020 $160,000 1986 1,705 $93.84  2/2 Crprt Manuf Canal
Not 719 Barefoot 0.12 4/14/2020 $150,000 1996 1,635 $91.74  3/2 Crprt Manuf Canal
Not 904 Fir 0.17 9/27/2020 $192,500 2010 1,626 $118.39  3/2 Crprt Manuf Canal

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg
Address Time YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

455 Papaya $183,500 750
938 Waterway $2,724 $15,200 -$6,381 $171,542 7%
719 Barefoot $1,770 $6,750 -$1,101 $157,419 14%

904 Fir -$422 -$4,813 -$568 $186,697 -2%
6%

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other
37 Adjoins 419 Papaya 0.09 7/16/2019 $127,500 1986 1,303 $97.85  2/2 Crprt Manuf Green

Not 865 Tamarind 0.12 2/4/2019 $133,900 1995 1,368 $97.88  2/2 Crprt Manuf Green
Not 501 Papaya 0.10 6/15/2018 $109,000 1986 1,234 $88.33  2/2 Crprt Manuf
Not 418 Papaya 0.09 8/28/2019 $110,000 1987 1,248 $88.14  2/2 Crprt Manuf

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg
Address Time YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

419 Papaya $127,500 690
865 Tamarind $1,828 -$6,026 -$5,090 $124,613 2%
501 Papaya $3,637 $0 $4,876 $5,000 $122,513 4%
418 Papaya -$399 -$550 $3,878 $5,000 $117,930 8%

5%

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other
39 Adjoins 413 Papaya 0.09 7/16/2020 $130,000 2001 918 $141.61  2/2 Crprt Manuf Grn/Upd

Not 341 Loquat 0.09 2/3/2020 $118,000 1985 989 $119.31  2/2 Crprt Manuf Full Upd
Not 1119 Pocatella 0.19 1/5/2021 $120,000 1993 999 $120.12  2/2 Crprt Manuf Green
Not 1367 Barefoot 0.10 1/12/2021 $130,500 1987 902 $144.68  2/2 Crprt Manuf Green/Upd

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg
Address Time YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

413 Papaya $130,000 690
341 Loquat $1,631 $9,440 -$6,777 $122,294 6%

1119 Pocatella -$1,749 $4,800 -$7,784 $5,000 $120,267 7%
1367 Barefoot -$1,979 $9,135 $1,852 $139,507 -7%

2%
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Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other 

48 Adjoins 343 Papaya 0.09 12/ 17/ 2019 $145,000 1986 1,508 $96.15 3/2 Crprt Manuf Gn/ Fc/ Upd 

Not 865 Tamarind 0.12 2/ 4/ 2019 $133,900 1995 1,368 $97.88 2/2 Crprt Manuf Green 

Not 515 Papaya 0.09 3/ 22/ 2018 $145,000 2005 1,376 $105.38 3/2 Crprt Manuf Green 

Not 849 Tamarind 0.15 6/ 26/ 2019 $155,000 1997 1,716 $90.33 3/ 2 Crprt Manuf Grn/ Fnce 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg 

Address Time YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance 

343 Papaya $145,000 690 

865 Tamarind $3,566 -$6,026 $10,963 $142,403 2% 

515 Papaya $7,759 -$13,775 $11,128 $150,112 -4% 

849 Tamarind $2,273 -$8,525 -$15,030 $5,000 $138,717 4% 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved 

1% 

Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other 

52 Nearby 335 Papaya 0.09 4/ 17/ 2018 $110,000 1987 1,180 $93.22 2/2 Crprt Manuf Green 

Not 865 Tamarind 0.12 2/ 4/ 2019 $133,900 1995 1,368 $97.88 2/2 Crprt Manuf Green 

Not 501 Papaya 0.10 6/ 15/ 2018 $109,000 1986 1,234 $88.33 2/2 Crprt Manuf 

Not 604 Puffin 0.09 10/ 23/ 2018 $110,000 1988 1,320 $83.33 2/2 Crprt Manuf 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg 

Address Time YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance 

335 Papaya $110,000 710 

865 Tamarind -$3,306 -$5,356 -$14,721 $0 $110,517 0% 

501 Papaya -$542 $545 -$3,816 $5,000 $110,187 0% 

604 Puffin -$1,752 -$550 -$9,333 $5,000 $103,365 6% 

2% 

I also identified a new subdivision being developed just to the west of this solar farm called The 
Lakes at Sebastian Preserve. These are all canal-lot homes that are being built with homes starting 
at $271,000 based on the website and closed sales showing up to $342,000. According to Monique, 
the onsite broker with Holiday Builders, the solar farm is difficult to see from the lots that back up 
to that area and she does not anticipate any difficulty in selling those future homes or lots or any 
impact on the sales price. The closest home that will be built in this development will be 
approximately 340 feet from the nearest panel. 

Based on the closed home prices in Barefoot Bay as well as the broker comments and activity at The 
Lakes at Sebastian Preserve, the data around this solar farm strongly indicates no negative impact 
on property value. 
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Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other
48 Adjoins 343 Papaya 0.09 12/17/2019 $145,000 1986 1,508 $96.15  3/2 Crprt Manuf Gn/Fc/Upd

Not 865 Tamarind 0.12 2/4/2019 $133,900 1995 1,368 $97.88  2/2 Crprt Manuf Green
Not 515 Papaya 0.09 3/22/2018 $145,000 2005 1,376 $105.38  3/2 Crprt Manuf Green
Not 849 Tamarind 0.15 6/26/2019 $155,000 1997 1,716 $90.33  3/2 Crprt Manuf Grn/Fnce

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg
Address Time YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

343 Papaya $145,000 690
865 Tamarind $3,566 -$6,026 $10,963 $142,403 2%
515 Papaya $7,759 -$13,775 $11,128 $150,112 -4%

849 Tamarind $2,273 -$8,525 -$15,030 $5,000 $138,717 4%
1%

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other
52 Nearby 335 Papaya 0.09 4/17/2018 $110,000 1987 1,180 $93.22  2/2 Crprt Manuf Green

Not 865 Tamarind 0.12 2/4/2019 $133,900 1995 1,368 $97.88  2/2 Crprt Manuf Green
Not 501 Papaya 0.10 6/15/2018 $109,000 1986 1,234 $88.33  2/2 Crprt Manuf
Not 604 Puffin 0.09 10/23/2018 $110,000 1988 1,320 $83.33  2/2 Crprt Manuf

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg
Address Time YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

335 Papaya $110,000 710
865 Tamarind -$3,306 -$5,356 -$14,721 $0 $110,517 0%
501 Papaya -$542 $545 -$3,816 $5,000 $110,187 0%
604 Puffin -$1,752 -$550 -$9,333 $5,000 $103,365 6%

2%
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22. Matched Pair - Miami-Dade Solar Farm. Miami. FL 
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This project is located on 346.80 acres for a 74.5 MW facility. All of the adjoining uses are 
agricultural and residential. This project was built in 2019. 

I considered the recent sale of Parcel 26 to the south that sold for over $1.6 million dollars. This 
home is located on 4.2 acres with additional value in the palm trees according to the listing. The 

include similar homes nearby that are all actually on larger lots and several include 
avocado or palm free income as well. All of the comparables are in similar proximity to the subject 
and all have similar proximity to the Miami-Dade Executive airport that is located 2.5 miles to the 
east 

These sales are showing no impact on the value of the property from the adjoining solar farm. The 
landscaping is considered light. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Parm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address 

26 Acjoaas 

Not 

Not 

Not 

13600 SW 182od. 

10390 SW 1561.1a 

14311 SW 187th 

17950 SW 1561.1a 

Adjoining ales Adjusted 

Address Time 

13600 SW 182od. 

18090 SW 1561.1a 

14311 SW 187th 

17950 SW 1561.1a 

42.478 

*1,298 

nocu 

Acres 

4.01 

5.73 

4.70 

6.21 

Site TB 

Date Sold Sales Price 

11/5/2020 *L684,030 

10 /8 /202) *1,090,000 

10/22/2020 *J.,103..003 

10/22/2020 *1,703,003 

$57,750 

*16,500 

qS9.200 

Malt ORA $1OLA BR/BA Park Style Other 

2808 6A27 *26202 5/5.5 3 Gar CBS Roctaln/Guort 

1997 3,792 *276.90 5/4 3 Gm CBS Rath 

2035 3,821 *287.88 6/5 3 Gm CBS Rath Poet 

2030 6,917 *250.11 6/5.5 2 Gar CBS Rath Poet 

Aug 

OLP. ER PE P. Park Other atal % Diff %Diff Distance 

*1,684,000 1593 

SSEO,703 gO1,000 *1,723,930 -2% 

L.00,17* U0,000 *1,727,976 -3% 

.1:38)143 LI0,000 *1.713,199 -2% 

-2% 
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22. Matched Pair - Miami-Dade Solar Farm. Miami. FL 
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This project is located on 346.80 acres for a 74.5 MW facility. All of the adjoining uses are 
agricultural and residential. This project was built in 2019. 

I considered the recent sale of Parcel 26 to the south that sold for over $1.6 million dollars. This 
home is located on 4.2 acres with additional value in the palm trees according to the listing. The 
comparables include similar homes nearby that are all actually on larger lots and several include 
avocado or palm free income as well. All of the comparables are in similar proximity to the subject 
and all have similar proximity to the Miami-Dade Executive airport that is located 2.5 miles to the 
east 

These sales are showing no impact on the value of the property from the adjoining solar farm. The 
landscaping is considered light. 

Adjoining Residential Saks After Solar Farm Approved 

Parcel Solar Address 

26 A.1 one 

Not 

Not 

Not 

13600 SW 182nd 

18090 SW 158th 

14311 SW 1870a 

17950 SW 158th 

Adjoining ales Adjusted 

Address Time 

13600 SW 1810.6 

18090 SW 158th 

14311 SW 187th 

17950 SW 158th 

*2,478 

*1,298 

*2,041 

Acres 

4.2) 

5.73 

4.70 

6.21 

Date Sold Sales Price 

11/5/2020 *1,684,800 

10/8/202) *1,093,0)0 

10/22/2020 *1,103,0)0 

10/32/2020 *1,703,003 

Site YE OLP- ERIKA 

*57,750 

*16,500 

qS$.200 

SSE.3,703 gra.000 

S.00,17* U0,000 

4,81143 *I0,000 

Built GSA VOL.. . 

20)8 6,427 *16202 5/5.5 

1997 3,792 *176:90 5/4 

2035 3,821 *187.88 6/5 

20)0 6,917 *150.11 6/5.5 

Park Style Other 

Gar CPS Rada Pl/Guort 

Gar CPS Rada 

Gar CPS Rada Pod 

2 Gar CPS Rada Pod 

Aug 

Park Other Total % Dar % Diir Distance 

*1,684,000 1593 

*1,723,930 -2% 

*1,727,976 -3% 

*1,713,199 -2% 

-2% 
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22. Matched Pair – Miami-Dade Solar Farm, Miami, FL 

 

This project is located on 346.80 acres for a 74.5 MW facility.  All of the adjoining uses are 
agricultural and residential.  This project was built in 2019. 

I considered the recent sale of Parcel 26 to the south that sold for over $1.6 million dollars.  This 
home is located on 4.2 acres with additional value in the palm trees according to the listing.  The 
comparables include similar homes nearby that are all actually on larger lots and several include 
avocado or palm tree income as well.  All of the comparables are in similar proximity to the subject 
and all have similar proximity to the Miami-Dade Executive airport that is located 2.5 miles to the 
east. 

These sales are showing no impact on the value of the property from the adjoining solar farm.  The 
landscaping is considered light. 

 
 

 
 
 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other
26 Adjoins 13600 SW 182nd 4.20 11/5/2020 $1,684,000 2008 6,427 $262.02 5/5.5 3 Gar CBS Rnch Pl/Guest

Not 18090 SW 158th 5.73 10/8/2020 $1,050,000 1997 3,792 $276.90  5/4 3 Gar CBS Rnch
Not 14311 SW 187th 4.70 10/22/2020 $1,100,000 2005 3,821 $287.88  6/5 3 Gar CBS Rnch Pool
Not 17950 SW 158th 6.21 10/22/2020 $1,730,000 2000 6,917 $250.11  6/5.5 2 Gar CBS Rnch Pool

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg
Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

13600 SW 182nd $1,684,000 1390
18090 SW 158th $2,478 $57,750 $583,703 $30,000 $1,723,930 -2%
14311 SW 187th $1,298 $16,500 $600,178 $10,000 $1,727,976 -3%
17950 SW 158th $2,041 $69,200 -$98,043 $10,000 $1,713,199 -2%

-2%
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23. Matched Pair - Spotsvlvania Solar Pavtes VA 
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23. Matched Pair – Spotsylvania Solar, Paytes, VA 
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This solar farm is being built in four phases with the area known as Site C having completed 
construction in November 2020 after the entire project was approved in April 2019. Site C, also 
known as Pleinmont 1 Solar, includes 99.6 MW located in the southeast corner of the project and 
shown on the maps above with adjoining parcels 111 through 144. The entire Spotsylvania project 
totals 617 MW on 3500 acres out of a parent tract assemblage of 6,412 acres. 

I have identified three adjoining home sales that occurred during construction and development of 
the site in 2020. 

The first is located on the north side of Site A on Orange Plank Road. The second is located on 
Nottoway Lane just north of Caparthin Road on the south side of Site A and east of Site C. The third 
is located on Post Oak Road for a home that backs up to Site C that sold in September 2020 near 
the completion of construction for Site C. 

Spotsylvania Solar Farm 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other 
Adjoins 12901 Orng Plnk 5.20 8/27/2020 $319,900 1984 1,714 $186.64 3/2 Drive 1.5 Un Bsmt 

Not 8353 Gold Dale 3.00 1/27/2021 $415,000 2004 2,064 $201.07 3/2 3 Gar Ranch 

Not 6488 Southfork 7.26 9/9/2020 $375,000 2017 1,680 $223.21 3/2 2 Gar 1.5  Barn/Patio 

Not 12717 Flintlock 0.47 12/2/2020 $290,000 1990 1,592 $182.16 3/2.5 Det Gar Ranch 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Address Time Ac/Loc YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff Dist 
12901 Orng Plnk $319,900 1270 

8353 Gold Dale -$5,219 $20,000 -$41,500 -$56,298 -$20,000 $311,983 2% 

6488 Southfork -$401 -$20,000 -$61,875 $6,071 -$15,000 $283,796 11% 

12717 Flintlock -$2,312 $40,000 -$8,700 $17,779 -$5,000 -$5,000 $326,767 -2% 

Average Diff 4% 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other 
Adjoins 9641 Nottoway 11.00 5/12/2020 $449,900 2004 3,186 $141.21 4/2.5 Garage 2-Story Un Bsmt 

Not 26123 Lafayette 1.00 8/3/2020 $390,000 2006 3,142 $124.12 3/3.5 Gar/DtG 2-Story 

Not 11626 Forest 5.00 8/10/2020 $489,900 2017 3,350 $146.24 4/3.5 2 Gar 2-Story 

Not 10304 Pny Brnch 6.00 7/27/2020 $485,000 1998 3,076 $157.67 4/4 2Gar/Dt2 Ranch Fn Bsmt 

Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Address Time Ac/Loc YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff Dist 
9641 Nottoway $449,900 1950 

26123 Lafayette -$2,661 $45,000 -$3,900 $4,369 -$10,000 -$5,000 $417,809 7% 

11626 Forest -$3,624 -$31,844 -$19,187 -$5,000 $430,246 4% 

10304 Pny Brnch -$3,030 $14,550 $13,875 -$15,000 -$15,000 -$10,000 $470,396 -5% 

Average Diff 2% 

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other 
Adjoins 13353 Post Oak 5.20 9/21/2020 $300,000 1992 2,400 $125.00 4/3 Drive 2-Story Fn Bsmt 

Not 9609 Logan Hgt 5.86 7/4/2019 $330,000 2004 2,352 $140.31 3/2 2Gar 2-Story 

Not 12810 Catharpian 6.18 1/30/2020 $280,000 2008 2,240 $125.00 4/2.5 Drive 2-Story Bsmt/Nd Pnt 

Not 10725 Rbrt Lee 5.01 10/26/2020 $295,000 1995 2,166 $136.20 4/3 Gar 2-Story Fn Bsmt 
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known as Pleinmont 1 Solar, includes 99.6 MW located in the southeast corner of the project and 
shown on the maps above with adjoining parcels 111 through 144. The entire Spotsylvania project 
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This solar farm is being built in four phases with the area known as Site C having completed 
construction in November 2020 after the entire project was approved in April 2019.  Site C, also 
known as Pleinmont 1 Solar, includes 99.6 MW located in the southeast corner of the project and 
shown on the maps above with adjoining parcels 111 through 144.  The entire Spotsylvania project 
totals 617 MW on 3500 acres out of a parent tract assemblage of 6,412 acres. 

I have identified three adjoining home sales that occurred during construction and development of 
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The first is located on the north side of Site A on Orange Plank Road.  The second is located on 
Nottoway Lane just north of Caparthin Road on the south side of Site A and east of Site C.  The third 
is located on Post Oak Road for a home that backs up to Site C that sold in September 2020 near 
the completion of construction for Site C. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Spotsylvania Solar Farm

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other
Adjoins 12901 Orng Plnk 5.20 8/27/2020 $319,900 1984 1,714 $186.64  3/2 Drive 1.5 Un Bsmt

Not 8353 Gold Dale 3.00 1/27/2021 $415,000 2004 2,064 $201.07  3/2 3 Gar Ranch
Not 6488 Southfork 7.26 9/9/2020 $375,000 2017 1,680 $223.21  3/2 2 Gar 1.5 Barn/Patio
Not 12717 Flintlock 0.47 12/2/2020 $290,000 1990 1,592 $182.16  3/2.5 Det Gar Ranch

Adjoining Sales Adjusted
Address Time Ac/Loc YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff Dist

12901 Orng Plnk $319,900 1270
8353 Gold Dale -$5,219 $20,000 -$41,500 -$56,298 -$20,000 $311,983 2%
6488 Southfork -$401 -$20,000 -$61,875 $6,071 -$15,000 $283,796 11%
12717 Flintlock -$2,312 $40,000 -$8,700 $17,779 -$5,000 -$5,000 $326,767 -2%

Average Diff 4%

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other
Adjoins 9641 Nottoway 11.00 5/12/2020 $449,900 2004 3,186 $141.21 4/2.5 Garage 2-Story Un Bsmt

Not 26123 Lafayette 1.00 8/3/2020 $390,000 2006 3,142 $124.12  3/3.5 Gar/DtG 2-Story
Not 11626 Forest 5.00 8/10/2020 $489,900 2017 3,350 $146.24  4/3.5 2 Gar 2-Story
Not 10304 Pny Brnch 6.00 7/27/2020 $485,000 1998 3,076 $157.67  4/4 2Gar/Dt2 Ranch Fn Bsmt

Adjoining Sales Adjusted
Address Time Ac/Loc YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff Dist

9641 Nottoway $449,900 1950
26123 Lafayette -$2,661 $45,000 -$3,900 $4,369 -$10,000 -$5,000 $417,809 7%

11626 Forest -$3,624 -$31,844 -$19,187 -$5,000 $430,246 4%
10304 Pny Brnch -$3,030 $14,550 $13,875 -$15,000 -$15,000 -$10,000 $470,396 -5%

Average Diff 2%

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other
Adjoins 13353 Post Oak 5.20 9/21/2020 $300,000 1992 2,400 $125.00  4/3 Drive 2-Story Fn Bsmt

Not 9609 Logan Hgt 5.86 7/4/2019 $330,000 2004 2,352 $140.31  3/2 2Gar 2-Story
Not 12810 Catharpian 6.18 1/30/2020 $280,000 2008 2,240 $125.00  4/2.5 Drive 2-Story Bsmt/Nd Pnt
Not 10725 Rbrt Lee 5.01 10/26/2020 $295,000 1995 2,166 $136.20  4/3 Gar 2-Story Fn Bsmt
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Adjoining Sales Adjusted 

Address Time Ac/Loc YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff Dist 
13353 Post Oak $300,000 1171 

9609 Logan Hgt $12,070 -$19,800 $5,388 -$15,000 $15,000 $327,658 -9% 

12810 Catharpian $5,408 -$22,400 $16,000 $5,000 $15,000 $299,008 0% 

10725 Rbrt Lee -$849 -$4,425 $25,496 -$10,000 $305,222 -2% 

Average Diff -4% 

All three of these homes are well set back from the solar panels at distances over 1,000 feet and are 
well screened from the project. All three show no indication of any impact on property value. 
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well screened from the project.  All three show no indication of any impact on property value. 
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Conclusion - SouthEast Over 5 MW 

Southeast USA Over 5 MW 
Matched Pair Summary 

Name City State Acres MW 
Topo 
Shift 

Adj. Uses By Acreage 1 mile Radius (2010-2020 Data) 
Veg. 
Buffer Res Ag Ag/Res Com/Ind 

Med. 
Pop. Income 

Avg. Housing 
Unit 

1 AM Best Goldsboro NC 38 5.00 2 38% 0% 23% 39% 1,523 $37,358 $148,375 Light 

2 Mulberry Selmer TN 160 5.00 60 13% 73% 10% 3% 467 $40,936 $171,746 Lt to Med 
3 Leonard Hughesville MD 47 5.00 20 18% 75% 0% 6% 525 $106,550 $350,000 Light 
4 Gastonia SC Gastonia NC 35 5.00 48 33% 0% 23% 44% 4,689 $35,057 $126,562 Light 
5 Summit Moyock NC 2,034 80.00 4 4% 0% 94% 2% 382 $79,114 $281,731 Light 

6 Tracy Bailey NC 50 5.00 10 29% 0% 71% 0% 312 $43,940 $99,219 Heavy 
7 Manatee Parrish FL 1,180 75.00 20 2% 97% 1% 0% 48 $75,000 $291,667 Heavy 
8 McBride Midland NC 627 75.00 140 12% 10% 78% 0% 398 $63,678 $256,306 Lt to Med 
9 Mariposa Stanley NC 36 5.00 96 48% 0% 52% 0% 1,716 $36,439 $137,884 Light 

10 Clarke Cnty White Post VA 234 20.00 70 14% 39% 46% 1% 578 $81,022 $374,453 Light 
11 Simon Social Circle GA 237 30.00 71 1% 63% 36% 0% 203 $76,155 $269,922 Medium 

12 Candace Princeton NC 54 5.00 22 76% 24% 0% 0% 448 $51,002 $107,171 Medium 

13 Walker Barhamsville VA 485 20.00 N/A 12% 68% 20% 0% 203 $80,773 $320,076 Light 

14 Innov 46 Hope Mills NC 532 78.50 0 17% 83% 0% 0% 2,247 $58,688 $183,435 Light 

15 Innov 42 Fayetteville NC 414 71.00 0 41% 59% 0% 0% 568 $60,037 $276,347 Light 

16 Sunfish Willow Spring NC 50 6.40 30 35% 35% 30% 0% 1,515 $63,652 $253,138 Light 

17 Sappony Stony Crk VA 322 20.00 N/A 2% 98% 0% 0% 74 $51,410 $155,208 Light 

18 Camden Dam Camden NC 50 5.00 0 17% 72% 11% 0% 403 $84,426 $230,288 Light 

19 Grandy Grandy NC 121 20.00 10 55% 24% 0% 21% 949 $50,355 $231,408 Light 

20 Champion Pelion SC 100 10.00 N/A 4% 70% 8% 18% 1,336 $46,867 $171,939 Light 

21 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 504 74.50 0 11% 87% 0% 3% 2,446 $36,737 $143,320 Lt to Med 

22 Miami-Dade Miami FL 347 74.50 0 26% 74% 0% 0% 127 $90,909 $403,571 Light 

23 Spotyslvania Paytes VA 3,500 617.00 160 37% 52% 11% 0% 74 $120,861 $483,333 Md to livy 

Average 485 57.04 38 24% 48% 22% 6% 923 $63,955 $237,700 

Median 234 20.00 20 17% 59% 11% 0% 467 $60,037 $231,408 

High 3,500 617.00 160 76% 98% 94% 44% 4,689 $120,861 $483,333 

Low 35 5.00 0 1% 0% 0% 0% 48 $35,057 $99,219 

The solar farm matched pairs shown above have similar characteristics to each other in terms of 
population, but with several outliers showing solar farms in farm more urban areas. The median 
income for the population within 1 mile of a solar farm is S60,037 with a median housing unit value 
of $231,408. Most of the comparables are under $300,000 in the home price, with $483,333 being 
the high end of the set, though I have matched pairs in multiple states over $1,000,000 adjoining 
solar farms. The adjoining uses show that residential and agricultural uses are the predominant 
adjoining uses. These figures are in line with the larger set of solar farms that I have looked at with 
the predominant adjoining uses being residential and agricultural and similar to the solar farm 
breakdown shown for Virginia and adjoining states as well as the proposed subject property. 

Based on the similarity of adjoining uses and demographic data between these sites and the subject 
property, I consider it reasonable to compare these sites to the subject property. 

I have pulled 56 matched pairs from the above referenced solar farms to provide the following 
summary of home sale matched pairs and land sales next to solar farms. The summary shows that 
the range of differences is from -10% to +10% with an average of +1% and median of +1%. This 
means that the average and median impact is for a slight positive impact due to adjacency to a solar 
farm. However, this +1 to rate is within the typical variability I would expect from real estate. I 
therefore conclude that this data shows no negative or positive impact due to adjacency to a solar 
farm. 

While the range is seemingly wide, the graph below clearly shows that the vast majority of the data 
falls between -5% and +5% and most of those are clearly in the 0 to +5% range. This data strongly 
supports an indication of no impact on adjoining residential uses to a solar farm. 

I therefore conclude that these matched pairs support a finding of no impact on value at the subject 
property for the proposed project, which as proposed will include a landscaped buffer to screen 
adjoining residential properties. 
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Conclusion – SouthEast Over 5 MW 
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adjoining uses.  These figures are in line with the larger set of solar farms that I have looked at with 
the predominant adjoining uses being residential and agricultural and similar to the solar farm 
breakdown shown for Virginia and adjoining states as well as the proposed subject property. 
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While the range is seemingly wide, the graph below clearly shows that the vast majority of the data 
falls between -5% and +5% and most of those are clearly in the 0 to +5% range.  This data strongly 
supports an indication of no impact on adjoining residential uses to a solar farm. 

I therefore conclude that these matched pairs support a finding of no impact on value at the subject 
property for the proposed project, which as proposed will include a landscaped buffer to screen 
adjoining residential properties. 

Southeast USA Over 5 MW
Matched Pair Summary Adj. Uses By Acreage 1 mile Radius (2010-2020 Data)

Topo Med. Avg. Housing Veg.
Name City State Acres MW Shift Res Ag Ag/Res Com/Ind Pop. Income Unit Buffer

1 AM Best Goldsboro NC 38 5.00 2 38% 0% 23% 39% 1,523 $37,358 $148,375 Light
2 Mulberry Selmer TN 160 5.00 60 13% 73% 10% 3% 467 $40,936 $171,746 Lt to Med
3 Leonard Hughesville MD 47 5.00 20 18% 75% 0% 6% 525 $106,550 $350,000 Light
4 Gastonia SC Gastonia NC 35 5.00 48 33% 0% 23% 44% 4,689 $35,057 $126,562 Light
5 Summit Moyock NC 2,034 80.00 4 4% 0% 94% 2% 382 $79,114 $281,731 Light
6 Tracy Bailey NC 50 5.00 10 29% 0% 71% 0% 312 $43,940 $99,219 Heavy
7 Manatee Parrish FL 1,180 75.00 20 2% 97% 1% 0% 48 $75,000 $291,667 Heavy
8 McBride Midland NC 627 75.00 140 12% 10% 78% 0% 398 $63,678 $256,306 Lt to Med
9 Mariposa Stanley NC 36 5.00 96 48% 0% 52% 0% 1,716 $36,439 $137,884 Light

10 Clarke Cnty White Post VA 234 20.00 70 14% 39% 46% 1% 578 $81,022 $374,453 Light
11 Simon Social Circle GA 237 30.00 71 1% 63% 36% 0% 203 $76,155 $269,922 Medium
12 Candace Princeton NC 54 5.00 22 76% 24% 0% 0% 448 $51,002 $107,171 Medium
13 Walker Barhamsville VA 485 20.00 N/A 12% 68% 20% 0% 203 $80,773 $320,076 Light
14 Innov 46 Hope Mills NC 532 78.50 0 17% 83% 0% 0% 2,247 $58,688 $183,435 Light
15 Innov 42 Fayetteville NC 414 71.00 0 41% 59% 0% 0% 568 $60,037 $276,347 Light
16 Sunfish Willow Spring NC 50 6.40 30 35% 35% 30% 0% 1,515 $63,652 $253,138 Light
17 Sappony Stony Crk VA 322 20.00 N/A 2% 98% 0% 0% 74 $51,410 $155,208 Light
18 Camden Dam Camden NC 50 5.00 0 17% 72% 11% 0% 403 $84,426 $230,288 Light
19 Grandy Grandy NC 121 20.00 10 55% 24% 0% 21% 949 $50,355 $231,408 Light
20 Champion Pelion SC 100 10.00 N/A 4% 70% 8% 18% 1,336 $46,867 $171,939 Light
21 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 504 74.50 0 11% 87% 0% 3% 2,446 $36,737 $143,320 Lt to Med
22 Miami-Dade Miami FL 347 74.50 0 26% 74% 0% 0% 127 $90,909 $403,571 Light
23 Spotyslvania Paytes VA 3,500 617.00 160 37% 52% 11% 0% 74 $120,861 $483,333 Md to Hvy

Average 485 57.04 38 24% 48% 22% 6% 923 $63,955 $237,700
Median 234 20.00 20 17% 59% 11% 0% 467 $60,037 $231,408

High 3,500 617.00 160 76% 98% 94% 44% 4,689 $120,861 $483,333
Low 35 5.00 0 1% 0% 0% 0% 48 $35,057 $99,219
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Residential Dwelling Matched Pairs Adjoining Solar Farms 

Approx Adj. Sale Veg. 

Pair Solar Farm City State M W Distance Tax ID/Address Date Sale Price Price % Diff Buffer 

1 AM Best Goldsboro NC 5 280 3600195570 Sep-13 $250,000 Light 

3600198928 Mar-14 $250,000 $250,000 0% 

2 AM Best Goldsboro NC 5 280 3600195361 Sep-13 $260,000 Light 

3600194813 Apr-14 $258,000 $258,000 1% 

3 AM Best Goldsboro NC 5 280 3600199891 Jul-14 $250,000 Light 

3600198928 Mar-14 $250,000 $250,000 0% 

4 AM Best Goldsboro NC 5 280 3600198632 Aug-14 $253,000 Light 

3600193710 Oct-13 $248,000 $248,000 2% 

5 AM Best Goldsboro NC 5 280 3600196656 Dec-13 $255,000 Light 

3601105180 Dec-13 $253,000 $253,000 1% 

6 AM Best Goldsboro NC 5 280 3600182511 Feb-13 $247,000 Light 

3600183905 Dec-12 $240,000 $245,000 1% 

7 AM Best Goldsboro NC 5 280 3600182784 Apr-13 $245,000 Light 

3600193710 Oct-13 $248,000 $248,000 -1% 

8 AM Best Goldsboro NC 5 280 3600195361 Nov-15 $267,500 Light 

3600195361 Sep-13 $260,000 $267,800 0% 

9 Mulberry Selmer TN 5 400 0900A011 Jul-14 $130,000 Light 

099CA043 Feb-15 $148,900 $136,988 -5% 

10 Mulberry Selmer TN 5 400 099CA002 Jul-15 $130,000 Light 

0990NA040 Mar-15 $120,000 $121,200 7% 

11 Mulberry Selmer TN 5 480 491 Dusty Oct-16 $176,000 Light 

'5 April Aug-16 $185,000 $178,283 -1% 

12 Mulberry Selmer TN 5 650 297 Country Sep-16 $150,000 Medium 

53 Glen Mar-17 $126,000 $144,460 4% 

13 Mulberry Selmer TN 5 685 57 Cooper Feb-19 $163,000 Medium 

191 Amelia Aug-18 $132,000 $155,947 4% 

14 Leonard Rd Hughesville MD 5.5 230 14595 Box Elder Feb-16 $291,000 Light 

15313 Bassford Rd Jul-16 $329,800 $292,760 -1% 

15 Neal Hawkins Gastonia NC 5 225 609 Neal Hawkins Mar-17 $270,000 Light 

1418 N Modena Apr-18 $225,000 $242,520 10% 

16 Summit Moyock NC 80 1,060 129 Pinto Apr-16 $170,000 Light 

102 Timber Apr-16 $175,500 $175,101 -3% 

17 Summit Moyock NC 80 980 105 Pinto Dec-16 $206,000 Light 

127 Ranchland Jun-15 $219,900 $198,120 4% 

18 Tracy Bailey NC 5 780 9162 Winters Jan-17 $255,000 Heavy 

7352 Red Fox Jun-16 $176,000 $252,399 1% 

19 Manatee Parrish FL 75 1180 13670 Highland Aug-18 $255,000 Heavy 

13851 Highland Sep-18 $240,000 $255,825 0% 

20 McBride Place Midland NC 75 275 4380 Joyner Nov-17 $325,000 Medium 

3870 Elkwood Aug-16 $250,000 $317,523 2% 

21 McBride Place Midland NC 75 505 5811 Kristi Mar-20 $530,000 Medium 

3915 Tania Dec-19 $495,000 $504,657 5% 

22 Mariposa Stanley NC 5 1155 215 Mariposa Dec-17 $249,000 Light 

110 Airport May-16 $166,000 $239,026 4% 

23 Mariposa Stanley NC 5 570 242 Mariposa Sep-15 $180,000 Light 

110 Airport Apr-16 $166,000 $175,043 3% 

24 Clarke Cnty White Post VA 20 1230 833 Nations Spr Jan-17 $295,000 Light 

6801 Middle Dec-17 $249,999 $296,157 0% 

25 Candace Princeton NC 5 488 499 Herring Sep-17 $215,000 Medium 

1795 Bay Valley Dec-17 $194,000 $214,902 0% 

26 Walker Barhamsville VA 20 250 5241 Barham Oct-18 $264,000 Light 

9252 Ordinary Jun-19 $277,000 $246,581 7% 

27 AM Best Goldsboro NC 5 385 103 Granville P1 Jul-18 $265,000 Light 

2219 Granville Jan-18 $260,000 $265,682 0% 

28 AM Best Goldsboro NC 5 315 104 Erin Jun-17 $280,000 Light 

2219 Granville Jan-18 $265,000 $274,390 2% 

29 AM Best Goldsboro NC 5 400 2312 Granville May-18 $284,900 Light 

2219 Granville Jan-18 $265,000 $273,948 4% 
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Residential Dwelling Matched Pairs Adjoining Solar Farms 

Approx. Adj. Sale Veg. 

Pair Solar Farm City State M W Distance Tax ID/Address Date Sale Price Price % Diff Buffer 
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Residential Dwelling Matched Pairs Adjoining Solar Farms

Approx Adj. Sale Veg.
Pair Solar Farm City State MW Distance Tax ID/Address Date Sale Price Price % Diff Buffer
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102 Timber Apr-16 $175,500 $175,101 -3%

17 Summit Moyock NC 80 980 105 Pinto Dec-16 $206,000 Light

127 Ranchland Jun-15 $219,900 $198,120 4%

18 Tracy Bailey NC 5 780 9162 Winters Jan-17 $255,000 Heavy

7352 Red Fox Jun-16 $176,000 $252,399 1%

19 Manatee Parrish FL 75 1180 13670 Highland Aug-18 $255,000 Heavy

13851 Highland Sep-18 $240,000 $255,825 0%

20 McBride Place Midland NC 75 275 4380 Joyner Nov-17 $325,000 Medium

3870 Elkwood Aug-16 $250,000 $317,523 2%

21 McBride Place Midland NC 75 505 5811 Kristi Mar-20 $530,000 Medium

3915 Tania Dec-19 $495,000 $504,657 5%

22 Mariposa Stanley NC 5 1155 215 Mariposa Dec-17 $249,000 Light
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25 Candace Princeton NC 5 488 499 Herring Sep-17 $215,000 Medium
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26 Walker Barhamsville VA 20 250 5241 Barham Oct-18 $264,000 Light
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Residential Dwelling Matched Pairs Adjoining Solar Farms 

Approx Adj. Sale Veg. 

Pair Solar Farm City State M W Distance Tax ID/Address Date Sale Price Price % Diff Buffer 
30 AM Best Goldsboro NC 5 400 2310 Granville May-19 $280,000 Light 

634 Friendly Jul-19 $267,000 $265,291 5% 

31 Summit Moyock NC 80 570 318 Green View Sep-19 $357,000 Light 

336 Green View Jan-19 $365,000 $340,286 5% 

32 Summit Moyock NC 80 440 164 Ranchland Apr-19 $169,000 Light 

105 Longhorn Oct-17 $184,500 $186,616 -10% 

33 Summit Moyock NC 80 635 358 Oxford Sep-19 $478,000 Light 

176 Providence Sep-19 $425,000 $456,623 4% 

34 Summit Moyock NC 80 970 343 Oxford Mar-17 $490,000 Light 

218 Oxford Apr-17 $525,000 $484,064 1% 

35 Innov 46 Hope Mills NC 78.5 435 6849 Roslin Farm Feb-19 $155,000 Light 

109 Bledsoe Jan-19 $150,000 $147,558 5% 

36 Innov 42 Fayetteville NC 71 340 2923 County Line Feb-19 $385,000 Light 

2109 John McMillan Apr-18 $320,000 $379,156 2% 

37 Innov 42 Fayetteville NC 71 330 2935 County Line Jun-19 $266,000 Light 

7031 Glynn Mill May-18 $255,000 $264,422 1% 

38 Sunfish Willow Slang NC 6.4 205 7513 Glen Willow Sep-17 $185,000 Light 

205 Pine Burr Dec-17 $191,000 $172,487 7% 

39 Neal Hawkins Gastonia NC 5 145 611 Neal Hawkins Jun-17 $288,000 Light 

1211 Still Forrest Jul-18 $280,000 $274,319 5% 

40 Clarke Cnty White Post VA 20 1230 833 Nations Spr Aug-19 $385,000 Light 

2393 Old Chapel Aug-20 $330,000 $389,286 -1% 

41 Sappony Stony Creek VA 20 1425 12511 Palestine Jul-18 $128,400 Medium 

6494 Rocky Branch Nov-18 $100,000 $131,842 -3% 

42 Camden Dam Camden NC 5 342 122 N Mill Dam Nov-18 $350,000 Light 

548 Trotman May-18 $309,000 $352,450 -1% 

43 Grandy Grandy NC 20 405 120 Par Four Aug-19 $315,000 Light 

116 Barefoot Sep-20 $290,000 $299,584 5% 

44 Grandy Grandy NC 20 477 269 Grandy May-19 $275,000 Light 

103 Spring Leaf Aug-18 $270,000 $275,912 0% 

45 Champion Pelion SC 10 505 517 Old Charle ston Aug-20 $110,000 Light 

1429 Laurel Feb-19 $126,000 $107,856 2% 

46 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 74.5 765 465 Papaya Jul-19 $155,000 Medium 

1132 Waterway Jul-20 $129,000 $141,618 9% 

47 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 74.5 750 455 Papaya Sep-20 $183,500 Medium 

904 Fir Sep-20 $192,500 $186,697 -2% 

48 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 74.5 690 419 Papaya Jul-19 $127,500 Medium 

865 Tamarind Feb-19 $133,900 $124,613 2% 

49 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 74.5 690 413 Papaya Jul-20 $130,000 Medium 

1367 Barefoot Jan-21 $130,500 $139,507 -7% 

50 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 74.5 690 343 Papaya Dec-19 $145,000 Light 

865 Tamarind Feb-19 $133,900 $142,403 2% 

51 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 74.5 710 335 Papaya Apr-18 $110,000 Light 

865 Tamarind Feb-19 $133,900 $110,517 0% 

52 Miami-Dade Miami FL 74.5 1390 13600 SW 182nd Nov-20 $1,684,000 Light 

17950 SW 158th Oct-20 $1,730,000 $1,713,199 -2% 

53 Spotsylvania Paytes VA 617 1270 12901 Orange Plnk Aug-20 $319,900 Medium 

12717 Flintlock Dec-20 $290,000 $326,767 -2% 

54 Spotsylvania Paytes VA 617 1950 9641 Nottoway May-20 $449,900 Medium 

11626 Forest Aug-20 $489,900 $430,246 4% 

55 Spotsylvania Paytes VA 617 1171 13353 Post Oak Sep-20 $300,000 Heavy

12810 Catharpin Jan-20 $280,000 $299,008 0% 

56 McBride Place Midland NC 75 470 5833 Kristi Sep-20 $625,000 Light 

4055 Dakeita Dec-20 $600,000 $594,303 5% 

M W 

Avg. 

Distance 

Indicated 

Impact 

64.91 612 Average 1% 

20.00 479 Median 1% 

617.00 1,950 High 10% 

5.00 145 Low -10% 
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Residential Dwelling Matched Pairs Adjoining Solar Farms 

Approx. Adj. Sale Veg. 

Pair Solar Farm City State M W Distance Tax ID/Address Date Sale Price Price % Diff Buffer 
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48 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 74.5 690 419 Papaya Jul-19 $127,500 Medium 

865 Tamarind Feb-19 $133,900 $124,613 2% 

49 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 74.5 690 413 Papaya Jul-20 $130,000 Medium 

1367 Barefoot Jan-21 $130,500 $139,507 -7% 

50 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 74.5 690 343 Papaya Dec-19 $145,000 Light 

865 Tamarind Feb-19 $133,900 $142,403 2% 

51 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 74.5 710 335 Papaya Apr-18 $110,000 Light 

865 Tamarind Feb-19 $133,900 $110,517 0% 

52 Miami-Dade Miami FL 74.5 1390 13600 SW 182nd Nov-20 $1,684,000 Light 

17950 SW 158th Oct-20 $1,730,000 $1,713,199 -2% 

53 Spotsylvania Paytes VA 617 1270 12901 Orange Plnk Aug-20 $319,900 Medium 

12717 Flintlock Dec-20 $290,000 $326,767 -2% 

54 Spotsylvania Paytes VA 617 1950 9641 Nottoway May-20 $449,900 Medium 

11626 Forest Aug-20 $489,900 $430,246 4% 

55 Spotsylvania Paytes VA 617 1171 13353 Post Oak Sep-20 $300,000 Heavy

12810 Catharpin Jan-20 $280,000 $299,008 0% 

56 McBride Place Midland NC 75 470 5833 Kristi Sep-20 $625,000 Light 

4055 Dakeita Dec-20 $600,000 $594,303 5% 

M W 

Avg. 

Distance 

Indicated 

Impact 

64.91 612 Average 1% 

20.00 479 Median 1% 

617.00 1,950 High 10% 

5.00 145 Low -10% 
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Residential Dwelling Matched Pairs Adjoining Solar Farms

Approx Adj. Sale Veg.

Pair Solar Farm City State MW Distance Tax ID/Address Date Sale Price Price % Diff Buffer
30 AM Best Goldsboro NC 5 400 2310 Granville May-19 $280,000 Light

634 Friendly Jul-19 $267,000 $265,291 5%

31 Summit Moyock NC 80 570 318 Green View Sep-19 $357,000 Light

336 Green View Jan-19 $365,000 $340,286 5%

32 Summit Moyock NC 80 440 164 Ranchland Apr-19 $169,000 Light

105 Longhorn Oct-17 $184,500 $186,616 -10%

33 Summit Moyock NC 80 635 358 Oxford Sep-19 $478,000 Light

176 Providence Sep-19 $425,000 $456,623 4%

34 Summit Moyock NC 80 970 343 Oxford Mar-17 $490,000 Light

218 Oxford Apr-17 $525,000 $484,064 1%

35 Innov 46 Hope Mills NC 78.5 435 6849 Roslin Farm Feb-19 $155,000 Light

109 Bledsoe Jan-19 $150,000 $147,558 5%

36 Innov 42 Fayetteville NC 71 340 2923 County Line Feb-19 $385,000 Light

2109 John McMillan Apr-18 $320,000 $379,156 2%

37 Innov 42 Fayetteville NC 71 330 2935 County Line Jun-19 $266,000 Light

7031 Glynn Mill May-18 $255,000 $264,422 1%

38 Sunfish Willow Sprng NC 6.4 205 7513 Glen Willow Sep-17 $185,000 Light

205 Pine Burr Dec-17 $191,000 $172,487 7%

39 Neal Hawkins Gastonia NC 5 145 611 Neal Hawkins Jun-17 $288,000 Light

1211 Still Forrest Jul-18 $280,000 $274,319 5%

40 Clarke Cnty White Post VA 20 1230 833 Nations Spr Aug-19 $385,000 Light

2393 Old Chapel Aug-20 $330,000 $389,286 -1%

41 Sappony Stony Creek VA 20 1425 12511 Palestine Jul-18 $128,400 Medium

6494 Rocky Branch Nov-18 $100,000 $131,842 -3%

42 Camden Dam Camden NC 5 342 122 N Mill Dam Nov-18 $350,000 Light

548 Trotman May-18 $309,000 $352,450 -1%

43 Grandy Grandy NC 20 405 120 Par Four Aug-19 $315,000 Light

116 Barefoot Sep-20 $290,000 $299,584 5%

44 Grandy Grandy NC 20 477 269 Grandy May-19 $275,000 Light

103 Spring Leaf Aug-18 $270,000 $275,912 0%

45 Champion Pelion SC 10 505 517 Old Charleston Aug-20 $110,000 Light

1429 Laurel Feb-19 $126,000 $107,856 2%

46 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 74.5 765 465 Papaya Jul-19 $155,000 Medium

1132 Waterway Jul-20 $129,000 $141,618 9%

47 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 74.5 750 455 Papaya Sep-20 $183,500 Medium

904 Fir Sep-20 $192,500 $186,697 -2%

48 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 74.5 690 419 Papaya Jul-19 $127,500 Medium

865 Tamarind Feb-19 $133,900 $124,613 2%

49 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 74.5 690 413 Papaya Jul-20 $130,000 Medium

1367 Barefoot Jan-21 $130,500 $139,507 -7%

50 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 74.5 690 343 Papaya Dec-19 $145,000 Light

865 Tamarind Feb-19 $133,900 $142,403 2%

51 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 74.5 710 335 Papaya Apr-18 $110,000 Light

865 Tamarind Feb-19 $133,900 $110,517 0%

52 Miami-Dade Miami FL 74.5 1390 13600 SW 182nd Nov-20 $1,684,000 Light

17950 SW 158th Oct-20 $1,730,000 $1,713,199 -2%

53 Spotsylvania Paytes VA 617 1270 12901 Orange Plnk Aug-20 $319,900 Medium

12717 Flintlock Dec-20 $290,000 $326,767 -2%

54 Spotsylvania Paytes VA 617 1950 9641 Nottoway May-20 $449,900 Medium

11626 Forest Aug-20 $489,900 $430,246 4%

55 Spotsylvania Paytes VA 617 1171 13353 Post Oak Sep-20 $300,000 Heavy

12810 Catharpin Jan-20 $280,000 $299,008 0%

56 McBride Place Midland NC 75 470 5833 Kristi Sep-20 $625,000 Light

4055 Dakeita Dec-20 $600,000 $594,303 5%

Avg. Indicated

MW Distance Impact
64.91 612 Average 1%

20.00 479 Median 1%

617.00 1,950 High 10%

5.00 145 Low -10%
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I have further broken down these results based on the MWs, Landscaping, and distance from panel 
to show the following range of findings for these different categories. 

Most of the findings are for homes between 201 and 500 feet. Most of the findings are for Light 
landscaping screens. 

Light landscaping screens are showing no impact on value at any distances, including for solar 
farms over 75.1 MW. 

M W Range 

4.4 to 10 

Landscaping Light Light Light Medium Medium Medium Heavy Heavy Heavy 

Distance 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+ 

# 1 19 2 0 1 2 0 0 1 

Average 5% 2% 3% N/A 0% 4% N/A N/A 1% 

Median 5% 1% 3% N/A 0% 4% N/A N/A 1% 

High 5% 10% 4% N/A 0% 4% N/A N/A 1% 

Low 5% -5% 3% N/A 0% 4% N/A N/A 1% 

10.1 to 30 

Landscaping Light Light Light Medium Medium Medium Heavy Heavy Heavy 

Distance 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+ 

# 0 3 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Average N/A 4% -1% N/A N/A -3% N/A N/A N/A 

Median N/A 5% -1% N/A N/A -3% N/A N/A N/A 

High N/A 7% 0% N/A N/A -3% N/A N/A N/A 

Low N/A 0% -1% N/A N/A -3% N/A N/A N/A 

30.1 to 75 

Landscaping Light Light Light Medium Medium Medium Heavy Heavy Heavy 

Distance 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+ 

# 0 2 3 0 0 4 0 0 0 

Average N/A 1% 0% N/A N/A 0% N/A N/A N/A 

Median N/A 1% 0% N/A N/A 0% N/A N/A N/A 

High N/A 2% 2% N/A N/A 9% N/A N/A N/A 

Low N/A 1% -2% N/A N/A -7% N/A N/A N/A 

75.1+ 

Landscaping Light Light Light Medium Medium Medium Heavy Heavy Heavy 

Distance 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+ 

# 0 2 5 0 0 2 0 0 1 

Average N/A -3% 2% N/A N/A 1% N/A N/A 0% 

Median N/A -3% 4% N/A N/A 1% N/A N/A 0% 

High N/A 5% 5% N/A N/A 4% N/A N/A 0% 

Low N/A -10% -3% N/A N/A -2% N/A N/A 0% 
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I have further broken down these results based on the MWs, Landscaping, and distance from panel 
to show the following range of findings for these different categories.   

Most of the findings are for homes between 201 and 500 feet.   Most of the findings are for Light 
landscaping screens. 

Light landscaping screens are showing no impact on value at any distances, including for solar 
farms over 75.1 MW.   

 

 

 

 

MW Range

4.4 to 10

Landscaping Light Light Light Medium Medium Medium Heavy Heavy Heavy

Distance 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+

# 1 19 2 0 1 2 0 0 1

Average 5% 2% 3% N/A 0% 4% N/A N/A 1%

Median 5% 1% 3% N/A 0% 4% N/A N/A 1%

High 5% 10% 4% N/A 0% 4% N/A N/A 1%

Low 5% -5% 3% N/A 0% 4% N/A N/A 1%

10.1 to 30

Landscaping Light Light Light Medium Medium Medium Heavy Heavy Heavy

Distance 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+

# 0 3 2 0 0 1 0 0 0

Average N/A 4% -1% N/A N/A -3% N/A N/A N/A

Median N/A 5% -1% N/A N/A -3% N/A N/A N/A

High N/A 7% 0% N/A N/A -3% N/A N/A N/A

Low N/A 0% -1% N/A N/A -3% N/A N/A N/A

30.1 to 75

Landscaping Light Light Light Medium Medium Medium Heavy Heavy Heavy

Distance 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+

# 0 2 3 0 0 4 0 0 0

Average N/A 1% 0% N/A N/A 0% N/A N/A N/A

Median N/A 1% 0% N/A N/A 0% N/A N/A N/A

High N/A 2% 2% N/A N/A 9% N/A N/A N/A

Low N/A 1% -2% N/A N/A -7% N/A N/A N/A

75.1+

Landscaping Light Light Light Medium Medium Medium Heavy Heavy Heavy

Distance 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+ 100-200 201-500 500+

# 0 2 5 0 0 2 0 0 1

Average N/A -3% 2% N/A N/A 1% N/A N/A 0%

Median N/A -3% 4% N/A N/A 1% N/A N/A 0%

High N/A 5% 5% N/A N/A 4% N/A N/A 0%

Low N/A -10% -3% N/A N/A -2% N/A N/A 0%
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C. Summary of National Data on Solar Farms 

I have worked in 19 states related to solar farms and I have been tracking matched pairs in most of 
those states. On the following pages I provide a brief summary of those findings showing 37 solar 
farms over 5 MW studied with each one providing matched pair data supporting the findings of this 
report. 

The solar farms summary is shown below with a summary of the matched pair data shown on the 
following page. 

Matched Pair Summary 

Name City State Acres MW 
Topo 
Shift 

Adj. Uses By Acreage 1 mile Radius (2010-2020 Data) 

Veg. Buffer Res Ag Ag/Res Com/Ind 
Med. 

Popl. Income 
Avg. Housing 

Unit 
1 AM Best Goldsboro NC 38 5.00 2 38% 0% 23% 39% 1,523 $37,358 $148,375 Light 

2 Mulberry Selmer TN 160 5.00 60 13% 73% 10% 3% 467 $40,936 $171,746 Lt to Med 
3 Leonard Hughesville MD 47 5.00 20 18% 75% 0% 6% 525 $106,550 $350,000 Light 
4 Gastonia SC Gastonia NC 35 5.00 48 33% 0% 23% 44% 4,689 $35,057 $126,562 Light 
5 Summit Moyock NC 2,034 80.00 4 4% 0% 94% 2% 382 $79,114 $281,731 Light 

7 Tracy Bailey NC 50 5.00 10 29% 0% 71% 0% 312 $43,940 $99,219 Heavy 
8 Manatee Parrish FL 1,180 75.00 20 2% 97% 1% 0% 48 $75,000 $291,667 Heavy 
9 McBride Midland NC 627 75.00 140 12% 10% 78% 0% 398 $63,678 $256,306 Lt to Med 

10 Grand Ridge Streator IL 160 20.00 1 8% 87% 5% 0% 96 $70,158 $187,037 Light 
11 Dominion Indianapolis IN 134 8.60 20 3% 97% 0% 0% 3,774 $61,115 $167,515 Light 
12 Mariposa Stanley NC 36 5.00 96 48% 0% 52% 0% 1,716 $36,439 $137,884 Light 
13 Clarke Cnty White Post VA 234 20.00 70 14% 39% 46% 1% 578 $81,022 $374,453 Light 
14 Flemington Flemington NJ 120 9.36 N/A 13% 50% 28% 8% 3,477 $105,714 $444,696 Lt to Med 
15 Frenchtown Frenchtown NJ 139 7.90 N/A 37% 35% 29% 0% 457 $111,562 $515,399 Light 
16 McGraw East Windsor NJ 95 14.00 N/A 27% 44% 0% 29% 7,684 $78,417 $362,428 Light 
17 Tinton Falls Tinton Falls NJ 100 16.00 N/A 98% 0% 0% 2% 4,667 $92,346 $343,492 Light 
18 Simon Social Circle GA 237 30.00 71 1% 63% 36% 0% 203 $76,155 $269,922 Medium 

19 Candace Princeton NC 54 5.00 22 76% 24% 0% 0% 448 $51,002 $107,171 Medium 
20 Walker Barhamsville VA 485 20.00 N/A 12% 68% 20% 0% 203 $80,773 $320,076 Light 
21 Innov 46 Hope Mills NC 532 78.50 0 17% 83% 0% 0% 2,247 $58,688 $183,435 Light 

22 Innov 42 Fayetteville NC 414 71.00 0 41% 59% 0% 0% 568 $60,037 $276,347 Light 

23 Demille Lapeer MI 160 28.40 10 10% 68% 0% 22% 2,010 $47,208 $187,214 Light 

24 Turrill Lapeer MI 230 19.60 10 75% 59% 0% 25% 2,390 $46,839 $110,361 Light 

25 Sunfish Willow Spring NC 50 6.40 30 35% 35% 30% 0% 1,515 $63,652 $253,138 Light 
26 Picture Rocks Tucson AZ 182 20.00 N/A 6% 88% 6% 0% 102 $81,081 $280,172 None 

27 Avra Valley Tucson AZ 246 25.00 N/A 3% 94% 3% 0% 85 $80,997 $292,308 None 

28 Sappony Stony Crk VA 322 20.00 N/A 2% 98% 0% 0% 74 $51,410 $155,208 Medium 

29 Camden Dam Camden NC 50 5.00 0 17% 72% 11% 0% 403 $84,426 $230,288 Light 

30 Grandy Grandy NC 121 20.00 10 55% 24% 0% 21% 949 $50,355 $231,408 Light 
31 Champion Pelion SC 100 10.00 N/A 4% 70% 8% 18% 1,336 $46,867 $171,939 Light 

32 Eddy II Eddy TX 93 10.00 N/A 15% 25% 58% 2% 551 $59,627 $139,088 Light 
33 Somerset Somerset TX 128 10.60 N/A 5% 95% 0% 0% 1,293 $41,574 $135,490 Light 

34 DG Amp Piqua Piqua OH 86 12.60 2 26% 16% 58% 0% 6,735 $38,919 $96,555 Light 

45 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 504 74.50 0 11% 87% 0% 3% 2,446 $36,737 $143,320 Lt to Med 

36 Miami-Dade Miami FL 347 74.50 0 26% 74% 0% 0% 127 $90,909 $403,571 Light 
37 Spotyslvania Paytes VA 3,500 617.00 160 37% 52% 11% 0% 74 $120,861 $483,333 Med to Hvy 

Average 362 42.05 32 24% 52% 19% 6% 1,515 $66,292 $242,468 

Median 150 17.80 10 16% 59% 7% 0% 560 $62,384 $230,848 

High 3,500 617.00 160 98% 98% 94% 44% 7,684 $120,861 $515,399 

Low 35 5.00 0 1% 0% 0% 0% 48 $35,057 $96,555 
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C. Summary of National Data on Solar Farms 
 
I have worked in 19 states related to solar farms and I have been tracking matched pairs in most of 
those states.  On the following pages I provide a brief summary of those findings showing 37 solar 
farms over 5 MW studied with each one providing matched pair data supporting the findings of this 
report. 
 
The solar farms summary is shown below with a summary of the matched pair data shown on the 
following page. 
 

 
 

Matched Pair Summary Adj. Uses By Acreage 1 mile Radius (2010-2020 Data)
Topo Med. Avg. Housing

Name City State Acres MW Shift Res Ag Ag/Res Com/Ind Popl. Income Unit Veg. Buffer
1 AM Best Goldsboro NC 38 5.00 2 38% 0% 23% 39% 1,523 $37,358 $148,375 Light
2 Mulberry Selmer TN 160 5.00 60 13% 73% 10% 3% 467 $40,936 $171,746 Lt to Med
3 Leonard Hughesville MD 47 5.00 20 18% 75% 0% 6% 525 $106,550 $350,000 Light
4 Gastonia SC Gastonia NC 35 5.00 48 33% 0% 23% 44% 4,689 $35,057 $126,562 Light
5 Summit Moyock NC 2,034 80.00 4 4% 0% 94% 2% 382 $79,114 $281,731 Light
7 Tracy Bailey NC 50 5.00 10 29% 0% 71% 0% 312 $43,940 $99,219 Heavy
8 Manatee Parrish FL 1,180 75.00 20 2% 97% 1% 0% 48 $75,000 $291,667 Heavy
9 McBride Midland NC 627 75.00 140 12% 10% 78% 0% 398 $63,678 $256,306 Lt to Med

10 Grand Ridge Streator IL 160 20.00 1 8% 87% 5% 0% 96 $70,158 $187,037 Light
11 Dominion Indianapolis IN 134 8.60 20 3% 97% 0% 0% 3,774 $61,115 $167,515 Light
12 Mariposa Stanley NC 36 5.00 96 48% 0% 52% 0% 1,716 $36,439 $137,884 Light
13 Clarke Cnty White Post VA 234 20.00 70 14% 39% 46% 1% 578 $81,022 $374,453 Light
14 Flemington Flemington NJ 120 9.36 N/A 13% 50% 28% 8% 3,477 $105,714 $444,696 Lt to Med
15 Frenchtown Frenchtown NJ 139 7.90 N/A 37% 35% 29% 0% 457 $111,562 $515,399 Light
16 McGraw East Windsor NJ 95 14.00 N/A 27% 44% 0% 29% 7,684 $78,417 $362,428 Light
17 Tinton Falls Tinton Falls NJ 100 16.00 N/A 98% 0% 0% 2% 4,667 $92,346 $343,492 Light
18 Simon Social Circle GA 237 30.00 71 1% 63% 36% 0% 203 $76,155 $269,922 Medium
19 Candace Princeton NC 54 5.00 22 76% 24% 0% 0% 448 $51,002 $107,171 Medium
20 Walker Barhamsville VA 485 20.00 N/A 12% 68% 20% 0% 203 $80,773 $320,076 Light
21 Innov 46 Hope Mills NC 532 78.50 0 17% 83% 0% 0% 2,247 $58,688 $183,435 Light
22 Innov 42 Fayetteville NC 414 71.00 0 41% 59% 0% 0% 568 $60,037 $276,347 Light
23 Demille Lapeer MI 160 28.40 10 10% 68% 0% 22% 2,010 $47,208 $187,214 Light
24 Turrill Lapeer MI 230 19.60 10 75% 59% 0% 25% 2,390 $46,839 $110,361 Light
25 Sunfish Willow Spring NC 50 6.40 30 35% 35% 30% 0% 1,515 $63,652 $253,138 Light
26 Picture Rocks Tucson AZ 182 20.00 N/A 6% 88% 6% 0% 102 $81,081 $280,172 None
27 Avra Valley Tucson AZ 246 25.00 N/A 3% 94% 3% 0% 85 $80,997 $292,308 None
28 Sappony Stony Crk VA 322 20.00 N/A 2% 98% 0% 0% 74 $51,410 $155,208 Medium
29 Camden Dam Camden NC 50 5.00 0 17% 72% 11% 0% 403 $84,426 $230,288 Light
30 Grandy Grandy NC 121 20.00 10 55% 24% 0% 21% 949 $50,355 $231,408 Light
31 Champion Pelion SC 100 10.00 N/A 4% 70% 8% 18% 1,336 $46,867 $171,939 Light
32 Eddy II Eddy TX 93 10.00 N/A 15% 25% 58% 2% 551 $59,627 $139,088 Light
33 Somerset Somerset TX 128 10.60 N/A 5% 95% 0% 0% 1,293 $41,574 $135,490 Light
34 DG Amp Piqua Piqua OH 86 12.60 2 26% 16% 58% 0% 6,735 $38,919 $96,555 Light
45 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 504 74.50 0 11% 87% 0% 3% 2,446 $36,737 $143,320 Lt to Med
36 Miami-Dade Miami FL 347 74.50 0 26% 74% 0% 0% 127 $90,909 $403,571 Light
37 Spotyslvania Paytes VA 3,500 617.00 160 37% 52% 11% 0% 74 $120,861 $483,333 Med to Hvy

Average 362 42.05 32 24% 52% 19% 6% 1,515 $66,292 $242,468
Median 150 17.80 10 16% 59% 7% 0% 560 $62,384 $230,848

High 3,500 617.00 160 98% 98% 94% 44% 7,684 $120,861 $515,399
Low 35 5.00 0 1% 0% 0% 0% 48 $35,057 $96,555
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From these 37 solar farms, I have derived 94 matched pairs. The matched pairs show no negative 
impact at distances as close as 105 feet between a solar panel and the nearest point on a home. 
The range of impacts is -10% to +10% with an average and median of +1%. 

MW 

Avg. 

Distance 

Indicated 
Impact 

Average 44.80 569 Aver e 1% 
Median 14.00 400 Median 1% 
High 617.00 1,950 High 10% 
Low 5.00 145 Low -10% 

While the range is broad, the two charts below show the data points in range from lowest to highest. 
There is only 3 data points out of 94 that show a negative impact. The rest support either a finding 
of no impact or 9 of the data points suggest a positive impact due to adjacency to a solar farm. As 
discussed earlier in this report, I consider this data to strongly support a finding of no impact on 
value as most of the findings are within typical market variation and even within that, most are 
mildly positive findings. 
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From these 37 solar farms, I have derived 94 matched pairs. The matched pairs show no negative 
impact at distances as close as 105 feet between a solar panel and the nearest point on a home. 
The range of impacts is -10% to +10% with an average and median of +1%. 

MW 

Avg. 

Distance 

Indicated 
Impact 

Average 44.80 569 Aver e 1% 
Median 14.00 400 Median 1% 
High 617.00 1,950 High 10% 
Low 5.00 145 Low -10% 

While the range is broad, the two charts below show the data points in range from lowest to highest. 
There is only 3 data points out of 94 that show a negative impact. The rest support either a finding 
of no impact or 9 of the data points suggest a positive impact due to adjacency to a solar farm. As 
discussed earlier in this report, I consider this data to strongly support a finding of no impact on 
value as most of the findings are within typical market variation and even within that, most are 
mildly positive findings. 
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From these 37 solar farms, I have derived 94 matched pairs.  The matched pairs show no negative 
impact at distances as close as 105 feet between a solar panel and the nearest point on a home.  
The range of impacts is -10% to +10% with an average and median of +1%. 
 

  
 
 
While the range is broad, the two charts below show the data points in range from lowest to highest.  
There is only 3 data points out of 94 that show a negative impact.  The rest support either a finding 
of no impact or 9 of the data points suggest a positive impact due to adjacency to a solar farm.  As 
discussed earlier in this report, I consider this data to strongly support a finding of no impact on 
value as most of the findings are within typical market variation and even within that, most are 
mildly positive findings. 
 

 

 

Avg.

MW Distance

Average 44.80 569

Median 14.00 400

High 617.00 1,950

Low 5.00 145

Indicated

Impact

Average 1%

Median 1%

High 10%

Low ‐10%
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D. Larger Solar Farms 

I have also considered larger solar farms to address impacts related to larger projects. Projects have 
been increasing in size and most of the projects between 100 and 1000 MW are newer with little 
time for adjoining sales. I have included a breakdown of solar farms with 20 MW to 80 MW facilities 
with one 617 MW facility. 
Matched Pair Summary - @20 MW And Larger 

Name City State Acres MW 
Topo 
Shift 

Adj. Uses By Acreage 1 mile Radius (2010-2019 Data) 
Veg. 
Buffer Res Ag Ag/Res Com/Ind 

Med. 
Popl. Income 

Avg. Housing 
Unit 

1 Summit Moyock NC 2,034 80.00 4 4% 0% 94% 2% 382 $79,114 $281,731 Light 
2 Manatee Parrish FL 1,180 75.00 20 97% 1% 0% 48 $75,000 $291,667 Heavy 
3 McBride Midland NC 627 75.00 140 12%

2%
10% 78% 0% 398 $63,678 $256,306 Lt to Med 

4 Grand Ridge Streator IL 160 20.00 1 8% 87% 5% 0% 96 $70,158 $187,037 Light 
5 Clarke Cnty White Post VA 234 20.00 7

7 
01 39% 14% 46% 1% 578 $81,022 $374,453 Light 

6 Simon Social Circle GA 237 30.00 63% 36% 0% 203 $76,155 $269,922 Medium 
7 Walker Barhamsville VA 485 20.00 N/A 12% 68% 20% 0% 203 $80,773 $320,076 Light 
g Innov46 Hope Mills NC 532 78.50 0 83% 0% 0% 2,247 $58,688 $183,435 Light 
9 Innov42 Fayetteville NC 414 71.00 0 59% 41%

17
0% 0% 568 $60,037 $276,347 Light 

10 Demille Lapeer MI 160 28.40 10 10% 68% 0% 22% 2,010 $47,208 $187,214 Light 
11 Turrill Lapeer MI 230 19.60 59% 10 75% 0% 25% 2,390 $46,839 $110,361 Light 
12 Picure Rocks Tucson AZ 182 20.00 N/A 6% 88% 6% 0% 102 $81,081 $280,172 Light 
13 Avra Valley Tucson AZ 246 25.00 N/A 3% 94% 3% 0% 85 $80,997 $292,308 None 
14 Sammy Stony Crk VA 322 20.00 N/A 2% 98% 0% 0% 74 $51,410 $155,208 None 
15 Grandy Grandy NC 121 20.00 10 55% 24% 0% 21% 949 $50,355 $231,408 Medium 
16 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 504 74.50 0 11% 87% 0% 3% 2,446 $36,737 $143,320 Lt to Med 
17 Miami-Dade Miami FL 347 74.50 0 26% 74% 0% 0% 127 $90,909 $403,571 Light 
18 Spotyslvania Paytes VA 3,500 617.00 160 37% 52% 11% 0% 74 $120,861 $483,333 Med to Hvy 

Average 640 76.03 19% 64% 17% 4% 721 $69,501 $262,659 

Median 335 29.20 12% 68% 2% 0% 293 $72,579 $273,135 

High 3,500 617.00 75% 98% 94% 25% 2,446 $120,861 $483,333 

Low 121 19.60 1% 0% 0% 0% 48 $36,737 $110,361 

The breakdown of adjoining uses, population density, median income and housing prices for these 
projects are very similar to those of the larger set. The matched pairs for each of these were 
considered earlier and support a fmding of no negative impact on the adjoining home values. 

I have included a breakdown of solar farms with 50 MW to 617 MW facilities adjoining. 

Matched Pair Summary - @50 MW And Larger 
Topo 

Adj. Uses By Acreage 1 mile Radius (2010-2019 Data) 
Veg. Med. Avg. Housing 

Name City State Acres MW Shift Res Ag Ag/Res Com/Ind Popl. Income Unit Buffer 
1 Summit Moyock NC 2,034 80.00 4 4% 0% 94% 2% 382 $79,114 $281,731 Light 

2 Manatee Parrish FL 1,180 75.00 20 2% 97% 1% 0% 48 $75,000 $291,667 Heavy 
3 McBride Midland NC 627 75.00 140 12% 10% 78% 0% 398 $63,678 $256,306 Lt to Med 
4 Innov46 Hope Mills NC 532 78.50 0 83% 0% 0% 2,247 $58,688 $183,435 Light 
5 
6 

Innov42 Fayetteville 
Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay 

NC 
FL 

414 
504 

71.00 
74.50 00 411711% 59%87% 0%0% 0%3% 5682,446 $60,037$36,737 $276,347$143,320 LightLt to Med 

7 Miami-Dade Miami FL 347 74.50 0 26% 74% 0% 0% 127 $90,909 $403,571 Light 
g Spotyslvania Paytes VA 3,500 617.00 160 37% 52% 11% 0% 74 $120,861 $483,333 Med to Hvy 

Average 1,142 143.19 19% 58% 23% 1% 786 $73,128 $289,964 

Median 580 75.00 15% 67% 0% 0% 390 $69,339 $279,039 

High 3,500 617.00 41% 97% 94% 3% 2,446 $120,861 $483,333 

Low 347 71.00 2% 0% 0% 0% 48 $36,737 $143,320 

The breakdown of adjoining uses, population density, median income and housing prices for these 
projects are very similar to those of the larger set. The matched pairs for each of these were 
considered earlier and support a fmding of no negative impact on the adjoining home values. 

The data for these larger solar farms is shown in the SE USA and the National data breakdowns 
with similar landscaping, setbacks and range of impacts that fall mostly in the +/ -5% range as can 
be seen earlier in this report. 
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D. Larger Solar Farms 

I have also considered larger solar farms to address impacts related to larger projects. Projects have 
been increasing in size and most of the projects between 100 and 1000 MW are newer with little 
time for adjoining sales. I have included a breakdown of solar farms with 20 MW to 80 MW facilities 
with one 617 MW facility. 
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1 Summit Moyock NC 2,034 80.00 4 4% 0% 94% 2% 382 $79,114 $281,731 Light 
2 Manatee Parrish FL 1,180 75.00 20 97% 1% 0% 48 $75,000 $291,667 Heavy 
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5 Clarke Cnty White Post VA 234 20.00 7

7 
01 39% 14% 46% 1% 578 $81,022 $374,453 Light 

6 Simon Social Circle GA 237 30.00 63% 36% 0% 203 $76,155 $269,922 Medium 
7 Walker Barhamsville VA 485 20.00 N/A 12% 68% 20% 0% 203 $80,773 $320,076 Light 
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10 Demille Lapeer MI 160 28.40 10 10% 68% 0% 22% 2,010 $47,208 $187,214 Light 
11 Turrill Lapeer MI 230 19.60 59% 10 75% 0% 25% 2,390 $46,839 $110,361 Light 
12 Picure Rocks Tucson AZ 182 20.00 N/A 6% 88% 6% 0% 102 $81,081 $280,172 Light 
13 Avra Valley Tucson AZ 246 25.00 N/A 3% 94% 3% 0% 85 $80,997 $292,308 None 
14 Sammy Stony Crk VA 322 20.00 N/A 2% 98% 0% 0% 74 $51,410 $155,208 None 
15 Grandy Grandy NC 121 20.00 10 55% 24% 0% 21% 949 $50,355 $231,408 Medium 
16 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 504 74.50 0 11% 87% 0% 3% 2,446 $36,737 $143,320 Lt to Med 
17 Miami-Dade Miami FL 347 74.50 0 26% 74% 0% 0% 127 $90,909 $403,571 Light 
18 Spotyslvania Paytes VA 3,500 617.00 160 37% 52% 11% 0% 74 $120,861 $483,333 Med to Hvy 

Average 640 76.03 19% 64% 17% 4% 721 $69,501 $262,659 

Median 335 29.20 12% 68% 2% 0% 293 $72,579 $273,135 

High 3,500 617.00 75% 98% 94% 25% 2,446 $120,861 $483,333 

Low 121 19.60 1% 0% 0% 0% 48 $36,737 $110,361 

The breakdown of adjoining uses, population density, median income and housing prices for these 
projects are very similar to those of the larger set. The matched pairs for each of these were 
considered earlier and support a finding of no negative impact on the adjoining home values. 

I have included a breakdown of solar farms with 50 MW to 617 MW facilities adjoining. 

Matched Pair Summary - @50 MW And Larger 
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Adj. Uses By Acreage 1 mile Radius (2010-2019 Data) 
Veg. Med. Avg. Housing 

Name City State Acres MW Shift Res Ag Ag/Res Com/Ind Popl. Income Unit Buffer 
1 Summit Moyock NC 2,034 80.00 4 4% 0% 94% 2% 382 $79,114 $281,731 Light 

2 Manatee Parrish FL 1,180 75.00 20 2% 97% 1% 0% 48 $75,000 $291,667 Heavy 
3 McBride Midland NC 627 75.00 140 12% 10% 78% 0% 398 $63,678 $256,306 Lt to Med 
4 Innov46 Hope Mills NC 532 78.50 0 83% 0% 0% 2,247 $58,688 $183,435 Light 
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414 
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74.50 00 411711% 59%87% 0%0% 0%3% 5682,446 $60,037$36,737 $276,347$143,320 LightLt to Med 

7 Miami-Dade Miami FL 347 74.50 0 26% 74% 0% 0% 127 $90,909 $403,571 Light 
g Spotyslvania Paytes VA 3,500 617.00 160 37% 52% 11% 0% 74 $120,861 $483,333 Med to Hvy 

Average 1,142 143.19 19% 58% 23% 1% 786 $73,128 $289,964 

Median 580 75.00 15% 67% 0% 0% 390 $69,339 $279,039 

High 3,500 617.00 41% 97% 94% 3% 2,446 $120,861 $483,333 

Low 347 71.00 2% 0% 0% 0% 48 $36,737 $143,320 

The breakdown of adjoining uses, population density, median income and housing prices for these 
projects are very similar to those of the larger set. The matched pairs for each of these were 
considered earlier and support a finding of no negative impact on the adjoining home values. 

The data for these larger solar farms is shown in the SE USA and the National data breakdowns 
with similar landscaping, setbacks and range of impacts that fall mostly in the +/ -5% range as can 
be seen earlier in this report. 

120 
 
D. Larger Solar Farms 
 
I have also considered larger solar farms to address impacts related to larger projects.  Projects have 
been increasing in size and most of the projects between 100 and 1000 MW are newer with little 
time for adjoining sales.  I have included a breakdown of solar farms with 20 MW to 80 MW facilities 
with one 617 MW facility. 

 

The breakdown of adjoining uses, population density, median income and housing prices for these 
projects are very similar to those of the larger set.  The matched pairs for each of these were 
considered earlier and support a finding of no negative impact on the adjoining home values. 

I have included a breakdown of solar farms with 50 MW to 617 MW facilities adjoining.   
 

 

The breakdown of adjoining uses, population density, median income and housing prices for these 
projects are very similar to those of the larger set.  The matched pairs for each of these were 
considered earlier and support a finding of no negative impact on the adjoining home values. 

The data for these larger solar farms is shown in the SE USA and the National data breakdowns 
with similar landscaping, setbacks and range of impacts that fall mostly in the +/-5% range as can 
be seen earlier in this report.  

 

Matched Pair Summary - @20 MW And Larger Adj. Uses By Acreage 1 mile Radius (2010-2019 Data)
 Topo Med. Avg. Housing Veg.
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1 Summit Moyock NC 2,034 80.00 4 4% 0% 94% 2% 382 $79,114 $281,731 Light
2 Manatee Parrish FL 1,180 75.00 20 2% 97% 1% 0% 48 $75,000 $291,667 Heavy
3 McBride Midland NC 627 75.00 140 12% 10% 78% 0% 398 $63,678 $256,306 Lt to Med
4 Grand Ridge Streator IL 160 20.00 1 8% 87% 5% 0% 96 $70,158 $187,037 Light
5 Clarke Cnty White Post VA 234 20.00 70 14% 39% 46% 1% 578 $81,022 $374,453 Light
6 Simon Social Circle GA 237 30.00 71 1% 63% 36% 0% 203 $76,155 $269,922 Medium
7 Walker Barhamsville VA 485 20.00 N/A 12% 68% 20% 0% 203 $80,773 $320,076 Light
8 Innov 46 Hope Mills NC 532 78.50 0 17% 83% 0% 0% 2,247 $58,688 $183,435 Light
9 Innov 42 Fayetteville NC 414 71.00 0 41% 59% 0% 0% 568 $60,037 $276,347 Light

10 Demille Lapeer MI 160 28.40 10 10% 68% 0% 22% 2,010 $47,208 $187,214 Light
11 Turrill Lapeer MI 230 19.60 10 75% 59% 0% 25% 2,390 $46,839 $110,361 Light
12 Picure Rocks Tucson AZ 182 20.00 N/A 6% 88% 6% 0% 102 $81,081 $280,172 Light
13 Avra Valley Tucson AZ 246 25.00 N/A 3% 94% 3% 0% 85 $80,997 $292,308 None
14 Sappony Stony Crk VA 322 20.00 N/A 2% 98% 0% 0% 74 $51,410 $155,208 None
15 Grandy Grandy NC 121 20.00 10 55% 24% 0% 21% 949 $50,355 $231,408 Medium
16 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 504 74.50 0 11% 87% 0% 3% 2,446 $36,737 $143,320 Lt to Med
17 Miami-Dade Miami FL 347 74.50 0 26% 74% 0% 0% 127 $90,909 $403,571 Light
18 Spotyslvania Paytes VA 3,500 617.00 160 37% 52% 11% 0% 74 $120,861 $483,333 Med to Hvy

Average 640 76.03 19% 64% 17% 4% 721 $69,501 $262,659
Median 335 29.20 12% 68% 2% 0% 293 $72,579 $273,135

High 3,500 617.00 75% 98% 94% 25% 2,446 $120,861 $483,333
Low 121 19.60 1% 0% 0% 0% 48 $36,737 $110,361

Matched Pair Summary - @50 MW And Larger Adj. Uses By Acreage 1 mile Radius (2010-2019 Data)
 Topo Med. Avg. Housing Veg.

Name City State Acres MW Shift Res Ag Ag/Res Com/Ind Popl. Income Unit Buffer
1 Summit Moyock NC 2,034 80.00 4 4% 0% 94% 2% 382 $79,114 $281,731 Light
2 Manatee Parrish FL 1,180 75.00 20 2% 97% 1% 0% 48 $75,000 $291,667 Heavy
3 McBride Midland NC 627 75.00 140 12% 10% 78% 0% 398 $63,678 $256,306 Lt to Med
4 Innov 46 Hope Mills NC 532 78.50 0 17% 83% 0% 0% 2,247 $58,688 $183,435 Light
5 Innov 42 Fayetteville NC 414 71.00 0 41% 59% 0% 0% 568 $60,037 $276,347 Light
6 Barefoot Bay Barefoot Bay FL 504 74.50 0 11% 87% 0% 3% 2,446 $36,737 $143,320 Lt to Med
7 Miami-Dade Miami FL 347 74.50 0 26% 74% 0% 0% 127 $90,909 $403,571 Light
8 Spotyslvania Paytes VA 3,500 617.00 160 37% 52% 11% 0% 74 $120,861 $483,333 Med to Hvy

Average 1,142 143.19 19% 58% 23% 1% 786 $73,128 $289,964
Median 580 75.00 15% 67% 0% 0% 390 $69,339 $279,039

High 3,500 617.00 41% 97% 94% 3% 2,446 $120,861 $483,333
Low 347 71.00 2% 0% 0% 0% 48 $36,737 $143,320



121 

On the following page I show 81 projects ranging in size from 50 MW up to 1,000 MW with an 
average size of 111.80 MW and a median of 80 MW. The average closest distance for an adjoining 
home is 263 feet, while the median distance is 188 feet. The closest distance is 57 feet. The mix of 
adjoining uses is similar with most of the adjoining uses remaining residential or agricultural in 
nature. This is the list of solar farms that I have researched for possible matched pairs and not a 
complete list of larger solar farms in those states. 
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Parcel # State City Name 

Output Total 

(MW) Acres 

Used 

Acres 

Avg. Dist Closest 

to home Home 

Adjoining Use by Acre 

Res Agri Ag/R Com 

78 NC Moyock Summit/Ranchland 80 2034 674 360 4% 94% 0% 2% 

133 MS Hattiesburg Hattiesburg 50 1129 479.6 650 315 35% 65% 0% 0% 

179 SC Ridgeland Jasper 140 1600 1000 461 108 2% 85% 13% 0% 

211 NC Enfield Chestnut 75 1428.1 1,429 210 4% 96% 0% 0% 

222 VA Chase City Grasshopper 80 946.25 6% 87% 5% 1% 

226 VA Louisa Belcher 88 1238.1 150 19% 53% 28% 0%' 

305 FL Dade City Mountain View 55 347.12 510 175 32% 39% 21% 8% 

319 FL Jasper Hamilton 74.9 1268.9 537 3,596 240 5% 67% 28% 0%' 

336 FL Parrish Manatee 74.5 1180.4 1,079 625 2% 50% 1% 47%' 

337 FL Arcadia Citrus 74.5 640 0% 0% 100% 0% 

338 FL Port Charlotte Babcock 74.5 422.61 0% 0% 100% 0% 

353 VA Oak Hall Amazon East(ern sl- 80 1000 645 135 8% 75% 17% 0% 

364 VA Stevensburg Greenwood 100 2266.6 1800 788 200 8% 62% 29% 0% 

368 NC Warsaw Warsaw 87.5 585.97 499 526 130 11% 66% 21% 3%' 

390 NC Ellerbe Innovative Solar 34 50 385.24 226 N/A N/A 1% 99% 0% 0% 

399 NC Midland McBride 74.9 974.59 627 1,425 140 12% 78% 9% 0% 

400 FL Mulberry Alafia 51 420.35 490 105 7% 90% 3% 0%' 

406 VA Clover Foxhound 91 1311.8 885 185 5% 61% 17% 18%' 

410 FL Trenton Trenton 74.5 480 2,193 775 0% 26% 55% 19% 

411 NC Battleboro Fern 100 1235.4 960.71 1,494 220 5% 76% 19% 0% 

412 MD Goldsboro Cherrywood 202 1722.9 1073.7 429 200 10% 76% 13% 0% 

434 NC Conetoe Conetoe 80 1389.9 910.6 1,152 120 5% 78% 17% 0% 

440 FL Debary Debary 74.5 844.63 654 190 3% 27% 0% 70%' 

441 FL Hawthorne Horizon 74.5 684 3% 81% 16% 0% 

484 VA Newsoms Southampton 100 3243.9 - 3% 78% 17% 3% 

486 VA Stuarts Draft Augusta 125 3197.4 1147 588 165 16% 61% 16% 7%' 

491 NC Misenheimer Misenheimer 2018 80 740.2 687.2 504 130 11% 40% 22% 27% 

494 VA Shacklefords Walnut 110 1700 1173 641 165 14% 72% 13% 1% 

496 VA Clover Piney Creek 80 776.18 422 523 195 15% 62% 24% 0% 

511 NC Scotland Neck American Beech 160 3255.2 1807.8 1,262 205 2% 58% 38% 3% 

514 NC Reidsville Williamsburg 80 802.6 507 734 200 25% 12% 63% 0%' 

517 VA Luray Cape 100 566.53 461 519 110 42% 12% 46% 0%' 

518 VA Emporia Fountain Creek 80 798.3 595 862 300 6% 23% 71% 0% 

525 NC Plymouth Macadamia 484 5578.7 4813.5 1,513 275 1% 90% 9% 0%' 

526 NC Mooresboro Broad River 50 759.8 365 419 70 29% 55% 16% 0%' 

555 FL Mulberry Durrance 74.5 463.57 324.65 438 140 3% 97% 0% 0% 

560 NC Yadkinville Sugar 60 477 357 382 65 19% 39% 20% 22% 

561 NC Enfield Halifax 80mw 2019 80 1007.6 1007.6 672 190 8% 73% 19% 0% 

577 VA Windsor Windsor 85 564.1 564.1 572 160 9% 67% 24% 0% 

579 VA Paytes Spotsylvania 500 6412 3500 9% 52% 11% 27% 

582 NC Salisbury China Grove 65 428.66 324.26 438 85 58% 4% 38% 0%' 

583 NC Walnut Cove Lick Creek 50 1424 185.11 410 65 20% 64% 11% 5% 

584 NC Enfield Sweetleaf 94 1956.3 1250 968 160 5% 63% 32% 0%' 

586 VA Aylett Sweet Sue 77 1262 576 1,617 680 7% 68% 25% 0%' 

593 NC Windsor Sumac 120 3360.6 1257.9 876 160 4% 90% 6% 0% 

599 TN Somerville Yum Yum 147 4000 1500 1,862 330 3% 32% 64% 1% 

602 GA Waynesboro White Oak 76.5 516.7 516.7 2,995 1,790 1% 34% 65% 0% 

603 GA Butler Butler GA 103 2395.1 2395.1 1,534 255 2% 73% 23% 2% 

604 GA Butler White Pine 101.2 505.94 505.94 1,044 100 1% 51% 48% 1% 

605 GA Metter Live Oak 51 417.84 417.84 910 235 4% 72% 23% 0% 

606 GA Hazelhurst Hazelhurst II 52.5 947.15 490.42 2,114 105 9% 64% 27% 0% 

607 GA Bainbridge Decatur Parkway 80 781.5 781.5 1,123 450 2% 27% 22% 49% 

608 GA Leslie-DeSoto Americus 1000 9661.2 4437 5,210 510 1% 63% 36% 0% 

616 FL Fort White Fort White 74.5 570.5 457.2 828 220 12% 71% 17% 0% 

621 VA Spring Grove Loblolly 150 2181.9 1000 1,860 110 7% 62% 31% 0% 

622 VA Scottsville Woodridge 138 2260.9 1000 1,094 170 9% 63% 28% 0% 

625 NC Middlesex Phobos 80 754.52 734 356 57 14% 75% 10% 0% 

628 MI Deerfield Carroll Road 200 1694.8 1694.8 343 190 12% 86% 0% 2% 

633 VA Emporia Brunswick 150.2 2076.4 1387.3 1,091 240 4% 85% 11% 0% 

634 NC Elkin Partin 50 429.4 257.64 945 155 30% 25% 15% 30% 
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  Output Total Used Avg. Dist Closest Adjoining Use by Acre
Parcel # State City Name (MW) Acres Acres to home Home Res Agri Ag/R Com

78 NC Moyock Summit/Ranchland 80 2034 674        360     4% 94% 0% 2%
133 MS Hattiesburg Hattiesburg 50 1129 479.6 650        315     35% 65% 0% 0%
179 SC Ridgeland Jasper 140 1600 1000 461        108     2% 85% 13% 0%
211 NC Enfield Chestnut 75 1428.1 1,429      210     4% 96% 0% 0%
222 VA Chase City Grasshopper 80 946.25 6% 87% 5% 1%
226 VA Louisa Belcher 88 1238.1 150     19% 53% 28% 0%
305 FL Dade City Mountain View 55 347.12 510        175     32% 39% 21% 8%
319 FL Jasper Hamilton 74.9 1268.9 537 3,596      240     5% 67% 28% 0%
336 FL Parrish Manatee 74.5 1180.4 1,079      625     2% 50% 1% 47%
337 FL Arcadia Citrus 74.5 640 0% 0% 100% 0%
338 FL Port Charlotte Babcock 74.5 422.61 0% 0% 100% 0%
353 VA Oak Hall Amazon East(ern sh 80 1000 645        135     8% 75% 17% 0%
364 VA Stevensburg Greenwood 100 2266.6 1800 788        200     8% 62% 29% 0%
368 NC Warsaw Warsaw 87.5 585.97 499 526        130     11% 66% 21% 3%
390 NC Ellerbe Innovative Solar 34 50 385.24 226 N/A N/A 1% 99% 0% 0%
399 NC Midland McBride 74.9 974.59 627 1,425      140     12% 78% 9% 0%
400 FL Mulberry Alafia 51 420.35 490        105     7% 90% 3% 0%
406 VA Clover Foxhound 91 1311.8 885        185     5% 61% 17% 18%
410 FL Trenton Trenton 74.5 480 2,193      775     0% 26% 55% 19%
411 NC Battleboro Fern 100 1235.4 960.71 1,494      220     5% 76% 19% 0%
412 MD Goldsboro Cherrywood 202 1722.9 1073.7 429        200     10% 76% 13% 0%
434 NC Conetoe Conetoe 80 1389.9 910.6 1,152      120     5% 78% 17% 0%
440 FL Debary Debary 74.5 844.63 654        190     3% 27% 0% 70%
441 FL Hawthorne Horizon 74.5 684 3% 81% 16% 0%
484 VA Newsoms Southampton 100 3243.9 - - 3% 78% 17% 3%
486 VA Stuarts Draft Augusta 125 3197.4 1147 588        165     16% 61% 16% 7%
491 NC Misenheimer Misenheimer 2018 80 740.2 687.2 504        130     11% 40% 22% 27%
494 VA Shacklefords Walnut 110 1700 1173 641        165     14% 72% 13% 1%
496 VA Clover Piney Creek 80 776.18 422 523        195     15% 62% 24% 0%
511 NC Scotland Neck American Beech 160 3255.2 1807.8 1,262      205     2% 58% 38% 3%
514 NC Reidsville Williamsburg 80 802.6 507 734        200     25% 12% 63% 0%
517 VA Luray Cape 100 566.53 461 519        110     42% 12% 46% 0%
518 VA Emporia Fountain Creek 80 798.3 595 862        300     6% 23% 71% 0%
525 NC Plymouth Macadamia 484 5578.7 4813.5 1,513      275     1% 90% 9% 0%
526 NC Mooresboro Broad River 50 759.8 365 419        70       29% 55% 16% 0%
555 FL Mulberry Durrance 74.5 463.57 324.65 438        140     3% 97% 0% 0%
560 NC Yadkinville Sugar 60 477 357 382        65       19% 39% 20% 22%
561 NC Enfield Halifax 80mw 2019 80 1007.6 1007.6 672        190     8% 73% 19% 0%
577 VA Windsor Windsor 85 564.1 564.1 572        160     9% 67% 24% 0%
579 VA Paytes Spotsylvania 500 6412 3500 9% 52% 11% 27%
582 NC Salisbury China Grove 65 428.66 324.26 438        85       58% 4% 38% 0%
583 NC Walnut Cove Lick Creek 50 1424 185.11 410        65       20% 64% 11% 5%
584 NC Enfield Sweetleaf 94 1956.3 1250 968        160     5% 63% 32% 0%
586 VA Aylett Sweet Sue 77 1262 576 1,617      680     7% 68% 25% 0%
593 NC Windsor Sumac 120 3360.6 1257.9 876        160     4% 90% 6% 0%
599 TN Somerville Yum Yum 147 4000 1500 1,862      330     3% 32% 64% 1%
602 GA Waynesboro White Oak 76.5 516.7 516.7 2,995      1,790  1% 34% 65% 0%
603 GA Butler Butler GA 103 2395.1 2395.1 1,534      255     2% 73% 23% 2%
604 GA Butler White Pine 101.2 505.94 505.94 1,044      100     1% 51% 48% 1%
605 GA Metter Live Oak 51 417.84 417.84 910        235     4% 72% 23% 0%
606 GA Hazelhurst Hazelhurst II 52.5 947.15 490.42 2,114      105     9% 64% 27% 0%
607 GA Bainbridge Decatur Parkway 80 781.5 781.5 1,123      450     2% 27% 22% 49%
608 GA Leslie-DeSoto Americus 1000 9661.2 4437 5,210      510     1% 63% 36% 0%
616 FL Fort White Fort White 74.5 570.5 457.2 828        220     12% 71% 17% 0%
621 VA Spring Grove Loblolly 150 2181.9 1000 1,860      110     7% 62% 31% 0%
622 VA Scottsville Woodridge 138 2260.9 1000 1,094      170     9% 63% 28% 0%
625 NC Middlesex Phobos 80 754.52 734 356        57       14% 75% 10% 0%
628 MI Deerfield Carroll Road 200 1694.8 1694.8 343        190     12% 86% 0% 2%
633 VA Emporia Brunswick 150.2 2076.4 1387.3 1,091      240     4% 85% 11% 0%
634 NC Elkin Partin 50 429.4 257.64 945        155     30% 25% 15% 30%
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638 GA Dry Branch Twi ggs 200 2132.7 2132.7 - 10% 55% 35% 0% 

639 NC Hope Mills Innovative Solar 46 78.5 531.87 531.87 423 125 17% 83% 0% 0% 

640 NC Hope Mills Innovative Solar 42 71 413.99 413.99 375 135 41% 59% 0% 0% 

645 NC Stanley Horne t 75 1499.5 858.4 663 110 30% 40% 23% 6% 

650 NC Grifton Grifton 2 56 681.59 297.6 363 235 1% 99% 0% 0% 

651 NC Grifton Buckle be rry 52.1 367.67 361.67 913 180 5% 54% 41% 0% 

657 KY Greensburg Horseshoe Bend 60 585.65 395 1,394 63 3% 36% 61% 0% .

658 KY Campbellsville Flat Run 55 429.76 429.76 408 115 13% 52% 35% 0% .

666 FL Archer Archer 74.9 636.94 636.94 638 200 43% 57% 0% 0% 

667 FL New Smyrna Bee Pioneer Trail 74.5 1202.8 900 1,162 225 14% 61% 21% 4% 

668 FL Lake City Sunshine Gateway 74.5 904.29 472 1,233 890 11% 80% 8% 0% 

669 FL Florahome Coral Farms 74.5 666.54 580 1,614 765 19% 75% 7% 0% .

672 VA Appomattox Spout Spring 60 881.12 673.37 836 335 16% 30% 46% 8% 

676 TX Stamford Alamo 7 106.4 1663.1 1050 6% 83% 0% 11% 
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679 TX Lamesa Ivory 50 706 570 716 460 0% 87% 2% 12% 

680 TX Uvalde Alamo 5 95 830.35 800 925 740 1% 93% 6% 0% 

684 NC Waco Brookcliff 50 671.03 671.03 560 150 7% 21% 15% 57% .

689 AZ Arlington Mesquite 320.8 3774.5 2617 1,670 525 8% 92% 0% 0% 

692 AZ Tucson Avalon 51 479.21 352 - 0% 100% 0% 0% 
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Average 111.80 1422.4 968.4 1031 263 10% 62% 22% 6% 

Median 80.00 914.5 646.0 836 188 7% 64% 17% 0% 

High 1000.00 9661.2 4813.5 5210 1790 58% 100% 100% 70% 

Low 50.00 347.1 185.1 343 57 0% 0% 0% 0% 
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  Output Total Used Avg. Dist Closest Adjoining Use by Acre
Parcel # State City Name (MW) Acres Acres to home Home Res Agri Ag/R Com

638 GA Dry Branch Twiggs 200 2132.7 2132.7 - - 10% 55% 35% 0%
639 NC Hope Mills Innovative Solar 46 78.5 531.87 531.87 423        125     17% 83% 0% 0%
640 NC Hope Mills Innovative Solar 42 71 413.99 413.99 375        135     41% 59% 0% 0%
645 NC Stanley Hornet 75 1499.5 858.4 663        110     30% 40% 23% 6%
650 NC Grifton Grifton 2 56 681.59 297.6 363        235     1% 99% 0% 0%
651 NC Grifton Buckleberry 52.1 367.67 361.67 913        180     5% 54% 41% 0%
657 KY Greensburg Horseshoe Bend 60 585.65 395 1,394      63       3% 36% 61% 0%
658 KY Campbellsville Flat Run 55 429.76 429.76 408        115     13% 52% 35% 0%
666 FL Archer Archer 74.9 636.94 636.94 638        200     43% 57% 0% 0%
667 FL New Smyrna BeaPioneer Trail 74.5 1202.8 900 1,162      225     14% 61% 21% 4%
668 FL Lake City Sunshine Gateway 74.5 904.29 472 1,233      890     11% 80% 8% 0%
669 FL Florahome Coral Farms 74.5 666.54 580 1,614      765     19% 75% 7% 0%
672 VA Appomattox Spout Spring 60 881.12 673.37 836        335     16% 30% 46% 8%
676 TX Stamford Alamo 7 106.4 1663.1 1050 - - 6% 83% 0% 11%
677 TX Fort Stockton RE Roserock 160 1738.2 1500 - - 0% 100% 0% 0%
678 TX Lamesa Lamesa 102 914.5 655 921        170     4% 41% 11% 44%
679 TX Lamesa Ivory 50 706 570 716        460     0% 87% 2% 12%
680 TX Uvalde Alamo 5 95 830.35 800 925        740     1% 93% 6% 0%
684 NC Waco Brookcliff 50 671.03 671.03 560        150     7% 21% 15% 57%
689 AZ Arlington Mesquite 320.8 3774.5 2617 1,670      525     8% 92% 0% 0%
692 AZ Tucson Avalon 51 479.21 352 - - 0% 100% 0% 0%

81

Average 111.80 1422.4 968.4 1031 263 10% 62% 22% 6%

Median 80.00 914.5 646.0 836 188 7% 64% 17% 0%

High 1000.00 9661.2 4813.5 5210 1790 58% 100% 100% 70%

Low 50.00 347.1 185.1 343 57 0% 0% 0% 0%



124 

IX. Distance Between Homes and Panels 

I have measured distances at matched pairs as close as 105 feet between panel and home to show 
no impact on value. This measurement goes from the closest point on the home to the closest solar 
panel. This is a strong indication that at this distance there is no impact on adjoining homes. 

However, in tracking other approved solar farms across Kentucky, North Carolina and other states, I 
have found that it is common for there to be homes within 100 to 150 feet of solar panels. Given the 
visual barriers in the form of privacy fencing or landscaping, there is no sign of negative impact. 

I have also tracked a number of locations where solar panels are between 50 and 100 feet of single-
family homes. In these cases the landscaping is typically a double row of more mature evergreens at 
time of planting. There are many examples of solar farms with one or two homes closer than 100-

feet, but most of the adjoining homes are further than that distance. 

X. Topography 

As shown on the summary charts for the solar farms, I have been identifying the topographic shifts 
across the solar farms considered. Differences in topography can impact visibility of the panels, 
though typically this results in distant views of panels as opposed to up close views. The 
topography noted for solar farms showing no impact on adjoining home values range from as much 
as 160-foot shifts across the project. Given that appearance is the only factor of concern and that 
distance plus landscape buffering typically addresses up close views, this leaves a number of 
potentially distant views of panels. I specifically note that in Crittenden in KY there are distant 
views of panels from the adjoining homes that showed no impact on value. 

General rolling terrain with some distant solar panel views are showing no impact on adjoining 
property value. 

XI. Potential Impacts During Construction 

I have previously been asked by the Kentucky Siting Board about potential impacts during 
construction. This is not a typical question I get as any development of a site will have a certain 
amount of construction, whether it is for a commercial agricultural use such as large-scale poultry 
operations or a new residential subdivision. Construction will be temporary and consistent with 
other development uses of the land and in fact dust from the construction will likely be less than 
most other construction projects given the minimal grading. I would not anticipate any impacts on 
property value due to construction on the site. 

I note that in the matched pairs that I have included there have been a number of home sales that 
happened after a solar farm was approved but before the solar farm was built showing no impact on 
property value. Therefore the anticipated construction had no impact as shown by that data. 
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. Scope of Research 

I have researched over 800 solar farms and sites on which solar farms are existing and proposed in 
Kentucky, Illinois, Tennessee, North Carolina, Virginia as well as other states to determine what 
uses are typically found in proximity with a solar farm. The data I have collected and provide in this 
report strongly supports the assertion that solar farms are having no negative consequences on 
adjoining agricultural and residential values. 

Beyond these references, I have quantified the adjoining uses for a number of solar farm 
comparables to derive a breakdown of the adjoining uses for each solar farm. The chart below 
shows the breakdown of adjoining or abutting uses by total acreage. 

w 

Closest All Res All Comm 

Res Comm Ind Avg Home Home Uses Uses 

Average 19% 53% 20% 2% 6% 887 344 91% 8% 

Median 11% 56% 11% 0% 0% 708 218 100% 0% 

High 100% 100% 100% 93% 98% 5,210 4,670 100% 98% 

Low 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 90 25 0% 0% 

= Residential, = u Corn = Commercial 

Solar Farms Considered: 705 

I have also included a breakdown of each solar farm by number of adjoining parcels to the solar 
farm rather than based on adjoining acreage. Using both factors provides a more complete picture 
of the neighboring properties. 
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Closest All Res All Comm 
Res Comm Ind Avg Home Home Uses Uses 

Average 61% 24% 9% 2% 4% 887 344 93% 6% 

Median 65% 19% 5% 0% 0% 708 218 100% 0% 

High 100% 100% 100% 60% 78% 5,210 4,670 105% 78% 

Low 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 90 25 0% 0% 

= Residential, = 

Total Solar Farms Considered: 705 

Both of the above charts show a marked residential and agricultural adjoining use for most solar 
farms. Every single solar farm considered included an adjoining residential or 

use. 
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Percentage By Adjoining Acreage
Closest All Res All Comm
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XIII. Specific Factors Related To Impacts on Value 

I have completed a number of Impact Studies related to a variety of uses and I have found that the 
most common areas for impact on adjoining values typically follow a hierarchy with descending 
levels of potential impact. I will discuss each of these categories and how they relate to a solar farm. 

1. Hazardous material 
2. Odor 
3. Noise 
4. Traffic 
5. Stigma 
6. Appearance 

1. Hazardous material 

A solar farm presents no potential hazardous waste byproduct as part of normal operation. Any 
fertilizer, weed control, vehicular traffic, or construction will be significantly less than typically 
applied in a residential development and even most agricultural uses. 

The various solar farms that I have inspected and identified in the addenda have no known 
environmental impacts associated with the development and operation. 

2. Odor 

The various solar farms that I have inspected produced no odor. 

3. Noise 

Whether discussing passive fixed solar panels, or single-axis trackers, there is no negative impact 
associated with noise from a solar farm. The transformer reportedly has a hum similar to an HVAC 
that can only be heard in close proximity to this transformer and the buffers on the property are 
sufficient to make emitted sounds inaudible from the adjoining properties. No sound is emitted 
from the facility at night. 

The various solar farms that I have inspected were inaudible from the roadways. 

4. Traffic 

The solar farm will have no onsite employee's or staff. The site requires only minimal maintenance. 
Relative to other potential uses of the site (such as a residential subdivision), the additional traffic 
generated by a solar farm use on this site is insignificant. 

5. Stigma 

There is no stigma associated with solar farms and solar farms and people generally respond 
favorably towards such a use. While an individual may express concerns about proximity to a solar 
farm, there is no specific stigma associated with a solar farm. Stigma generally refers to things such 
as adult establishments, prisons, rehabilitation facilities, and so forth. 

Solar panels have no associated stigma and in smaller collections are found in yards and roofs in 
many residential communities. Solar farms are adjoining elementary, middle and high schools as 
well as churches and subdivisions. I note that one of the solar farms in this report not only adjoins 
a church, but is actually located on land owned by the church. Solar panels on a roof are often 
cited as an enhancement to the property in marketing brochures. 
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I see no basis for an impact from stigma due to a solar farm. 

6. Appearance 

I note that larger solar farms using fixed or tracking panels are a passive use of the land that is in 
keeping with a rural/residential area. As shown below, solar farms are comparable to larger 
greenhouses. This is not surprising given that a greenhouse is essentially another method for 
collecting passive solar energy. The greenhouse use is well received in residential/rural areas and 
has a similar visual impact as a solar farm. 

M 10.0 
 1,0 LI I 

4 

The solar panels are all less than 15 feet high, which means that the visual impact of the solar 
panels will be similar in height to a typical greenhouse and lower than a single story residential 
dwelling. Were the subject property developed with single family housing, that development would 
have a much greater visual impact on the surrounding area given that a two-story home with attic 
could be three to four times as high as these proposed panels. 

Whenever you consider the impact of a proposed project on viewshed or what the adjoining owners 
may see from their property it is important to distinguish whether or not they have a protected 
viewshed or not. Enhancements for scenic vistas are often measured when considering properties 
that adjoin preserved open space and parks. However, adjoining land with a preferred view today 
conveys no guarantee that the property will continue in the current use. Any consideration of the 
impact of the appearance requires a consideration of the wide variety of other uses a property 
already has the right to be put to, which for solar farms often includes subdivision development, 
agricultural business buildings such as poultry, or large greenhouses and the like. 

Dr. Randall Bell, MAI, PhD, and author of the book Real Estate Damages, Third Edition, on Page 
146 "Views of bodies of water, city lights, natural settings, parks, golf courses, and other amenities 
are considered desirable features, particularly for residential properties." Dr. Bell continues on Page 
147 that "View amenities may or may not be protected by law or regulation. It is sometimes argued 
that views have value only if they are protected by a view easement, a zoning ordinance, or 
covenants, conditions, and restrictions (CC&Rs), although such protections are relatively 
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uncommon as a practical matter. The market often assigns significant value to desirable views 
irrespective of whether or not such views are protected by law." 

Dr. Bell concludes that a view enhances adjacent property, even if the adjacent property has no legal 
right to that view. He then discusses a "borrowed" view where a home may enjoy a good view of 
vacant land or property beyond with a reasonable expectation that the view might be partly or 
completely obstructed upon development of the adjoining land. He follows that with "This same 
concept applies to potentially undesirable views of a new development when the development 
conforms to applicable zoning and other regulations. Arguing value diminution in such cases is 
difficult, since the possible development of the offending property should have been known." In 
other words, if there is an allowable development on the site then arguing value diminution with 
such a development would be difficult. This further extends to developing the site with alternative 
uses that are less impactful on the view than currently allowed uses. 

This gets back to the point that if a property has development rights and could currently be 
developed in such a way that removes the viewshed such as a residential subdivision, than a less 
intrusive use such as a solar farm that is easily screened by landscaping would not have a greater 
impact on the viewshed of any perceived value adjoining properties claim for viewshed. Essentially, 
if there are more impactful uses currently allowed, then there is no viewshed enhancement to 
adjoining parcels. 

7. Conclusion 

On the basis of the factors described above, it is my professional opinion that the proposed solar 
farm will not negatively impact adjoining property values. The only category of impact of note is 
appearance, which is addressed through setbacks and landscaping buffers. The matched pair data 
supports that conclusion. 
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XIV. Conclusion 

The matched pair analysis shows no negative impact in home values due to abutting or adjoining a 
solar farm as well as no impact to abutting or adjacent vacant residential or agricultural land. The 
proposed setbacks are further than those measured showing no impact for similar price ranges of 
homes and for areas with similar demographics to the subject area. The criteria that typically 
correlates with downward adjustments on property values such as noise, odor, and traffic all 
support a finding of no impact on property value. 

Very similar solar farms in very similar areas have been found by hundreds of towns and counties 
not to have a substantial injury to abutting or adjoining properties, and many of those findings of no 
impact have been upheld by appellate courts. Similar solar farms have been approved adjoining 
agricultural uses, schools, churches, and residential developments. 

I have found no difference in the mix of adjoining uses or proximity to adjoining homes based on the 
size of a solar farm and I have found no significant difference in the matched pair data adjoining 
larger solar farms versus smaller solar farms. The data in the Southeast is consistent with the 
larger set of data that I have nationally, as is the more specific data located in and around Kentucky. 

Based on the data and analysis in this report, it is my professional opinion that the solar farm 
proposed at the subject property will have no negative impact on the value of adjoining or abutting 
property. I note that some of the positive implications of a solar farm that have been expressed by 
people living next to solar farms include protection from future development of residential 
developments or other more intrusive uses, reduced dust, odor and chemicals from former farming 
operations, protection from light pollution at night, it's quiet, and there is no traffic. 
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not to have a substantial injury to abutting or adjoining properties, and many of those findings of no 
impact have been upheld by appellate courts.  Similar solar farms have been approved adjoining 
agricultural uses, schools, churches, and residential developments.   

I have found no difference in the mix of adjoining uses or proximity to adjoining homes based on the 
size of a solar farm and I have found no significant difference in the matched pair data adjoining 
larger solar farms versus smaller solar farms.  The data in the Southeast is consistent with the 
larger set of data that I have nationally, as is the more specific data located in and around Kentucky. 

Based on the data and analysis in this report, it is my professional opinion that the solar farm 
proposed at the subject property will have no negative impact on the value of adjoining or abutting 
property.   I note that some of the positive implications of a solar farm that have been expressed by 
people living next to solar farms include protection from future development of residential 
developments or other more intrusive uses, reduced dust, odor and chemicals from former farming 
operations, protection from light pollution at night, it’s quiet, and there is no traffic. 

. 
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1. THIS MAP WAS PREPARED USING TITLE FROM OLD REPUBLIC NATIONAL TITLE COMPANY COMMITMENT AND DATE
NUMBERS: (COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-4, COMMITMENT DATE: DECEMBER 04, 2019), (COMMITMENT NO:
304387NCT-9, COMMITMENT DATE: DECEMBER 02, 2019), (COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-14, COMMITMENT DATE:
DECEMBER 02, 2019), (COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-10, COMMITMENT DATE: DECEMBER 02, 2019), (COMMITMENT NO:
304387NCT-8, COMMITMENT DATE: DECEMBER 02, 2019), (COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-12, COMMITMENT DATE:
DECEMBER 02, 2019), (COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-6, COMMITMENT DATE: DECEMBER 04, 2019), (COMMITMENT NO:
304387NCT-7, COMMITMENT DATE: DECEMBER 04, 2019), (COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-15, COMMITMENT DATE:
DECEMBER 06, 2019), (COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-16, COMMITMENT DATE: DECEMBER 04, 2019), (COMMITMENT NO:
304387NCT-13, COMMITMENT DATE: DECEMBER 10, 2019), (COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-18, COMMITMENT DATE:
DECEMBER 23, 2019), (COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-19, COMMITMENT DATE: DECEMBER 23, 2019), (COMMITMENT NO:
304387NCT-32, COMMITMENT DATE: JUNE 30, 2020), (COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-28, COMMITMENT DATE: JULY 1,
2020), (COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-20, COMMITMENT DATE: JULY 1, 2020), (COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-36,
COMMITMENT DATE: JULY 1, 2020), (COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-29, COMMITMENT DATE: JULY 1, 2020),
(COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-35, COMMITMENT DATE: JULY 1, 2020), (COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-22,
COMMITMENT DATE: JULY 1, 2020), (COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-37, COMMITMENT DATE: JULY 1, 2020),
(COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-27, COMMITMENT DATE: JULY 1, 2020), (COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-30,
COMMITMENT DATE: JULY 1, 2020), (COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-25, COMMITMENT DATE: JULY 1, 2020),
(COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-33, COMMITMENT DATE: JULY 1, 2020), (COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-23,
COMMITMENT DATE: JULY 20, 2020), (COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-26, COMMITMENT DATE: JULY 1, 2020),
(COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-39, COMMITMENT DATE: FEBRUARY 24, 2021), (COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-40,
COMMITMENT DATE: FEBRUARY 24, 2021), (COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-41, COMMITMENT DATE: FEBRUARY 25, 2021),
(COMMITMENT NO: 304387NCT-42, COMMITMENT DATE: MARCH 24, 2021). ALSO USING TITLE FROM FIRST AMERICAN
TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY COMMITMENT NO: NCS-940046-01-CHAR, COMMITMENT DATE: JANUARY 29, 2019.

2. BEARING AND DISTANCES SHOWN HEREON ARE NSRS 2011 KENTUCKY STATE PLANE COORDINATE SYSTEM, NORTH
ZONE, US SURVEY FOOT.

3. NO ADDRESSES WERE PROVIDED TO THE SURVEYOR. (TABLE A, ITEM 2).

4. SUBJECT PROPERTY APPEARS TO BE CLASSIFIED AS FOLLOWS, AS DEPICTED ON FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP
COMMUNITY - MAP NUMBER(S) 21069C0125C DATED 05/20/2010, 21069C0150C DATED 5/20/2010, 21161C0195E DATED
05/20/2010. (TABLE  A, ITEM 3)

4.1. SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD AREAS SUBJECT TO INUNDATION BY 1% ANNUAL CHANCE FLOOD
4.1.1. "ZONE A" - NO BASE FLOOD ELEVATION DETERMINED

5. GROSS AREA: ±148,880,385 SQ. FT., ±3,417.8 ACRES (TABLE A, ITEM 4)

6. BUILDING INFORMATION, ALL BUILDING FROM AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY HAVE BEEN OUTLINED AND SHOWN HEREON
(TABLE A, ITEM 7).

7. SUBSTANTIAL FEATURES SUCH AS ROADS, DRIVES, ACCESS, RIVERS, PONDS, OVERHEAD POWER, AND BUILDINGS HAVE
BEEN DRAFTED FROM AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY OR SOURCE FROM VIRGINIA CLEARING HOUSE, AND USGS NHD GIS DATA.
NOTE: ANY GIS DATA THAT DIFFERED FROM THE AERAIL PHOTOGRAPHY WAS ADJUSTED TO MATCH AERIAL. (TABLE A,
ITEM 8).

8. NO UTILITY MAPPING INFORMATION PROVIDED TO THE SURVEYOR. (TABLE A, ITEM 11).

9. AS OF THE DATE OF THIS SURVEY, THERE WAS NO INFORMATION PROVIDED TO THE SURVEYOR FOR PROPOSED
CHANGES IN STREET RIGHT OF WAY LINES. ROAD IMPROVEMENTS ARE SHOWN TO BE TAKING PLACE ON THE 2019
AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY USED TO COMPLETE THIS PROJECT (TABLE A, ITEM 17)
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LIST OF POSSIBLE ENCROACHMENTS:

1. P.E. (1): OVERHEAD POWER LINES WITHOUT THE BENEFIT OF AN EASEMENT (SEE PARCEL - TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-28)

2. P.E. (2): OVERHEAD POWER LINES WITHOUT THE BENEFIT OF AN EASEMENT (SEE PARCEL - TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-33)

3. P.E. (3): OVERHEAD POWER LINES WITHOUT THE BENEFIT OF AN EASEMENT (SEE PARCEL - TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-42)

4. P.E. (4): DRIVEWAY EXTENDS BEYOND PROPERTY LINE (SEE PARCEL - TITLE COMMITMENT NO. 304387NCT-42)

5. P.E. (5): DRIVEWAY EXTENDS BEYOND PROPERTY LINE (SEE PARCEL -  TITLE COMMITMENT NO. 304387NCT-42)

6. P.E. (6): DRIVEWAY EXTENDS BEYOND PROPERTY LINE (SEE PARCEL -  TITLE COMMITMENT NO. 304387NCT-32)

7. P.E. (7): DRIVEWAY EXTENDS BEYOND PROPERTY LINE (SEE PARCEL -  TITLE COMMITMENT NO. 304387NCT-16)

8. P.E. (8): DRIVEWAY EXTENDS BEYOND PROPERTY LINE (SEE PARCEL -  TITLE COMMITMENT NO. 304387NCT-17)

9. P.E. (9): THREE GRAIN SILOS EXTENDS BEYOND PROPERTY LINE (SEE PARCEL -  TITLE COMMITMENT NO. 304387NCT-13)

10. P.E. (10): DRIVEWAY EXTENDS BEYOND PROPERTY LINE (SEE PARCEL -  TITLE COMMITMENT NO. 304387NCT-10)

11. P.E. (11): AGRICULTURAL USE EXTENDS BEYOND PROPERTY LINE (SEE PARCEL - TITLE COMMITMENT NO. 304387NCT-10)

12. P.E. (12): DRIVEWAY EXTENDS BEYOND PROPERTY LINE (SEE PARCEL -  TITLE COMMITMENT NO. 304387NCT-10)

13. P.E. (13): DRIVEWAY EXTENDS BEYOND PROPERTY LINE (SEE PARCEL -  TITLE COMMITMENT NO. 304387NCT-10)

14. P.E. (14): POLE BARN EXTENDS BEYOND PROPERTY LINE (SEE PARCEL -  TITLE COMMITMENT NO. 304387NCT-10)

15. P.E. (15): OVERHEAD POWER LINES WITHOUT THE BENEFIT OF AN EASEMENT (SEE PARCEL -  TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-9)

16. P.E. (16): OVERHEAD POWER LINES WITHOUT THE BENEFIT OF AN EASEMENT (SEE PARCEL -  TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-36)

17. P.E. (17): OVERHEAD POWER LINES WITHOUT THE BENEFIT OF AN EASEMENT (SEE PARCEL -  TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-35)

18. P.E. (18): POLE BARN EXTENDS BEYOND PROPERTY LINE (SEE PARCEL -  TITLE COMMITMENT NO. 304387NCT-35)

19. P.E. (19): DRIVEWAY EXTENDS BEYOND PROPERTY LINE (SEE PARCEL -  TITLE COMMITMENT NO. 304387NCT-37)

20. P.E. (20): DRIVE TO CEMETERY WITHOUT THE BENEFIT OF AN EASEMENT (SEE PARCEL -  TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-6)



KEY MAP 
(NOT TO SCALE) 

Mt( 
e COMMIT e 
30.081N,22 

'• 
-- --BEECH SPRINGS DRIVE 

PIKE 

NC 

it 

V 

II 

• 

r - - 

Westwood =,= 

500 100 1500 

RECURRENT 
ENERGY 

123 Mission Street Fl 18 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 

O55 

LEGEND: 

VA' 

Solar Project 

Fleming County, Kentucky 

04/03/2022 

03 OF 19 

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-19

SPENCER RAPP AND REBECCA RAPP,
HUSBAND AND WIFE
PID: 071-00-00-004.00

1495 BEECHBURG ROAD
WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-28

DONOHOO RAPP PROPERTIES, LLC,
A KENTUCKY LIMITED LIABILITY

COMPANY
PID: 059-00-00-010.00

457 BARRETT DRIVE
WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-33

DONALD EUGENE YOUNG AND SHARON
K. YOUNG, HUSBAND AND WIFE

PID: 059-00-00-012.00
1517 WILSON RUN ROAD
WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-22

LESLIE LITZLER, MARRIED, AS TO
AN UNDIVIDED ONE-HALF (1/2)

INTEREST
KELLEY SMITH, MARRIED, AS TO

AN UNDIVIDED ONE-HALF (1/2)
INTEREST

PID: 059-00-00-005.00
1506 BEECHTREE PIKE

FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-42

ESTATE OF MARY ANN BREWER
(DECEASED)

PID: 059-00-00-002.00
BEECHTREE PIKE

FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-32

RICHARD E. LOWE, SINGLE
PID: 058-00-00-041.02

MADDOX PIKE
FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-41

DUANE R. LOWE, SINGLE
PID: 058-00-00-041.01

BEECHTREE PIKE
FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

LINDA GOODING &
KENNETH GOODING

PID: 059-00-00-022.00
ARNOLD B. BORDERS &

ROBERT STRAUSBAUGH &
GINGER STRAUSBAUGH
PID: 059-00-00-026.00

KIMBERELY D. JONES
PID: 059-00-00-027.00

KIMBERELY D. JONES
PID: 059-00-00-028.00

MARVIN LENGACHER &
VIOLET LENGACHER

PID: 071-00-00-010.01

DONALD E. SALYERS &
MARIA SALYERS

PID: 071-00-00-005.00

SCOTT A. WILLIAMS &
BETTY S. WILLIAMS

PID: 071-00-00-003.01

ADRIAN T. WILLIAMS &
SHIRLEY WILLIAMS

PID: 071-00-00-003.00

STEPHEN G. FEARIN
PID: 070-00-00-039.00

CHARLES R. WILLS
PID: 059-00-00-008.00

JACOB C. MAZELIN
PID: 059-00-00-009.01

ROBERT WAYNE LUNSFORD
PID: 059-00-00-009.02

MELISSA C. WILLIAMSON
& SHARON G. YOUNG
PID: 059-00-00-012.01

HAROLD D. HIMES &
WANDA HIMES

PID: 059-00-00-021.00

RITA SCURRY BEDORE &
GREGORY G. BEDORE
PID: 059-00-00-011.00

JASON B. MITCHELL
PID: 059-00-00-014.00

HAZEL L. DOYLE
PID: 059-00-00-013.00

NEIL DARE
PID: 059-00-00-005.01

BEECHTREE PIKE

SHIRLEY BREWER
PID: 058-00-00-041.00

PATRICIA R. COLGAN
PID: 059-00-00-003.00

MARY ANN BREWER
PID: 059-00-00-004.00

STEPHEN E. KAENZIG
PID: 059-00-00-001.00

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-32

RICHARD E. LOWE, SINGLE
PID: 058-00-00-035.00
1412 MADDOX PIKE

FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

DAVID L. UTTERBACK &
MIRANDA UTTERBACK
PID: 058-00-00-041.03

VANESSA K. MCCLEESE
PID: 058-00-00-040.10

KIALE BRETT WILLIAMS
PID: 058-00-00-040.12

RICKIE STACY
PID: 058-00-00-040.14

JAMES S. BALLARD & ASHLEY BALLARD
PID: 058-00-00-040.18

JAMES S. BALLARD & ASHLEY BALLARD
PID: 058-00-00-040.20

STEVEN L. SOULE
PID: 058-00-00-040.22

LOUIS CONN &
CANDACE D. CONN

PID: 058-00-00-040.26

JEFFREY A. HARMON &
TERRI LOWE HARMON
PID: 058-00-00-040.28 ROBERT P. MARSHALL

PID: 058-00-00-037.00

ANGELA PERKINS
MORRIS

PID: 058-00-00-019.00

WILLIAM A. COLGAN &
GILBERTA COLGAN

PID: 058-00-00-042.00

BEECH SPRINGS DRIVE

BEN PEACHEY &
JUDY PEACHEY

PID: 058-00-00-034.01

TIMOTHY COBLENTZ &
DEBORAH Y. COBLENTZ
PID: 058-00-00-036.00

P.E. (2)

P.E. (1)

P.E. (3)

P.E. (4)
P.E. (5)

P.E. (6)

Westwood Professional Services, Inc.

Phone (720) 531-8350 10170 Church Ranch Way, Suite #201
Toll Free (888) 937-5150 Westminster, CO 80021

westwoodps.com
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TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-23

MICHAEL HILL AND BARBARA L.
HILL, HIS WIFE

PID: 058-00-00-033.00
1184 MADDOX PIKE

FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

KEGLEY
EXCEPTION (BK 12 PG 389)

EAST KENTUCKY POWER
COOPERATIVE

150' WIDE
APPROX LOCATION

PER DEED: POB UNCLEAR
PLACED WITH AERIAL

MAPPING OVER EXISTING
POWERLINES

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-16
DOTTIE A. LIST

PID: 058-00-00-024.00
707 MADDOX PIKE

FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-4

GENEVA EARLS, A WIDOW
PID: 058-00-00-031.00
1003 MADDOX PIKE

FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-13

BEN PEACHEY
PID: 070-00-00-006.00

CARPENTER ROAD
FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-17

ROBERT A. LIST AND CYNTHIA G.
LIST, HUSBAND AND WIFE

PID: 058-00-00-015.00
5480 MOUNT CARMEL ROAD

FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-18

SANDRA D. CAUDILL, SINGLE
PID: 069-00-00-045.00

MT CARMEL BEECHBURG ROAD
WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-10

JIMMY D. KEGLEY AND GERALDINE
V. KEGLEY, HUSBAND AND WIFE

PID: 069-00-00-047.00
CARPENTER ROAD

WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-9

ERIC CARPENTER AND AILEEN M.
CARPENTER, HIS WIFE
PID: 069-00-00-043.00

1423 CARPENTER ROAD
FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-12

THOMAS M. SKAGGS, A SINGLE MAN
PID: 069-00-00-022.00

6582 MOUNT CARMEL ROAD
FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-9

ERIC CARPENTER AND AILEEN M.
CARPENTER, HIS WIFE
PID: 069-00-00-043.00

1423 CARPENTER ROAD
FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-36
SHERRI GRIFFITH

PID: 069-00-00-035.00
2017 CARPENTER ROAD

FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-30

JAMES CALVIN ROBINSON
AND MARY MICHELLE
ROBINSON, HIS WIFE
PID: 069-00-00-023.00

6690 MOUNT CARMEL ROAD
FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-35

RICK HORD AND TERESA
HORD, HUSBAND AND WIFE

PID: 069-00-00-024.00
MOUNT CARMEL ROAD

FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

CARPENTER ROAD
WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

DANNY MINEER, AS TO AN UNDIVIDED ONE-THIRD (1/3) INTEREST,
DARRELL MINEER AND KAREN MINEER, HIS WIFE, AS TO AN

JAMES MINEER AND RUBY MINEER, HIS WIFE, AS TO AN UNDIVIDED

ROGER D. SPENCER &
DIANE SPENCER

PID: 058-00-00-023.01

MICHAEL TERRENCE HILL
PID: 058-00-00-023.02

DAVID J. LINDBERG &
MARY A. LINDBERG
PID: 058-00-00-022.00

ANGELA PERKINS
MORRIS

PID: 058-00-00-019.00

ALBERT W. GRAHAM
CYNTHIA A. GRAHAM
PID: 058-00-00-020.00

GLORIA JEAN STRODE &
BRUCE WAYNE STRODE
PID: 058-00-00-020.01

ZACHARY R. GILLIAM &
RAYMOND D. GILLIAM
PID: 058-00-00-017.00

JAMES BROOKS DILLON
PID: 058-00-00-018.00

DAVID L. UTTERBACK
PID: 058-00-00-016.00

AMANDA LACHELLE COX
PID: 058-00-00-025.00

WENDELL LANE EARLS
& JUDY L. EARLS

PID: 058-00-00-026.00

ROGER D. SPENCER &
DIANE SPENCER
PID: 058-00-00-028.00

EUGENE SCHWARTZ &
CAROLYN SCHWARTZ
PID: 058-00-00-029.00

RUSSELL F. ARTHUR &
MARJORIE ARTHUR

PID: 058-00-00-030.00

THOMAS HOLLAND
PID: 058-00-00-034.00

BEN PEACHEY &
JUDY PEACHEY

PID: 058-00-00-034.01

LLOYD CASKEY &
ANNA RUTH CASKEY

PID: 058-00-00-012.03

MAX D. GILKERSON &
MARY F. GILKERSON

PID: 058-00-00-012.00

WILLA UTTERBACK
PID: 058-00-00-014.00

AMANDA MEADOWS HAWKINS
PID: 058-00-00-012.05

ELIZABETH J. CONRAD
PID: 057-00-00-016.00

KEITH REEDER
PID: 057-00-00-013.00 WILLIAM KEITHS REEDER

PID: 057-00-00-011.01

KENNETH E. JOHNSON &
JON HAYDEN JOHNSON
PID: 057-00-00-011.00

ERNEST E. HELMUTH
VIRGINIA HELMUTH

PID: 070-00-00-005.00

ESH ENTERPRISES LLC
PID: 070-00-00-006.01

MICHAEL D. NORTON
SARAH NORTON

PID: 070-00-00-006.02

BEN PEACHEY &
JUDY PEACHEY

PID: 070-00-00-010.00

MT. CARMEL BIBLE FELLOWSHIP
PID: 070-00-00-007.00

DOUGLAS J. MCKISSON
KIM E. MCKISSON

PID: 070-00-00-004.00

PHILLIP W. MARSHALL &
RENEE C. MARSHALL

PID: 070-00-00-014.00

PHILLIP W. MARSHALL &
RENEE C. MARSHALL

PID: 058-00-00-039.03

GARY L. GRAY & JANICE GRAY
PID: 069-00-00-044.00

HELEN L. CAUDILL
PID: 069-00-00-046.00

TIMOTHY N. HICKERSON
PID: 069-00-00-047.01

CHARLES R. MARSHALL
PID: 070-00-00-008.00

CHARLES R. MARSHALL
PID: 070-00-00-009.00

JIMMIE D. KEGLEY &
GERALDINE V. KEGLEY
PID: 069-00-00-047.02

RUSSELL D. SWIM &
MARILYN SWIM
PID: 069-00-00-032.00

STEVEN W. HUMPHRIES
& SHARON HUMPHRIES
PID: 057-00-00-015.00

RICKY R. CRUMP &
LISA M. CRUMP

PID: 069-00-00-028.00

EMMALEN N. RUCKER
PID: 069-00-00-028.01

ELIZABETH JANE MERS
PID: 069-00-00-025.00

BEN PEACHEY &
JUDY PEACHEY

PID: 058-00-00-032.00

P.E. (7)

P.E. (8)

P.E. (9)

P.E. (10)

P.E. (12)

P.E. (11)

P.E. (13) P.E. (14)

P.E. (15)

P.E. (16)

P.E. (17)

LYLE B. UTTERBACK &
VICKIE UTTERBACK

PID: 069-00-00-030.00

P.E. (19)

Westwood Professional Services, Inc.

Phone (720) 531-8350 10170 Church Ranch Way, Suite #201
Toll Free (888) 937-5150 Westminster, CO 80021

westwoodps.com
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TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-36
SHERRI GRIFFITH

PID: 069-00-00-035.00
2017 CARPENTER ROAD

FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-30

JAMES CALVIN ROBINSON
AND MARY MICHELLE
ROBINSON, HIS WIFE
PID: 069-00-00-023.00

6690 MOUNT CARMEL ROAD
FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-35

RICK HORD AND TERESA
HORD, HUSBAND AND WIFE

PID: 069-00-00-024.00
MOUNT CARMEL ROAD

FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-7

LARRY MICHAEL COFFEY
PID: 057-00-00-009.01

6551 MOUNT CARMEL ROAD
FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-8

MARY LOU STEPHENS, A WIDOW
PID: 057-00-00-009.00

1185 POPLAR GROVE ROAD
FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-37

LYLE B. UTTERBACK AND VICKIE
UTTERBACK, HUSBAND AND WIFE

PID: 069-00-00-029.00
CARPENTER ROAD

WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

DANNY MINEER, AS TO AN UNDIVIDED ONE-THIRD (1/3) INTEREST,
DARRELL MINEER AND KAREN MINEER, HIS WIFE, AS TO AN

JAMES MINEER AND RUBY MINEER, HIS WIFE, AS TO AN UNDIVIDED

KENNETH E. JOHNSON &
JON HAYDEN JOHNSON

PAUL H. LEWIS TRUST
PID: 069-00-00-033.00RUSSELL D. SWIM &

MARILYN SWIM
PID: 069-00-00-032.00

KEITH REEDER
PID: 057-00-00-012.00

STEVEN W. HUMPHRIES
& SHARON HUMPHRIES
PID: 057-00-00-015.00

STEVEN W. HUMPHRIES
& SHARON HUMPHRIES
PID: 057-00-00-015.00

DANIEL SCHWARTZ &
MARK SCHWARTZ

PID: 057-00-00-037.00

DANIEL EICHER &
BARBARA EICHER

PID: 057-00-00-007.00

JASON A. REID & SHAUNA REID
PID: 057-00-00-008.00

ANTHONY K. REID & PATRICIA REID
PID: 057-00-00-008.01

EILEEN HEIRS REID
PID: 057-00-00-010.00

STEVEN W. HUMPHRIES
& SHARON HUMPHRIES
PID: 069-00-00-019.00

CANDACE N. KEARNS &
ERIC L. KEARNS
PID: 069-00-00-018.00

JOSEPH E. LENGACHER &
ARLENE E. LENGACHER
PID: 069-00-00-021.00

ELIZABETH JANE MERS
PID: 069-00-00-020.00

AMOS J. GRABER &
MARE E. GRABER
PID: 069-00-00-021.01

RICKY R. CRUMP &
LISA M. CRUMP

PID: 069-00-00-028.00

EMMALEN N. RUCKER
PID: 069-00-00-028.01

ELIZABETH JANE MERS
PID: 069-00-00-025.00

MT. CARMEL
CHRISTIAN CHURCH

PID: 069-00-00-026.00 RANDY HUNT &
CHERYL D. HUNT
PID: 069-00-00-027.00

AUDREY CRUMP
PID: 069-40-00-032.00

TIMOTHY D. LOGAN &
LAMBERT CLORENA

PID: 069-40-00-029.00

KARL JOHN KING &
DANIEL KING

PID: 069-40-00-028.00

RICK G. PARKER
PID: 069-40-00-024.00

BRADLEY REDMON &
NOLA REDMON
PID: 069-40-00-022.00

TRACY J. REESE
PID: 069-40-00-020.00

KELLY T. BIERLEY & ALMA L. BIERLEY
PID: 069-40-00-017.00

KELLY T. BIERLEY & ALMA L. BIERLEY
PID: 069-40-00-016.00

TRACY W. EVANS
PID: 069-40-00-015.00

JOHN A. UTTERBACK & TAMMY UTTERBACK
PID: 069-40-00-010.01

JOHN A. UTTERBACK & TAMMY UTTERBACK
PID: 069-40-00-010.00

P.E. (16)

P.E. (17)

P.E. (18)

LYLE B. UTTERBACK &
VICKIE UTTERBACK

PID: 069-00-00-030.00

P.E. (19)

Westwood Professional Services, Inc.

Phone (720) 531-8350 10170 Church Ranch Way, Suite #201
Toll Free (888) 937-5150 Westminster, CO 80021

westwoodps.com
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KEGLEY
EXCEPTION (BK 12 PG 389)

EAST KENTUCKY POWER
COOPERATIVE

150' WIDE
APPROX LOCATION

PER DEED: POB UNCLEAR
PLACED WITH AERIAL

MAPPING OVER EXISTING
POWERLINES

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-18

SANDRA D. CAUDILL, SINGLE
PID: 069-00-00-045.00

MT CARMEL BEECHBURG ROAD
WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-10

JIMMY D. KEGLEY AND GERALDINE
V. KEGLEY, HUSBAND AND WIFE

PID: 069-00-00-047.00
CARPENTER ROAD

WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-9

ERIC CARPENTER AND AILEEN M.
CARPENTER, HIS WIFE
PID: 069-00-00-043.00

1423 CARPENTER ROAD
FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-36
SHERRI GRIFFITH

PID: 069-00-00-035.00
2017 CARPENTER ROAD

FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-35

RICK HORD AND TERESA
HORD, HUSBAND AND WIFE

PID: 069-00-00-024.00
MOUNT CARMEL ROAD

FLEMINGSBURG, KY 41041

TITLE COMMITMENT NO. 304387NCT-27
DANNY MINEER, AS TO AN UNDIVIDED ONE-THIRD (1/3) INTEREST,

DARRELL MINEER AND KAREN MINEER, HIS WIFE, AS TO AN
UNDIVIDED ONE-THIRD (1/3) INTEREST,

JAMES MINEER AND RUBY MINEER, HIS WIFE, AS TO AN UNDIVIDED
ONE-THIRD (1/3) INTEREST

PID: 069-00-00-031.00
CARPENTER ROAD

WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-6

JOHNNY R. TUCKER
PID: 070-00-00-002.00

1392 BLACK DIAMOND ROAD
WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-18

SANDRA D. CAUDILL, SINGLE
PID: 070-00-00-001.00

1151 BLACK DIAMOND ROAD
WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-18

SANDRA D. CAUDILL, SINGLE
PID: 070-00-00-001.00

1151 BLACK DIAMOND ROAD
WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-18

SANDRA D. CAUDILL, SINGLE
PID: 081-00-00-046.00

SAUNDERS ROAD
WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-25

JASON SCHWARTZ, SINGLE
PID: 081-00-00-042.00

SAUNDERS ROAD
WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-26

TRACT 2
JAMES W. MINEER AND RUBY F.
MINEER, HUSBAND AND WIFE

PID: 081-00-00-007.00
502 SAUNDERS ROAD

WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

PID: 070-00-00-005.00

ESH ENTERPRISES LLC
PID: 070-00-00-006.01

MICHAEL D. NORTON
SARAH NORTON

PID: 070-00-00-006.02

DOUGLAS J. MCKISSON
KIM E. MCKISSON

PID: 070-00-00-004.00

GARY L. GRAY & JANICE GRAY
PID: 069-00-00-044.00

HELEN L. CAUDILL
PID: 069-00-00-046.00

TIMOTHY N. HICKERSON
PID: 069-00-00-047.01

CHARLES R. MARSHALL
PID: 070-00-00-008.00

CHARLES R. MARSHALL
PID: 070-00-00-009.00

CHARLES R. MARSHALL
PID: 070-00-00-009.00

JIMMIE D. KEGLEY &
GERALDINE V. KEGLEY
PID: 069-00-00-047.02

SHARON D. CAUDILL
PID: 069-00-00-039.00

SHARON D. CAUDILL
PID: 069-00-00-039.00

ROBERT P. S. MARSHALL
PID: 070-00-00-023.00

CHARLES R. MARSHALL &
PHILLIP W. MARSHALL
PID: 070-00-00-026.00

SAM SCHWARTZ &
ANNA MAE SCHWARTZ
PID: 070-00-00-028.05

NEW DIRECTION IRA INC
FBO MICHAEL MINEER IRA

PID: 082-00-00-005.00

RUSSELL L. HOLT &
SANDRA S. HOLT

PID: 070-00-00-028.02

ROLPH FAMILY CEMETERY
PID: 070-00-00-003.00

FRED B. GARRETT &
THERESA L. GARRETT

PID: 081-00-00-041.00

FRED B. GARRETT &
THERESA L. GARRETT

PID: 081-00-00-041.00

MATTHEW E. GRABER &
MIRIAM GRABER

PID: 070-00-00-002.01

GARY TURNER &
GLENNA TURNER

PID: 069-00-00-048.00

GARY TURNER &
GLENNA TURNER

PID: 069-00-00-048.00

PAUL H. LEWIS TRUST
PID: 069-00-00-033.00RUSSELL D. SWIM &

MARILYN SWIM
PID: 069-00-00-032.00

LARRY SMITH &
DONNA SMITH

PID: 081-00-00-039.00

JONAS E. SCHWARTZ &
MARTHA SCHWARTZ

PID: 081-00-00-008.00

 J. W. HAMM
PID: 081-00-00-012.00

CHARLES A. SPANN &
NANCY A. SPANN
PID: 081-00-00-009.00

DONALD GRIGSON &
MINNIE GRIGSON
PID: 081-00-00-043.00

KENNETH C. MERS &
NANCIE HOPE MERS

PID: 081-00-00-006.00

ROBERT TIM PALMER &
PAULA PALMER
PID: 081-00-00-001.01

PID: 069-00-00-028.00

EMMALEN N. RUCKER
PID: 069-00-00-028.01

P.E. (10)

P.E. (12)

P.E. (11)

P.E. (13) P.E. (14)

P.E. (15)

P.E. (16)

LYLE B. UTTERBACK &
VICKIE UTTERBACK

PID: 069-00-00-030.00

P.E. (19)

P.E. (20)

Westwood Professional Services, Inc.

Phone (720) 531-8350 10170 Church Ranch Way, Suite #201
Toll Free (888) 937-5150 Westminster, CO 80021

westwoodps.com
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07 OF 19 

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-37

LYLE B. UTTERBACK AND VICKIE
UTTERBACK, HUSBAND AND WIFE

PID: 069-00-00-029.00
CARPENTER ROAD

WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-26

TRACT 1
JAMES W. MINEER AND RUBY F.
MINEER, HUSBAND AND WIFE

PID: 069-00-00-012.00
MT. CARMEL ROAD

WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-26

TRACT 2
JAMES W. MINEER AND RUBY F.
MINEER, HUSBAND AND WIFE

PID: 081-00-00-007.00
502 SAUNDERS ROAD

WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-14

EULA GRACE SKAGGS, MARRIED
PID: 081-00-00-001.00
864 FOXPORT ROAD

WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-14

EULA GRACE SKAGGS, MARRIED
PID: 080-00-00-008.00
971 FOXPORT ROAD

WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-40

RANDALL MEADOWS AND WILLA
MEADOWS, HUSBAND AND WIFE

PID: 080-00-00-005.01
 785 FOXPORT ROAD

WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-20

ANDREW WOODSON
GRAHAM, SINGLE

PID: 080-00-00-005.00
FOXPORT ROAD

WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-29

ANDREW T. HEFLIN, SINGLE
PID: 069-00-00-002.00
395 FOXPORT ROAD

WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

TITLE COMMITMENT NO.
304387NCT-15

KEVIN LEE O'CULL AND
GWEN DEE O'CULL

PID: 080-00-00-003.00
808 BREEZE ROAD

WALLINGFORD, KY 41093

COUNTY LINE

GARY TURNER &
GLENNA TURNER

PAUL H. LEWIS TRUST
PID: 069-00-00-033.00RUSSELL D. SWIM &

MARILYN SWIM
PID: 069-00-00-032.00

CHARLES A. SPANN &
NANCY A. SPANN
PID: 081-00-00-009.00

DONALD GRIGSON &
MINNIE GRIGSON
PID: 081-00-00-043.00

KENNETH C. MERS &
NANCIE HOPE MERS

PID: 081-00-00-006.00

ROBERT TIM PALMER &
PAULA PALMER
PID: 081-00-00-001.01

ROBERT TIM PALMER &
PAULA PALMER

PID: 081-00-00-001.02

ROBERT TIM PALMER
PID: 081-00-00-005.00

THOMAS M. SKAGGS &
CHRISTIE L. SKAGGS

PID: 081-00-00-004.02

JARROD D. UTTERBACK &
JOHN A. UTTERBACK

PID: 069-40-00-054.00

KAREN S. MINEER
PID: 069-00-00-011.00

UNKNOWN OWNER
PID: 069-00-00-009.00

RUBY MINEER
PID: 069-00-00-007.00

JOSHUA CODY CONN &
JENNIFER GRAY

PID: 069-00-00-001.00

ANDREW WOODSON GRAHAM
PID: 080-00-00-005.00

VERA LUCILLE APPLEGATE
PID: 069-00-00-004.00

FREDDY APPLEGATE
PID: 080-00-00-011.00

JULIUS R. MAY & RAMONA MAY
PID: 080-00-00-006.00

BILL BECKETT &
MONA C. BECKETT
PID: 081-00-00-002.00

JONATHON SCHWARTZ &
MARY SCHWARTZ

PID: 081-00-00-010.00

JOHN R. SCHWARTZ &
ESTHER I. SCHWARTZ
PID: 080-00-00-009.00

ALLEN BURBERRY &
PAM BURBERRY

PID: 013-00-00-007.00

CHARLES T. APPLEGATE
PID: 013-00-00-003.00

LUCILLE APPLEGATE
PID: 013-00-00-002.00

VERA LUCILLE APPLEGATE
& TIMOTHY RAY

APPLEGATE
PID: 080-00-00-002.00

RANDALL MEADOWS &
WILLA L. MEADOWS

PID: 080-00-00-004.00

RANDALL MEADOWS &
WILLA L. MEADOWS

PID: 080-00-00-004.00

SAMUEL D. WHITE &
DEBRA WHITE

PID: 068-00-00-013.00

GEORGE ELMER
FOXWORTHY REVOCABLE

TRUST
PID: 069-00-00-005.00

JACOB RATLIFF & LELA RATLIFF
PID: 069-00-00-003.00

RICKY R. CRUMP &
LISA M. CRUMP

PID: 069-00-00-028.00

EMMALEN N. RUCKER
PID: 069-00-00-028.01

RANDY HUNT &
CHERYL D. HUNT
PID: 069-00-00-027.00

RUBY MINEER
PID: 069-00-00-009.02

FOLLMER MINEER
PID: 069-00-00-006.00

VERA LUCILLE APPLEGATE
PID: 069-40-00-008.00

BRADLEY REDMON &
NOLA REDMON
PID: 069-40-00-022.00

TRACY J. REESE
PID: 069-40-00-020.00

KELLY T. BIERLEY & ALMA L. BIERLEY
PID: 069-40-00-017.00

KELLY T. BIERLEY & ALMA L. BIERLEY
PID: 069-40-00-016.00

TRACY W. EVANS
PID: 069-40-00-015.00

JOHN A. UTTERBACK & TAMMY UTTERBACK
PID: 069-40-00-010.01

JOHN A. UTTERBACK & TAMMY UTTERBACK
PID: 069-40-00-010.00

16' RIGHT OF WAY EASEMENT
BK 17, PG 597 (10) 16' RIGHT OF

WAY EASEMENT
BK 17, PG 591 (9)

LYLE B. UTTERBACK &
VICKIE UTTERBACK

PID: 069-00-00-030.00

P.E. (19)

Westwood Professional Services, Inc.

Phone (720) 531-8350 10170 Church Ranch Way, Suite #201
Toll Free (888) 937-5150 Westminster, CO 80021

westwoodps.com
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GENEVA EARLS GRACE SKAGGS 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

TOLE COMMITMENT NO EFFECTIVE DATE DECEMBER 4, 2019 

--7NR,Ir.TooEsd3III°°w 
BEGINK • . .1 THE CENTER OF THE MATTO( TURNPIKE ROAD, AND CORNER TO OWEN TAYLOR. NONCE LEAVING ROAD WITH HIS LINE N 
739 EET TO A POST CORNER TOW1_0R IN THE DRELL LIND; THENCE WITH THE DEBELL LINE N 25 19.1962 FEET TO A POST, 
. 2 TC M. HALL 1, THENCE 

WITH A
LINE OF SAME S W 1071 FEET TO A POST, THENCE S 8V3 E 113 FEET. A POST, 

FEET, W MG FEET TOA POST, THENCE S 7119 W 184 FEE,0  POST THENCE 5 13, W 160 FEET, S 31 W 66 FEET 
TO A HICKORY, ',ONCE 78, W 841 FEET TO A HEDGE TR. ILENCE N 60 FEET TO A POST, THENCE .W 157 FEET TO HE 
CENTER OF OLD TENC.BOLITSAOE S IRE FEET. 1.53 E 1507 FEET TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 109 84 ACRES 

SCHEDULE B211 EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE 

GENE.L TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FIS.L YEAR 2019 AS FOLLOWS (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

DUE10: 058203.2031.00 
 AND MING: $95199 

EASEM EN TS, CI_NMS OF .SEM EN TS AND RIGHTS OR PARESCLAIMSOF PART ES IN POSSESS. NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

0r sr2 N IANCOCRU ATIT r ounrADRscH0U, , ARTAsuEnMOOROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 

ANY LIEN CR RIGHT TOA KEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR CR MATERIAL HERETOFCRE OR HER.FTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLIO' 
(NOT A SURVEY ATTER) 

.„,a0ND.A.kozmxrsAarA7AGTHz,,,,0,70,To: o14GGAs goAt)ETAwc ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER CR ON 

DAWACCsHENIEGTILLTOUUMI C, SE fWENVECOAAIM,TETTITTOr STOFTX&AFTFES2r4 PP=O 'SGE&NIXR PEUDBLAI0197.2 FECO,, 
FOR VALUE THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLIO' (N OT A SURVEY MATTER) 

THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS CF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 
(N OT A SURVEY MATTER) 

ANY REFERENCES TO ACR.GE IN THE .ND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACTIDEN TATTER) ON ON. AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLIO' (N OT A SURVEY MATE) 

ERIC CARPENTER AND AILEEN M. CARPENTER 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

TOLE COMMITMENT NO 304387NCT-9, EFFECTIVE DATE DECEMBER 2, 2019 

OWNER ERIC .RPENTMAND AILEEN M CARPENTER, HIS WIFE 
TAX ID N0.0640606043.00 

TRACT ONE 

BEGINNING AT AN OLD GATE POST IN THE an WAN, T F. s CORNER TO MRS TURNER AND PAD EMMONS LINE, THENCE 
WQH HIS LINE S19 E 1430 CHS TOA SET STOW . 

ErTIMOR Q91Pa lS.BEr,ELfiEgLTL'.N 'Cr, 
HE 

11131E.O'F'N'TECRTMETRIN70RNER TO TRACT NO WESCRIBED 
HEREIN, 
THENCE WQH A UNE OF TRACT NO 2 S 86 5/8 W 19 88 CHS AND CONTINUING THE SAME COURSE IN ALL 6802 CHS TO THE BEGINNING 
CONTAINING 73 ACRES, 1 QUARTER AND 33 POLES 

TRACT TWO 

BEGAOLIIORtH.I ZELINER 9 Q,,,E I N 0O.MJABsACIOrt ,RQ, TURNPIKE AND CORNER TO DELCNG, 

THENCE S ,1W RAM RODS TO A TURN IN THE OLD DIRT ROAD, 
THENCE S SW 79.28 RODS TO A POST AT END OF FENCE IN THE ABANDONED END OF A DIRT ROAD, CORNER TO MRS TURNER, AND IN 
LINE OF T.CT ONE; 
THENCE WQH TRACT ONES 865/8 E 7952 RODS TO CEN TER OF PIKE, 
THENCE N 13, 2 34.88 RODS, N 7, E 31 96 RODS TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING, ACRES AND 8 POLES 

SCHEDULE B211 EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE TRACTS DESCRIBED ABOVE 

1 GENE.L TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FIS.L YEAR 2019,AS FOLLOWS (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 
TAX ID: 0840606043.00 
POSTED PAID: $.99 

2 
(NOT 
EASE , EVES, CAMASTTER) OF .SEM EN TS AND R OHMSIGHTS OR OHMS OF PART ES POSSESS. NOT POSSESS NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS. 

A RV

3 0X srl ACI. srCHONZT , H, O0uLE,rADRYscH01E4, , QTRTAsuEaAX )rECROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 

4 ANY LIEN CR RIG. TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETCFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR NY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLIO' 
MI A

.
 SURVEY MATTER) 

5 .JrHU NDAEL„ R AFLZENErsAZNAT NLGOTHI REW0Ar orOA OIGACA04.L.METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER CR ON 

6 DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMB.NCES, ADVERSE CLAWS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFESIVE DATE EREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, 
FOR VALUE THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POL1W (NOT A SURVFIMATTER) 

7 THE FAILURE TO COMPLYWQH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS CF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

8 ANY REFERENCES TOACR.GE IN THE .ND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR RACTIDENTIF1.TION AND ARE NOT MBE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLO' (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

TITLE COMMITMENT NO 304387NCT 14 EFFECTIVE DATE DECEMBER 2.2019 

OWNER EU. GRACE SKAGGS MARRIED 

TRACT ONE 

BEING A 0 867 ACRE TRACI- OW(1ND LO.TED OUTH.ST OF./ HWY 57 AND ON THE NORTHEAST SIDE OF KY HWY (FOXPORT ROAD) IN 
FLEMING COUNT/ KEN1Ur • AND BEING 13I CRE PARTICULAR. DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 

BEGINNING AT AN IROC • . CAP SET NEAR THE NORTH RIGHT OF WAY OF KY OW 344 CORNER TO ROSCOE N MILLER DB 115 PG 162 AND 
CORNER TO1ULIUS ' • • 11" DB LL O PG 1, 
THO . LONG 2- 2s 2, 15 E 156 Is 70 AN IRON PIN & CAP SET CORNER TO MILLER, 
THE' .:. cONTII . . . IE ow INE 7.59 E 98 04 TO AN IRON PIN & .P SET NEAR THE WEST SIDE OF A GRAVEL PASSWAY IN 

TRACT FOUR 

..A„,CJEBTuAl loll ETyR.3.ErcL ERAARCFELEO0FwIrD LO.TED ON THE MT CARMENFOXPORT ROAD IN FLEMING COUNTS KENTUCOS MORE 

BEGINNING IN THE CENTER OF TN .RMEL-FOXPCRT ROAD AND CENTER OF A PASSWAY, CORNER TO THE .NDS OF P E MILLION, 
THENCE WITH HIS LINE N 56, DEGREES E 150, ROW, 
THENCE N 6.53 DEGREES W DORMS, 

THENCE N 68 DEGREES W 26 RODS TOA GATEPOST AT A PASSWAY, 
THENCE OUT SAID PASSWAY, WITH ITS APPROXIMATE CENTER. N 87 DEGREES W 33 04 RODS ANDS 6 Yo DEGREES W 117 64 RODS TO CENTER 
OF ABOVE NAMES ROAD, 

THENCE UP SAO ROAD S 41 DEGREES E 22 RODS TO THE PLACE O BEGINNING, CONTAINING 63.45 ACRES, MORE OR LESS, ACCCRDING TO 
SURVEY OF MAY 5, 1949, BY C H EVANS, SURVPNR, FLEMINGBURG,F KENTUCKY. 

TAX !ONO 0300.00003 00 

ONG THE SUN. . . 7 TO A PONT CORNER TO MILLER AND SKAGGS AT THE NORTH RIGHT OF WAY OF I. 
SCHEDULE B211 EXCEPTIONS: 

THE . LONG THE NOR, RIG2 6 6 1 37 -34-02 W (PASSING A REFERENCE 1 . 1 PIN & C, SET AT 19 89)A TOTAL
DIS . E OF 295 68 TO ,E PONT OF . 6 C 0867 ACRES ACCORDING TITHE. ' BY TRAVIS A MCGLONE PLS 99 THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE TRACTS DESCRIBED ABOVE 
OF & 32ATO TRACE SURVEYING LLC 5 LLTD .. 5LETED CN 5/16/14 WITH A ' ISTED IRAVERSE CLOSURE OF 
1 13,06.0 ALL IRON PIN & .PS SET WE, H 6 sEBAR WLLH AN 01-NGEPTAS. CAPS.10PED 1 PLS 3919 1 GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FCR THE FIS.T YEAR 2019,05 FOLLOWS (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

BEARINGS COORDINATED TO ,E A" IRON PIN & CAPS FOUND (WRIGHT 2808) MICHAEL A & HEATHER DAWN HUGHES DB 229PG 187, 30 811 
AOC TRACT 

TAX ID NO 030-00-00-01 200 

TRACT TWO 

THREE CERTAIN NACTS OF TAND LYING AND BEING IN FLEMING COUNT( KEN-2,1,, ON THE WATERS OF TROTTERS B.NCH, NEAR MT 
CARMEL, AND WHICH ARE MORE PARTCULARLY DES,IBED AS FOLLOWS 

FIRST NACT 
ADJOINING ELIWEETH ADAMS LANDS ON ,E WEST AND SOUTH, BOUNDED ON ,E EAST BY OAK STUMP BEING CORNER N A GLASC.K 
ANDS P LUKINS TAND ON THE NORTH BY DIRT ROAD CONTAINING .0 A.ES, MORE OR LESS 

SECCND TRACT 
ALSO ANOTHER "TRACT CF TAND LYING IN FLEMING COUNT( KENTUCKY, SITUATED ABOUT ONE MILE SOUTHEAST OF THE TOWN OF TA T 

CARMEL AND BOUNDED AS FOLLOWS, TOWIT 

BEGINNING AT A STAKE CORNER TO L D TOLLE, 
THENCE ...POLES TOA STAKE 
THENCE SOUTH 1 POLE TOA STAKE, 
THENCE .ST 31 POLES TOA STAKE ONE POLE SOUTH WEST CF THE WIDOW POWER'S CORNER, 
THENCE 1 POLE SOUTH 11 T PARALLEL WQH THEIR LINE 60 SOUTH POLES TO A RED OAK AND WHLLE OAK, 
THENCE .ST 27 POLES TOA STAKE 
THENCE SOUTH 7, EAST 14 POLES TO A STAKE 
THENCE SOUTH 54 WEST 22 POLES TOA STAKE, 
THENCE NORTH 74, POLES WEST 102 POLES TOA STAKE IN G CLOYS LINE, 
THENCE NCRTH 60 PCLES TO TN BEGINNING, CONTAINING 41 A.ES, 2 ROODS AND 38 POLES, MORE OR LESS 

THIRD TRACT 
ALSO ANOTHER TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND LYING AND BEING IN THE CCUNN AND STATE AFORESAID AND BOUNDED AND DES,IBED AS 
FOLLOWS, TO-WIT 

BEGINNING AT A SET STONE ON THE MT CARMEL  LLAND ES.LAP1A 
RD'S 

AND IONNICONICK TURNPIKE NEWT. FEET SOUTH ST FROM A WHITE 
LOCUST NIE CRNER OF JOHN DAVIS WA INGFO UNE AND ACROSS THE TURNPIKE A ND RUNNING NEARLY SOUTH TO A SET 
STONE IN THE LOINE OF MARY  LUK1NS AND ON MILLER CORNER AND THENCE ALONG THE OLD ROAD TO _IS WALLNGFORD'S LINE AND 
RUNNING ALONG WQH SAID ALLINGFORD'S LINE AND THE LINE OF HE MULCH, ND TO THE MT .RMEL ES.LAPA AND 
KINNICGNI, NRNP1KE AND WQH SAID TURNPIKE TO THE BEGINNING, CCNTAININGSOACRES,. MORE OR LESS 

THERE IS EXCEPTED AND NOT CONVEYED HEREBY T.T CERTAIN RIGHT OF PASSWAY ESER,. FOR T.EL1NG AND HAULING OVER SAID 
.ND CN A STRIP NOT TO EXCEED O FEET WIDE RUNNING ALCNG THE TRAWLED ROAD CR PORTION OVER WHICH IS ACCUSTOMED TO GO 
NEAREST THE LINE OF JOS L1KINS 

AND EXCEPTING THEREFROM A CERTAIN TRACT OF TAND CONTAINING 3 527 ACRES AND MORE PARTICU.R. DESCRIBED ON THE PLAT OF 
SURV. PERFORMED BY ROY A WRIGHT ON DECEMBER O, 2002 

BEING A PART OF THE SAME REAL EsTATE IN WHICH AN UNDIVIDEP ONE , IF ' REST VOs .vED TO . .,GS, 
DATEo HE 

SAID JUNIOR SKAGGS HASOG ACOMI NE REMAINING LWOW ' 3.3 T L :EST IN 3 ABOVE•DESCRIBED P.M BY 

REMAINDER IN FEE SIMPLE TO TN -OR F Intl& 6, IR... THOM TOM M(.014ALD, ET., DA. THE 7TH DAY Or A 
AND OF RECORD IN D B 171, PA, p,' OR SKAGGS DIED TESTATE ON DRAB OUT ,E 16111 DAY OF (UNE, LEAVING EULA 

SKAGGS

THE SCLE OMER OF THE HEREIN 'ESCRIBED PRCPERN PURSUANT TO THE SURVIVORSHIP CLAUSE IN SAID DEED. ALL ORATOR'S TO THE 
OFFICE OF THE FLEMING COUNN CLERK 

ALSO EXCEPTING THEREFROM, A CERTAIN TRIANGU.R-SHAPED TRACT OF .ND LCCATED IN FLEMING COUNT', KENTU000 ON THE 
SAUNDERS R.D, AND WHICH IS MORE PARTICULAR. DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 

BEG G OAK TREE IN TeE RIGHT-CF-WAY OF SAUNDERS ROAD, AND CORNER OF ONDS RETAINED BY S.GGS, 
SKAGS IN A GENERAL SOUTHEASTERLY DIRECTION FOR A DISTANCE CF 241 0 FT TO A STEEL POST, THENCE 

CO, IL . N. THE LINE OF GSAID SKAGGS)  N A GENERAL NORTWESTERLY DIRECTION A DISTANCE CF 3380 FT TO AN OAK TREE 

Q . T1 . wws THE LINE OF SAID HATFIELD, AND THEN ROBERT PALMER, FOR A DISTANCE OF 182 OFT TOA CORNER POST IN THE 

TH.. FOLJO. 6 THE RIGHT-CF-WAY CF SAUNDERS ROAD A DISTANCE OF 1220 FT TO THE PONT OF BEGINNING, AND SUPPOSED TO 
COI IN APPRWMATELY 1 002 A.ES, MORE OR LESS 

TAX ID NO 031 00 00 001 00 

TRACT THREE AND FOUR 

FIRST NACT 

THE FOLLOWING PARCEL OF .ND, LYING ON THE WATERS CF NORTH FCRK OF LICKING RIVER IN FLEMING COUNTS KENTUC. 

BEGINNING AT A SET STONE IN THE COUNT/ ROAD ANAMES WILLIAMS CORNER, 
THENCE S WQH HIS UNE .1 S WALLINGFORD TOA CORNER OF NIE LAND BELONGING TO JOHN .SS1DY, 
THENCE WQH SAID LINE TO THE LINE OF WILLIAM HARNE'S, 

THENCE WQH SAID HARNE'S LINE TO TeE NCRTH FORK .EEK, 
THENCE DOWN SAID .EEK TO THE COUNT/ ROAD, 
THENCE DOWN SAID COUNT/ ROAD TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 69ACRES, MORE OR LESS 

SECCND TRACT 

BEGINNING AT A CORNER CF THE LINE CF A M.DOWS'S LINE, 
THENCE S WQH LINE OF LAWSON'S POWER TO COUNT/ ROAD, 
THENCE WQH COUNT/ ROAD TO M.DOWS LINE, 
THENCE WQH HIS LINE TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 10 A.ES, MORE OR LESS 

TAX ID NO 031 40 00 001 00 

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER 080 00 00 012 00 

POSTED PAID $49 OB 

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER 081 00 00 001 00 
POSTED PAID $957 85 

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER 081-40-00-001 00 

POSTED PAID $149 91 

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER 080-00-00-008 00 

POSTED PAID $640 57 

EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF .SEMENTS AND RIGHTS 
OR 

CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 
(NOT A SURVEY 

OF

DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TOA LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABCR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CO1MANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY. 

THE 

 SURVEY MATTER) 

JrEJIU NEWA LR AEEIERslEarANIL G LI REtATEJR6 OR.OLIL.vQ. ) CAW,L.RMETALLIC CR ES, AND ONIER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON 

DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMB.NCES,ADWRSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFESIVE DATE HEREOF BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, 
FOR VALUE THE ESTATE OR INTEREST CR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

THE FAILURE TO COMPLWATH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

REFERENCES C E IN THE D DESCRI ED IN SCHEDULE A  FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION , AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS 

TO 
A
A

NREAG .NPART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLIO'S (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)
N

RESERVNTION OF RIGHT OF PASSWAY FOR TRAVELING AND HAULIN , AS DESCRIBED IN, DEED DATED FEBRUARY 11, 948, G.N TED BY 
H CARPENT, AND GERTRUDE .R PENTER, HUSBAND AND WIFE TO GECR GE SKAGGS AND CYNTHIA SI.GGS, JOIN T. AND EQUALLY, 
REMIDED MAR. A ION IN BOOK 105, PAGE 194, FLEMING COUNT/ COURT CLEW FLEMING CCU NW, KONG. 
(BLMILET IN NATURE, NOT PLOTTABLE) 

JIMMY D. KEGLEYAND GERALDINE V. KEG ELY 
LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

TOLE COMM TM ENT NO304367NCT-10, EFFECT,. DATE DECEMBER 2, 2019 

OWNER JMMY D. KEG. AND GERALDINE V KEGLEY, HUSBAND AND WIFE 
TAX ID NO. GEB-0040-GOECO 

A CERTAIN TRACT OF LMD FRONTING ON COUNT/ ROAD NO 027, THE MT M EL BEECH...GA=3MB CMINM ROAD NO 1023, THE 
B.O DIAMOND ROADAND ALSO LYING UPON THE WATERS OF FLEMING .EEK IN FLEMING COUNTY, IMTUCICI AM MOVE SPECIFI.L. 
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

BEGINNINGATA P.K. NAIL (SET) IN THE CENTER OF THE EXISTING BRIDGE OVER FLEMING CREEK ON HE MT GAM EL-BEECHBURG ROAD, SAID 
PONT8EING THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF TRACE N0.2; 
THENCE ALONG THE.. OI D ROAD FOR THE FOLLOWING TEN C 0) CALLS,BK 219 PG 622 
CON.. 44 DEG 10 MIN 08 SI . 100 02 FT TO A NAIL 601, 
OM.. NOR. 41 DEG 22 M ' ',SEC FAST. 9OFT TO A NAIL (SEC, 
(30THENCE NM. 30 DEG 4014 EC EAST 100 00 FT TO A NHL ISE1), 
...ENGEM:NTH 37 DEG 01 N E. To A NAIL GM 
(5)THEN. NORTH 34 DEG 16 IC 0666. TO A NAIL ISETI 
(OTHENCE NORTH 26 DEG 33 IC )3..0140. FT TO A NAIL 601 
(7)THENCF NORTH 22 DEG SOIC .4. EAS1 246 41 10 A NHL ISET); 
ORTHENCE NORTH 25 DEG 55 IC OSEC.EASI 690011 10 A NAIL ISE2r, 
(9111HENCF NORTH 26 DEG 42 " )9SEC.EASI 699911 10 A NAIL (SEC, 
0011HELLLE NORTH 28 DEG Sp" 34 ACEA.125039F11O A 35 INCH X2 91NCH STEEL NAIL MARKER (SEQ, SAID POINT 
BEING THE SOUTHWEST. 2 TRACT NCI .4; 

THI WQH THE LINE OFT .0 a AND ALONG 110 EXISTING FENCE FOR THE FOLLOWNG TAJO (2) .LLS, 

• OLTH 62 DEG 36 IAN IR. FAST 197.13Fr 13.16 INCH ROAR., 
12 .. OR, 21 DEG 42 MIN 35 SEC Mt 214 55 FT TO A CORNER POST, SAID POINT BEING SOUTHEAST CORNER OF ELWOO~H.

UNE Of SMOG° N KEGLEY AND BARBARA KEGL, FO/ THE FOLLOWING TARO (2) CALLS: 
Fleming County, Kentucky 

Westwood 

RECURRENT 
ENERGY 

123 Meson Street SI 18 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

REVISIONS 
A NATE COMMENT 

Hummingbird 
Solar Project 

OR . s 10 MIN 55 SEC EAST OS Orr TO A 16 INCH REBARISET, 
. 1 6 11 S . 83 4, ,1,0 A 35 INCH .0 INCH STEEL NAIL MARKER (SEC IN THE CENTER OF THE BLACK 

.; ALONG THE CENTER OF BLACK .  ROAD FO/ THE FOLLOWING .0 (2) CALLS. 

JUTH 82 DEG 13 MIN 30 SEC EAST, 3E ' FT . ET), 
THENCE SOU, 83 DEG LL MIN 0 SE( A5T TED 3 . ' NCH STEEL NAIL MARKER (SEC, SAID POINT BEING THE 

. THWEST CORNER OF JIMMIE KEGLEY. . "ALUM& KLGTO" 0.) 120,Y 31/1, 
IHTNCE WLLH THE LINE OF JIMMIE AND GO NW KEGLEY FOR THE FOLLOWING THREE (3) CALLS 

OUTH 7 DEG 00 MIN 22 SEC WEST, 150 FT 10A PONT; 
. SOLI. 82 DEG 59 MIN 38 SEC 31, MO LOFT. TOA POINT 
. NORTH 7 DEG 00MIN 22 SEC 3 15000RT. TO A POINT IN THE CENTER CF SAID ROAD 

TLE cONTINUING ALONG THE . DMMOND ROAD FOR ,E FOLLOWING FOUR (P) .LLS, 

OUTH 82 DEG 59 MIN 38 SEC ' 353 I" ) 
146A

 35 INCH INCH STEEL NAIL MARKER. 

E SO.2 81 DEO  " TEO .S1 13P 31, FS A ER, 

..NE SOU, 81 DI. " 51 SEC EAST ILL FT TO A 35 INCH X 2 9 INCH STEEL NAIL MARKER (SEC, SAID POINT BEING THE 

04/03/2022 

SHEET 08 OF 19 

Westwood Professional Services, Inc.

Phone (720) 531-8350 10170 Church Ranch Way, Suite #201
Toll Free (888) 937-5150 Westminster, CO 80021

westwoodps.com
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REVISIONS:

# DATE COMMENT

123 Mission Street, Fl 18
San Francisco, CA 94105

PREPARED FOR:

DATE:

SHEET:

Hummingbird
Solar Project

Fleming County, Kentucky

04/03/2022

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-4, EFFECTIVE DATE: DECEMBER 4, 2019

OWNER: GENEVA EARLS, A WIDOW
TAX ID NO. 058-00-00-031.00

BEGINNING IN THE CENTER OF THE MATTOX TURNPIKE ROAD, AND CORNER TO OWEN TAYLOR; THENCE LEAVING ROAD WITH HIS LINE N
73 ½ E 3133 FEET TO A POST; CORNER TO TAYLOR IN THE ___DEBELL LAND; THENCE WITH THE DEBELL LINE N 25 ½ W 1962 FEET TO A POST,
CORNER TO THE MARSHALL LAND; THENCE WITH A LINE OF SAME S 59 ¼ W 1071 FEET TO A POST; THENCE S 8 ½ E 113 FEET TO A POST;
THENCE S 70 ½ W 59 FEET; S 52 W 200 FEET TO A POST; THENCE S 71 ½ W 184 FEET TO A POST; THENCE S 13 ½ W 163 FEET; S 31 W 66 FEET
TO A HICKORY; THENCE S 78 ¼ W 841 FEET TO A HEDGE TREE; THENCE N 60 W 488 FEET TO A POST; THENCE S 19 W 157 FEET TO THE
CENTER OF OLD ROAD; THENCE OUT SAME S 19 E 100 FEET; S 17 ¼ E 1507 FEET TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 109.84 ACRES.

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1. GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)
TAX ID: 058-00-00-031.00
DUE AND OWING: $953.99

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3 DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON 
THE LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, 
FOR VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

GENEVA EARLS

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-9, EFFECTIVE DATE: DECEMBER 2, 2019

OWNER: ERIC CARPENTER AND AILEEN M. CARPENTER, HIS WIFE
TAX ID NO. 069-00-00-043.00

TRACT ONE:

BEGINNING AT AN OLD GATE POST IN THE OLD ABANDONED DIRT ROAD, CORNER TO MRS. TURNER AND PAD EMMONS' LINE; THENCE
WITH HIS LINE S 19 E 14.30 CHS. TO A SET STONE IN SAID EMMONS' LINE;
THENCE S 86 1/2 E 49.76 CHS, TO A POINT IN THE CENTER OF THE MT. CARMEL AND BEECHBURG TURNPIKE;
THENCE DIVIDING THE PIKE ABOUT EQUALLY N 5 E 14.10 CHS. TO A POINT IN THE CENTER OF THE PIKE CORNER TO TRACT NO. 2 DESCRIBED
HEREIN;
THENCE WITH A LINE OF TRACT NO. 2 S 86 5/8 W 19.88 CHS. AND CONTINUING THE SAME COURSE IN ALL 60.02 CHS. TO THE BEGINNING.
CONTAINING 73 ACRES, 1 QUARTER AND 33 POLES.

TRACT TWO:

BEGINNING IN THE CENTER OF THE MT. CARMEL BEECHBURG TURNPIKE AND CORNER TO DELONG;
THENCE WITH HIS LINE N 59 W 73.12 RODS TO A SET STONE;
THENCE S 57 ½ W 29.88 RODS TO A TURN IN THE OLD DIRT ROAD;
THENCE S 5 W 79.28 RODS TO A POST AT END OF FENCE IN THE ABANDONED END OF A DIRT ROAD, CORNER TO MRS. TURNER, AND IN
LINE OF TRACT ONE;
THENCE WITH TRACT ONE S 86 5/8 E 79.52 RODS TO CENTER OF PIKE;
THENCE N 13 ½ E 34.88 RODS; N 7 ½ E 31.96 RODS TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 45 ACRES AND 8 POLES.

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE TRACTS DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1. GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)
TAX ID: 069-00-00-043.00
POSTED PAID: $902.99

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND  
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON 
THE LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, 
FOR VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

ERIC CARPENTER AND AILEEN M. CARPENTER

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-14, EFFECTIVE DATE: DECEMBER 2, 2019

OWNER: EULA GRACE SKAGGS, MARRIED

TRACT ONE:

BEING A 0.867 ACRE TRACT OF LAND LOCATED SOUTHEAST OF KY HWY 57 AND ON THE NORTHEAST SIDE OF KY HWY 344 (FOXPORT ROAD) IN
FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT AN IRON PIN & CAP SET NEAR THE NORTH RIGHT OF WAY OF KY HWY 344 CORNER TO ROSCOE N. MILLER DB 115 PG 162 AND
CORNER TO JULIUS R. & RAMONA MAY DB 150 PG 16;

THENCE ALONG THE MAY LINE N 52-52-15 E 156.19' TO AN IRON PIN & CAP SET CORNER TO MILLER;
THENCE CONTINUING ALONG THE MAY LINE S 73-27-59 E 98.04' TO AN IRON PIN & CAP SET NEAR THE WEST SIDE OF A GRAVEL PASSWAY IN
THE LINE OF GEORGE JR., & EULA P. SKAGGS DB 132 PG 40;

THENCE ALONG THE SKAGGS LINE S 07-14-45 W 303.17' TO A POINT CORNER TO MILLER AND SKAGGS AT THE NORTH RIGHT OF WAY OF KY
HWY 344;

THENCE ALONG THE NORTH RIGHT OF WAY OF KY HWY 344 N 37-34-02 W (PASSING A REFERENCE IRON PIN & CAP SET AT 19.89') A TOTAL
DISTANCE OF 295.68' TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING CONTAINING 0.867 ACRES ACCORDING TO THE SURVEY BY TRAVIS A. MCGLONE PLS 3919
OF BUFFALO TRACE SURVEYING LLC 5/30/2014. (FIELD SURVEY COMPLETED ON 5/16/14 WITH AN UNADJUSTED TRAVERSE CLOSURE OF
1:19,963) ALL IRON PIN & CAPS SET WERE 'A" X 18" REBAR WITH AN ORANGE PLASTIC CAP STAMPED "T. MCGLONE PLS 3919."

BEARINGS COORDINATED TO THE 'A" IRON PIN & CAPS FOUND (WRIGHT 2808) MICHAEL A. & HEATHER DAWN HUGHES DB 229 PG 187, 30.811
ACRE TRACT.

TAX ID NO.: 080-00-00-012.00

TRACT TWO:

THREE CERTAIN TRACTS OF LAND LYING AND BEING IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, ON THE WATERS OF TROTTERS BRANCH, NEAR MT.
CARMEL, AND WHICH ARE MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

FIRST TRACT:
ADJOINING ELIZABETH ADAMS LANDS ON THE WEST AND SOUTH; BOUNDED ON THE EAST BY OAK STUMP BEING CORNER N.A. GLASCOCK
AND J.P. LUKINS LAND ON THE NORTH BY DIRT ROAD CONTAINING TWO ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

SECOND TRACT:
ALSO ANOTHER TRACT OF LAND LYING IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, SITUATED ABOUT ONE MILE SOUTHEAST OF THE TOWN OF MT.

CARMEL AND BOUNDED AS FOLLOWS, TO-WIT:

BEGINNING AT A STAKE CORNER TO L.D. TOLLE;
THENCE EAST 46 POLES TO A STAKE;

THENCE SOUTH 1 POLE TO A STAKE;
THENCE EAST 31 POLES TO A STAKE ONE POLE SOUTH WEST OF THE WIDOW POWER'S CORNER;

THENCE 1 POLE SOUTH 11 EAST PARALLEL WITH THEIR LINE 60 SOUTH POLES TO A RED OAK AND WHITE OAK;
THENCE EAST 27 POLES TO A STAKE;

THENCE SOUTH 7 ½ EAST 14 POLES TO A STAKE;
THENCE SOUTH 54 WEST 22 POLES TO A STAKE;

THENCE NORTH 74 ½ POLES WEST 102 POLES TO A STAKE IN G. CLARY'S LINE;
THENCE NORTH 60 POLES TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 41 ACRES, 2 ROODS AND 38 POLES, MORE OR LESS.

THIRD TRACT:
ALSO ANOTHER TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND LYING AND BEING IN THE COUNTY AND STATE AFORESAID AND BOUNDED AND DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS, TO-WIT:

BEGINNING AT A SET STONE ON THE MT. CARMEL AND ESCALAPIA AND KINNICONICK TURNPIKE ABOUT 73 FEET SOUTH EAST FROM A WHITE
LOCUST THE CORNER OF JOHN DAVIS IN J.S. WALLINGFORD'S LINE AND ACROSS THE TURNPIKE AND RUNNING NEARLY SOUTH TO A SET
STONE IN THE LINE OF MARY L. LUKINS AND J.W. MILLER CORNER AND THENCE ALONG THE OLD ROAD TO J.S. WALLINGFORD'S LINE AND
RUNNING ALONG WITH SAID WALLINGFORD'S LINE AND THE LINE OF THE MULCHEY LAND TO THE MT. CARMEL, ESCALAPIA AND
KINNICONICK TURNPIKE AND WITH SAID TURNPIKE TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 50 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

THERE IS EXCEPTED AND NOT CONVEYED HEREBY THAT CERTAIN RIGHT OF PASSWAY RESERVED FOR TRAVELING AND HAULING OVER SAID
LAND ON A STRIP NOT TO EXCEED 15 FEET WIDE RUNNING ALONG THE TRAVELED ROAD OR PORTION OVER WHICH IS ACCUSTOMED TO GO
NEAREST THE LINE OF JOS. LIKINS.

AND EXCEPTING THEREFROM A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND CONTAINING 3.527 ACRES AND MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED ON THE PLAT OF
SURVEY PERFORMED BY ROY A. WRIGHT ON DECEMBER 15, 2002.

BEING A PART OF THE SAME REAL ESTATE IN WHICH AN UNDIVIDED ONE-THIRD (1/3) INTEREST WAS CONVEYED TO JUNIOR SKAGGS,
MARRIED, BY DEED FROM CYNTHIA SKAGGS, WIDOW, DATED THE 7TH DAY OF MAY, 1991, AND OF RECORD IN D.B. 171, PAGE 683; AND THE
SAID JUNIOR SKAGGS HAVING ACQUIRED THE REMAINING UNDIVIDED TWO-THIRDS (2/3) INTEREST IN THE ABOVE-DESCRIBED PROPERTY BY
DEED FROM MATTIE LANCASTER, ET ALS, DATED THE 7TH DAY OF MAY, 1991, AND OF RECORD IN D.B. 171, PAGE 686. ALSO BEING A PART OF
THE SAME REAL ESTATE CONVEYED JUNIOR SKAGGS AND EULA SKAGGS, HUSBAND AND WIFE, JOINTLY AND EQUALLY FOR LIFE WITH
REMAINDER IN FEE SIMPLE TO THE SURVIVOR OF THEM BY STRAW DEED FROM TOM MACDONALD, ET UX, DATED THE 7TH DAY OF MAY, 1991,
AND OF RECORD IN D.B. 171, PAGE 689. JUNIOR SKAGGS DIED TESTATE ON OR ABOUT THE 16TH DAY OF JUNE, 2002 LEAVING EULA SKAGGS
THE SOLE OWNER OF THE HEREIN DESCRIBED PROPERTY PURSUANT TO THE SURVIVORSHIP CLAUSE IN SAID DEED. ALL CITATIONS TO THE
OFFICE OF THE FLEMING COUNTY CLERK.

ALSO EXCEPTING THEREFROM, A CERTAIN TRIANGULAR-SHAPED TRACT OF LAND LOCATED IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, ON THE
SAUNDERS ROAD, AND WHICH IS MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT AN OAK TREE IN THE RIGHT-OF-WAY OF SAUNDERS ROAD, AND CORNER OF LANDS RETAINED BY SKAGGS;

THENCE ALONG THE LINE OF SKAGGS IN A GENERAL SOUTHEASTERLY DIRECTION FOR A DISTANCE OF 241.0 FT. TO A STEEL POST; THENCE
CONTINUING ALONG THE LINE OF SAID SKAGGS IN A GENERAL NORTHWESTERLY DIRECTION A DISTANCE OF 330.0 FT TO AN OAK TREE
CORNER OF LANDS OWNED BY VIRGINIA HATFIELD;

THENCE TURNING ALONG THE LINE OF SAID HATFIELD, AND THEN ROBERT PALMER, FOR A DISTANCE OF 182.0 FT. TO A CORNER POST IN THE
RIGHT-OF-WAY OF SAUNDERS ROAD;
THENCE FOLLOWING THE RIGHT-OF-WAY OF SAUNDERS ROAD A DISTANCE OF 122.0 FT. TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING, AND SUPPOSED TO
CONTAIN APPROXIMATELY 1.002 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

TAX ID NO.: 081-00-00-001.00

TRACT THREE AND FOUR:

FIRST TRACT:

THE FOLLOWING PARCEL OF LAND, LYING ON THE WATERS OF NORTH FORK OF LICKING RIVER IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.

BEGINNING AT A SET STONE IN THE COUNTY ROAD AT JAMES  WILLIAMS CORNER;

THENCE S WITH HIS LINE J. S. WALLINGFORD TO A CORNER OF THE LAND BELONGING TO JOHN CASSIDY;
THENCE WITH SAID LINE TO THE LINE OF  WILLIAM HARNE'S;

THENCE WITH SAID HARNE'S LINE TO THE NORTH FORK CREEK;
THENCE DOWN SAID CREEK TO THE COUNTY ROAD;
THENCE DOWN SAID COUNTY ROAD TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 69 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

SECOND TRACT:

BEGINNING AT A CORNER OF THE LINE OF A. MCADOWS'S LINE;
THENCE S WITH LINE OF LAWSON'S POWER TO COUNTY ROAD;

THENCE WITH COUNTY ROAD TO MCADOW'S LINE;
THENCE WITH HIS LINE TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 10 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

TAX ID NO.: 081-40-00-001.00

EULA GRACE SKAGGS

TRACT FOUR:

A CERTAIN TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND LOCATED ON THE MT. CARMEL-FOXPORT ROAD IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, MORE
PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING IN THE CENTER OF THE MT. CARMEL-FOXPORT ROAD AND CENTER OF A PASSWAY, CORNER TO THE LANDS OF P. E. MILLION;

THENCE WITH HIS LINE N 56 ½ DEGREES E 150.16 RODS;
THENCE N 62 ¼ DEGREES W 80 RODS;

THENCE N 68 DEGREES W 26 RODS TO A GATEPOST AT A PASSWAY;
THENCE OUT SAID PASSWAY, WITH ITS APPROXIMATE CENTER, N 87 DEGREES  W 33.04 RODS AND S 6 ¼ DEGREES W 117.64 RODS TO CENTER
OF ABOVE NAMES ROAD;

THENCE UP SAID ROAD S 41 DEGREES E 22 RODS TO THE PLACE OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 63.45 ACRES, MORE OR LESS, ACCORDING TO
SURVEY OF MAY 5, 1949, BY C. H. EVANS, SURVEYOR, FLEMINGBURG, KENTUCKY.

    TAX ID NO.: 080-00-00-008.00

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE TRACTS DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1. GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 080-00-00-012.00

     POSTED PAID: $49.89

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 081-00-00-001.00

POSTED PAID: $957.85

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 081-40-00-001.00

POSTED PAID: $149.91

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 080-00-00-008.00

POSTED PAID: $640.57

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON 
THE LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, 
FOR VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

9. RESERVATION OF RIGHT OF PASSWAY FOR TRAVELING AND HAULING, AS DESCRIBED IN, DEED DATED FEBRUARY 11, 1948, GRANTED BY 
H. C. CARPENTER AND GERTRUDE CARPENTER, HUSBAND AND WIFE TO GEORGE SKAGGS AND CYNTHIA SKAGGS, JOINTLY AND EQUALLY,
RECORDED MARCH 3, 1948 IN BOOK 105, PAGE 194, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.
(BLANKET IN NATURE, NOT PLOTTABLE)

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-10, EFFECTIVE DATE: DECEMBER 2, 2019

OWNER: JIMMY D. KEGLEY AND GERALDINE V. KEGLEY, HUSBAND AND WIFE
TAX ID NO. 069-00-00-047.00

A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND FRONTING ON COUNTY ROAD NO. 1027, THE MT. CARMEL BEECHBURG ROAD AND COUNTY  ROAD NO. 1023, THE
BLACK DIAMOND ROAD AND ALSO LYING UPON THE WATERS OF FLEMING CREEK IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY AND MORE SPECIFICALLY
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A P.K. NAIL (SET) IN THE CENTER OF THE EXISTING BRIDGE OVER FLEMING CREEK ON THE MT. CARMEL-BEECHBURG ROAD, SAID
POINT BEING THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF TRACT NO. 2;
THENCE ALONG THE CENTER OF SAID ROAD FOR THE FOLLOWING TEN (10) CALLS;BK 219 PG 622
(1)NORTH 44 DEG. 10 MIN. 08 SEC. EAST, 100.02 FT. TO A NAIL (SET);
(2)THENCE NORTH 41 DEG. 22 MIN. 13 SEC. EAST, 99.98 FT. TO A NAIL (SET);
(3)THENCE NORTH 39 DEG. 40 MIN. 45 SEC. EAST 100.00 FT TO A NAIL (SET);
(4)THENCE NORTH 37 DEG. 01 MIN. 31 SEC. EAST 49.95 FT. TO A NAIL (SET);
(5)THENCE NORTH 34 DEG. 16 MIN. 32 SEC. EAST 50.00 FT. TO A NAIL (SET);
(6)THENCE NORTH 26 DEG. 33 MIN. 55 SEC. EAST 49.95 FT. TO A NAIL (SET);
(7)THENCE NORTH 22 DEG. 50 MIN. 34 SEC. EAST 246.41 FT. TO A NAIL (SET);
(8)THENCE NORTH 25 DEG. 55 MIN. 00 SEC. EAST, 69.99 FT. TO A NAIL (SET);
(9)THENCE NORTH 26 DEG. 42 MIN. 59 SEC. EAST, 69.99 FT. TO A NAIL (SET);
(10)THENCE NORTH 28 DEG. 56 MIN. 44 SEC. EAST, 250.39 FT. TO A .35 INCH X 2.9 INCH STEEL NAIL MARKER (SET), SAID POINT
 BEING THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF TRACT NO. 4;
THENCE WITH THE LINE OF TRACT NO. 4 AND ALONG THE EXISTING FENCE FOR THE FOLLOWING TWO (2) CALLS;

(1)SOUTH 62 DEG. 38 MIN. 15 SEC. EAST, 197.13 FT. TO A ½ INCH REBAR (SET);
(2)THENCE NORTH 21 DEG. 42 MIN. 35 SEC. EAST, 214.55 FT, TO A CORNER POST, SAID POINT BEING SOUTHEAST CORNER OF ELWOOD H.
KEGLEY AND BARBARA KEGLEY (D.B. 162,P. 412);
THENCE ALONG THE LINE OF ELWOOD H. KEGLEY AND BARBARA KEGLEY FOR THE FOLLOWING TWO (2) CALLS:

(1)NORTH 20 DEG. 19 MIN. 55 SEC. EAST, 125.71 FT. TO A ½ INCH REBAR (SET);
(2)THENCE NORTH 14 DEG. 11 MIN. 37 SEC. EAST, 183.41 FT. TO A .35 INCH X 2.9 INCH STEEL NAIL MARKER (SET) IN THE CENTER OF THE BLACK
DIAMOND ROAD;
THENCE ALONG THE CENTER OF BLACK DIAMOND ROAD FOR THE FOLLOWING TWO (2) CALLS:

(1)SOUTH 82 DEG. 13 MIN. 30 SEC. EAST, 381.87 FT. TO A NAIL (SET);
(2)THENCE SOUTH 83 DEG. 17 MIN. 20 SEC. EAST, 135.74 FT. TO A .35 INCH X 2.9 INCH STEEL NAIL MARKER (SET), SAID POINT BEING THE
NORTHWEST CORNER OF JIMMIE KEGLEY AND GERALDINE KEGLEY (D.B. 159, P. 317);
THENCE WITH THE LINE OF JIMMIE AND GERALDINE KEGLEY FOR THE FOLLOWING THREE (3) CALLS:

(1)SOUTH 7 DEG. 00 MIN. 22 SEC. WEST, 150.00 FT. TO A POINT;
(2)THENCE SOUTH 82 DEG. 59 MIN. 38 SEC. EAST, 200.00 FT. TO A POINT;
(3)THENCE NORTH 7 DEG. 00 MIN. 22 SEC. EAST, 150.00 FT. TO A POINT IN THE CENTER OF SAID ROAD;
THENCE CONTINUING ALONG THE CENTER OF BLACK DIAMOND ROAD FOR THE FOLLOWING FOUR (4) CALLS;

(1)SOUTH 82 DEG. 59 MIN. 38 SEC. EAST, 92.52 FT. TO A .35 INCH X 2.9 INCH STEEL NAIL MARKER;
(2)THENCE SOUTH 82 DEG. 54 MIN. 20 SEC. EAST, 476.64 FT. TO A NAIL (SET);
(3)THENCE SOUTH 82 DEG. 12 MIN. 33 SEC. EAST, 439.39 FT. A NAIL (SET);
(4)THENCE SOUTH 81 DEG. 28 MIN. 51 SEC. EAST, 296.27 FT. TO A .35 INCH X 2.9 INCH STEEL NAIL MARKER (SET), SAID POINT BEING THE
NORTHWEST CORNER OF TRACT NO. 5;

JIMMY D. KEGLEY AND GERALDINE V. KEGELY
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JIMMY D. KEGLEY AND GERALDINE V. KEGLEY (CONTINUED) 

THENCE THE LINE OF TRACT NO .5 AND ALONG THE EXISTING FENCE FOR THE FOLLOWING EIGHT (8) CALLS 

"FENCE SOUTH 1 DEG 10 MIN 09 SEC E., .54 FT POST, 
HENCE SOUTH 'DEG 26 MIN 08 SEC V, , 07 FT TO A POST, 
HENCE SOUTH 0 DEG. 29 MIN. 36 SEC V, ET TO A POST, 
HENCE SOUTH 3 DEG. 30 MIN. 03 RC TO A POST, 

MICE SCUTH 3 DEG. ElfilEIIN.22 SEC WEST,.  TO A POST, 
MICE SCUTH 3 DEG. 39 MIN. 37 SEC WEST, 209 TO A POST, 
ENCE SCUTH 4 DEG. 21 MIN. 02 SEC WEST, 0067" TO A CORNER/GATE POST SAID PORN TA CORNER TO TRACT NO 6, 

IHLNCE WITH TE UNE OF TRACT NO. 6 AND ALONG -.EXISTING FENCE FOR THE FOLLOWING FIVE (5) .LLS, 

OUTH 83 DEG. CS MIN. 30 SEC WEST, 50385 FT TT 'DST; 
HENCE SOUTH 87 DEG. 30 MIN "", "V " '' TO A POST, 

03 DEG 13M 
HENCE NORTH 79 DEG. 36 MIN 0, SO 0A0  POST CN THE EAST SIDE CF FLEMING CREE , 
HENCE CROSSING FLEMING CREEK SOUTH 81 DEG 4 MIN 38 SEC F0S 0 93 FT TO A POST SAID POIN T A CORNER TO TRACT NO 1, 

:RENCE WITH UNE OF TRACT NO.1 AND ALONG THE EXISTING FENCE R THE FOLLOWING ELEVEN (11) .LLS, 

OUTH ea DEG. 29 MIN. 33 SEC WEST, 381.56 FT TON POST, 
HENCE SOUTH 87 DEG. 46 MIN 48 SEC WEST, 03801 FT TO A POST 
HENCE SOUTH 83 DEG. [AMIN 06 SEC WEST, 113 21 FT TO A CORNER/GATE POST, 

-FENCE NC, 6 DEG. 37 MIN IS SEC .1,15907 FT TON POST ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF FLEMING CREEK. 
NGE CROSSING FLDANG CREEK NCRTH 4 DEG 06 O, 22 SEC .ST 1. 51 FT ODA , INCH REBAR FE
NCE SCUTH 74 DEG 09 MIN 'RISK WEST, 179 80 FT TO A POST 

SNCE SOUTH 65 DEG 33 MIN 08. WEST, 17S 27 FT TO A pos-r, 
SNCE NORTH 70 ' . SEC WEST, 00 26 FT TO A POST, 
MICE NCAIH 77 . 'EC WEST, 128 S2 FT TOA POST, 
ANCE NORTH, ' . 'EC WEST, 113 20 FT TOA POST, 

THENCE WITH THE LINE OF TR... J AND GENERAL. ALONG THE CENTER OF FLEMING CREEK FOR THE FOLLOWING THREE (3) .LLS 

(1)NCRTH 
4 67

 DEG  MIN 09SEC WEST 599 FT TOA POINT AT THE WATER GAP, 
(2)THENCE NORTH 2 DEG 02 M. :9 SEC WEST 237 35 FT TOA POINT 
(3)THENCE NORTH 39 DEG 19 MIN 31 SEC WEST 33353 FT TOA POINT CF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 107 3330ACRES 

SCHEDULE BA EXCEPTIONS 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFEC,HE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE 

GENERAL WES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FIS.L YEAR 2019,AS FOLLOWS (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 
TAX ID: 0694040-047.00 
POSTED PAID: E645.57 

,,50 , , , = AW
„)

NSEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESS. NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS. 

04EPTAACIANH,,IAL , n o L DRL 01U, $,I-$0,AA,GuEaltplEgCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 

ANY LIEN CR RIGHT TOA LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR CR MATERIAL HERETOFCRE OR HER.FTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY 

SUCH/ 
L  THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLIO, 

ur UR, MATTER) 

AL ANDA,A I RVGLI,r, Z ,„AA G L, „ 0_,Alo r d„OROLOELCAOJE,V ),AETALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON 

DA,F,ACC1HIPLOTEBTEQUrEANT$0, SU=NVE0A.EH ECOIN A.IOn.TX0,irHEP%tSER NIXREDBAOZPTOSZCO., 
FOR VALUE THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLIO" (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 
MOTH SURVEY MATTER) 

ANY REFERENCES TOACR.GE IN THE .ND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACTIDENTIFI.TION CEILY AND ARE N0,0 BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED EsT,HS POLICY. (NOT A SUR. MATTE) 

EASEMENT DATED FEBRUARY., 1976, G.NTED BY ELWOOD KEGLEVAND GEORGIA KEGLEY TO EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE 
INC, RECORDED AUGUST 21, 19761N BOOK 12, PAGE 3E5, FLEMING COUNTY CCURT CLERK, FLEMING COUNT/ KENTUCKY 
(SHOWN HEREON) 

MARY LOU STEPHENS 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 
TOLE COMMITMENT NO 304387NCT-8, EFFECTIVE DATE DECEMBER 2, 2019 

OWNER MARY LOU STEPHENS, A WIDOW 
TAX ID NO 057-00-00-009 00 

TRACT ONE 

A CERTAIN PARCEL OR T.CT OF LAND LYING ON SOUATED APPROXIMATELY 0 07 MILE SCUTHWEST OF COUNT,
CK 

ROAD NO ,I L,= y
aLgRBNI AA0,, J30. „1,,E,D APPROXIMATELY 15 MILE WEST OF MT. .1E EL FLEMING COUNT/ KENTUCKY AND MORE 

r_f‘GAVOIVITC.T1VE,UIM P.W PTRSk. '(0 1BrH1PUTTAIGNE.C4 S'A'IPNPCCICJIMINTO IIIIRTF$PErvUl1TUIAIFIE.Y9LFEFN' STEARTS) Pl0E0. . 
133, PAGE 60), 
THENCE WOH ,E LINE OF COFFEY SOU, 29 DEG 27 MIN 55 SEC EAST 492 87 FEET TOA , INCH REBAR AND .P (SET AT THE BASE CF 
A CORNER POST SAID POINT A NEW CORNER TO THE PAREN,RACT, 
THENCE WOH A NEW DGESION LINE OF THE SAME NOR, 84 DEG 16 MIN 41 SEC WEST 543 39 FEET TO A, INCH REBAR AND .P LET) 
A,HE BASE 

TRACT TWO 

THAT CERTAIN FARM PROPER, LO.TED ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF KENTUCKY P. ABOUT 1 MILES WEST OF MT .RMEL, KENT,. 
AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 

BEGINNING IN CENTER OF HIGHWAY.. CORNER TOP U DOYLE, 
THENCE  

HENCE 
OUT 

DEN 
OF HYNI.IN 63 DEG 50 MIN W 345 5 FT, 

6 • •••4 W 151 5 FT, 
THENCE N. SI DEG ' " ••" 1199 1 FT TO CORNER TO R W HAVENS, 
THENCE LEAVING O. . •,, Dr , HIS LINE 5.42 DEG CO MIN W 2127 5 FT TO POST 

THENCE N. 27 DEG OST CORNER TO THCMAS BERL, (DVSON LINE OF FAR 
THENCE WITH HIS . W 1393 0 FT TO STAKE, 
THENCE 5.60 DEG ' 4.• FT TO POST CORNER T. R GLASCO., 
THENCE WITH HIS LI S 51 DJ. 05 MIN E 4238 0 FT TO POST CORNER AT INTERSECT ON OF FARM ROAD LADING TO HIGHWAY P57, 
(FARM ROAD CONTINI :Fs s 51,0 45 MIN 1665 FT TO HWY 557 AND IS 1  5 FT WI E), 
THENCE CROSSING ROAU INTERSECTON 5.38 DEG 35 MIN E 165 FT TO POST CORNER TO MRS LILLIE LYONS, 
THENCE WOH HER LINE 8 DEG 5 MIN E 3302 5 FT TO POST CORNER TO P U DOYLE 
THENCE ITN HIS UNE (SAME B.RING N.38 DEG 35 MIN E) 383 0 FT TO CEN TER OF HIGHWAY.. THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 220.13 
ACRES 

LESS AND EXCEPT A CERTAIN PARCEL OR TRACT OF REAL ESTATE CONVEYED TO ELMER FOXWCRTILY AND .ROL FOXWORTHY, HUSBAND 
AND WIFE E" ^EED RECORDED APRIL 27, R. IN VOLUME 222, PAGE 520 FLEMING COUNT, COURT CLERK, FLEMING COUNT/ KENTUCIO, 
AND MORE "TIC... DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 

' 1CI `J.ILIVEV,s f̀ -r̀tNt "' "F' Z 'F".',V-r"-r'g -THTF7GT,P-rolw7y °0`"F% s,76,PA"vT46== -T -g
N
TAGFr',74,1%TA GIN°2 

APPROXIMATE, 0.83 ACRE. 

SCHEDULE &II EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOM MATTERS AFFEC,HE TRACTS DESCRIBED ABOVE 

I GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FS.L YEAR 2019AS FOLLOWS. OT A SURVEY MATTER) 
TAX ID: 0S7-CO-00409.03 
POSTED DUE' $211466 

2 EASE, EN.  0 E' ), OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS CF PART ES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 

INSPECT,.., . CF HE PREMISES W QUID DI50_OSE 
,I,IcORTA,Q55‘ TyA=01,.ROACHNIENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 

ANY OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR. . . LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS'  

F 
DATE OF POLICY 

5 -14„.bN4LEREL,r,Ag$L,T=L „LGOLT,HgrloAT„ . 6„0: gl i .vG, ELCA0ITA CORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON 
HE LAIC 

6 DEFECTS,' 'ENS, ENCUMB.NCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS CR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST PP.RING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUEN,0 THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES CF RECORD, 
FOR VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLIO" (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

,E FAILURE TO COMPLY WI, THE TERMS AND CONDITCNS CF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

ANY REFERENCES TOACREAGE IN ,E .ND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFI.TION °N./AND ARE N0,0 BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY ,IS POLIO" (NOT A SURVEY MATTR) 

THOMAS M. SKAGGS 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 
TITLE COMM ITMENT NO 304387NCT-12, EFFECTIVE DATE DECEMBER 2,2019 

OWNE)THOMAS M. SKAGGS A SINGLE MAN 
TAX ID A 0. 0640606022.00 

THREE CONTIGUOUS TRACTS OF D LO.TED ON ,E SOUTHEAST SIDE OF KENTUCKY HIGHWAY NO 57, APPROXIMATELY 7 MILE 
SOUTHWEST CF MT.../IEL AND 6 3 MILES NORTHEAST OF FLEMINGBURG IN FLEMING COUNT/ KENT.. AND MORE PART..., 
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS, TOWIT 

TRACT ONE 

BEGINNING AT A SET STONE IN THE LINE OF DEBELL FARM (FORMERLY, P EMMONS), 

THENCE WITH A LINE CRS.. SCUTH 18 1,) DEGREES .ST 66 POLES TO A STAKE, CORNER TO MARSHALL 
THENCE WITH HIS LINE SOUTH 87 DEGREES .ST 15. POLES TOA STAKE CORNER ORS.. 
THENCE WITH ANO, ER LINE OFSAME NORTH DEGREES EAST 62 POLES,. SETSTONE CORNER TOTRACE NUMBER ONO 
THENCE WOH A LINE OF SAME AND PASSING AT57 1 POLES TO A SET STONE CORNER TO DOWER, 
THENCE WOH SAME NOR, 87 DEGREES WEST IN ALL 180 6 POLES TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 65 ACRES, MORE CR LESS 

TRACT TWO 

BEGINNING AT A SET STONE IN ,E CENTER CF THE HIGHWAY OPPOSOE A LOCUST CN THE SOU, SIDE OF THE ROAD AND OUTSIDE OF THE 
FENCE MARKED AS A CORNER TO DOWER, 

THENCE WITH THE LINE OF SAM E SOL, 27 y) DEGREES EAST 28. POLES ODA SET STONE, 
THENCE SOUTH 68 DEGREES EAST 26, POLES TO A SET STONE FROM MICH AN ELM ABOVE THE SPRING B.RS SOUTH 43 DEGREES WEST 

LINKS, 
THENCE SOUTH 32 y) DEGREES EAST 163 6 POLES TO ASETSTONE, A CORNER OD0M, AND ALSO IN THE LINE OF TRACE NUMBER ONE, 
THENCE WOH THE LINE OF SAME SOUTH 87 DEGREES EAST 57 1 POLES TOA SET STONE AT FIG 20 AND IN MARSHALL'S LINE, 
THENCE WEST OF SAME NORTH ,. DEGREES EAST 18 4 POLES TOA STAKEWEST OF A BEE., 
THENCE WOH ANO,ER LINE OF SAME NCR TH 41 DEGREES WEST 562 POLES TO A SET STONE CCRNER TO MARSHALL AND ALSO CORNER TO 
TRACT NUMBER ,REE, FIG 2, 
THENCE WOH A LINE OF TRAS NUMBER THREE NOR, 42 , DEGREES WEST 137, POLES TO A SET STONE SCUTHWEST CORNER TO TCLL 
HOUSE LOT, 
THENCE WOH THE LINE OF SAME NORTH 43 DEGREES WEST. POLES NORTH 30 DEGREES WES, 70 POLES TO THE CENTER OF THE PIKE 
THENCE WITH SAME SCUTH 66. DEGREES WEST 36 POLES. BEGINNING, CONTAINING EGACRES, MORE OR LESS 

SAVE AND EXCEPT A SMALL TRACT HERETOFORE CONVEYED BY LUTIE TURNER TO C G LYTLE AND NOW OWNED BY PORTER AND L.., 
BCUNDED AND DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS, TOWIT 

BEGINNING AT A STAKE IN THE CENTER OF THE TURNPIKE CPPOSOE A LOCUST UPON THE SOUTH SIDE OF THE PIKE OUTSIDE OF ,E FENCE 
AND CRIGINAL CORNER AND IN THE DOWER LINE, 
THENCE WITH THE DOWER LINE SOUTH 27 y) DEGREES EAST 28 POLES TO ASE STONE, 
THENCE SOUTH 68 DEGREES EAST., POLES TO ASETSTONE NEAR THE SPRING, 
THENCE NORTH 32 y) DEGREES WEST. POLES IN THE CENTER OF THE PIKE OPPOSITE A SETSTONE ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF.. 
THENCE WOOTHE CENTER OF THE PIKE SOUTH 66 DEGREES WEST 13 POLES TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING THREE ACRES, ,REE 
QUARTERS AND 31 CENTER MORE OR LESS 

TRACT THREE 

BEGINNING AT A SET STONE IN THE SOUTH SIDE OF THE BURG AND MT. .RMEL HIGHWAY IN CHARLES NUTES LINE 
THENCE WOH NUTE'S LINE SOUTH 30 DEGREES EAST 7 7 POLES, 
THENCE SOUTH 83 TaFGREET FEST. POLES AND 3 LENGTHS TOA CORNER OF NUTE'S AND MRS OBANNCN'S LINE 

THENCE NCRTH oREES WEST 28 POLE' ' L$RoTHS TO THE CENTER OF THE PIKE, 

RQ015 ),ICREOR'' 
DEGREES WEST 14 POLES AND 8 LENGTHS TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING TWO ACRES THREE QUARTERS, AND 13 

ALL SUBJECT TO ,E POLE LINE AGREEMENT GRAN. TO THE KENTUCKY RURAL ELECTRIFI.TION COMPANY ON APRIL 9, 1936, OF RECORD 
AT MISC EASEMENT BOOK 5, PAGE 44 FLEMING COUNT, CLERK'S OFFICE 

SCHEDULE EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFEC,HE TRACTS DESCRIBED ABOVE 

SCHEDULE EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFEC,HE TRACTS DESCRIBED ABOVE 

GENE.L TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FCR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019AS FOLLOWS OT A SURVEY MATTER) 
TAX ID NUMBER 069-00-00-022 00 
POSTED PAID $1711 18 

EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF .SMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

0NISMIZENCIA5Q)JCNI,F„.QATIS, d1g0u01..DRY, p$N0U, I, OITAA,uE=E AA„,01,.ROACHINENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 

ANY LIEN OR RIGH,OA LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABCR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE CR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY. 

OT A SURVEY MATTER) 

AL ANIDA,LTRV G)$,,A$'1, $)„„Aa G L , gr oAr d„r0OLOELCAOAL.„ TAETALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON 

DAVACCI-SII.07, 'S'EOLIIANBM C, SUMTTIVECVAISH2FFS'E°C,VITTRIJOrn.in. FUS:0-InPROPTSGERNINTSIRPEUDBLAUIPTOETCO., 
FOR VALUE THE ESTATE OR INTEREST CR MORTGAGE THERECN, COEERED BY THIS POLICY (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

THE FAILURE TO CCIEPLYWOH ,E TERMS AND CCNDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

ANY REFERENCES TOACR.GE IN THE .ND DES.IBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICAT ON CEILY AND ARE N0,0 BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY ,IS POLIO, 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

LARRY M. COFFEYAND DAVETTA COFFEY 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 
TTLE COMMITMENT NO304387NCT7, EFFECTVE DATE DECEMBER 4,2019 

OWNER, ARRY M. CCFFEY AND DAVETTA COFFEY, HUSBAND AND WIFE 
,AX ID N0.057-00-06009.01 

THE LAND REFERRED TO IN THIS COMMOMENT IS L.ATED IN THE COUNT, OF FLEMING, STATE OF KENTUCKY, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 

TRACT 1 

A CERTAIN PARCEL OR T.CT OF LAND LO.TED IN FLEMING COUNT/ KENTUCKY ON THE WATERS OF FLEMING CREEK AND DESCRIBED PS 
FOLLOWS, TO-WO -

BEGINNING AT A STAKE CHAS. NUTE'S FORMER AND IN A LINE OF SAID HENDERSON' FORMER TRACT, THENCE WOH A LINE OF SAME N 
6-3/8 E 23 POLES AND 14 LINKS i0 A STARE UPGIT THE CENTER OF THE MAYSVILLE AND MT. GRMEL TURNPIKE, THENCE WI, THE 

CENTER OF SAME S64-1/4 E 130 FIXES 5 76E 10 POLES N 85 E 39-4/10 POLES TO THE FORKS OF TIE TWO PIKES, THENCE WI, THE CENTER 
OF FLEMINGSBURG PIKE S 22-I/2 W 24 FIXES 5 6-7/8W 41 POLES, S . W 26 POLES S 63-1/410/ 73-4/10 POLES TO A STAKE ON THE SOUTH 
.ST SIDE OF THE TURNPIKE CORNER TO SAID CHAS. NLITE, THENCE WITH HIS LINE N 30-3/8W 48 POLES TO A SET STONE IN SAID LINE 
THENCE N 59-5/8E 'POLES TOA SETSTONE ON THE DIRT ROAD, THENCE N 10-1/8 W 127-8/10 PIXELS TO HE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 95 
A.ES, 2 QUARTERS AND 2 POLES 

BEING A PART OF THE SAW REAL ESTATE, REFERRED TO AS TRACT II, CCEIVEYED TO OWEN STEPHENS, JR AND MARY LU STEPHENS, HIS 
WIFE, FROM NOEL RESTER EXECUTOR OF THE ESTATE OF P U DOYLE BY DEED DATED MAY 25, 1979, SAME BEING CF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 
148, PAGE 732, FLEMING COUNT, CLERK'S OFFICE, FLEMINGSBURG, KENTUCKY 

LYING AND BEING N.R KENTUCKY ROUTE 57 AND BEING A PART OF THE SAME PROPER, CONVEYED TO M COFFEY AS RECORDED 
IN DEED BOOK 182, PAGE 135 IN THE OFFICE OF THE CLERK OF FLEMING COUNT/ KENTUCKY AND BEING MORE PARTICU.RLY DESCRIBED 
AS FOLLOWS 

NORTH BASED ON A PRP.. SURVEY DATED MARCH 15,2002 

ALL IRON PINS SET ARE ,"X IS" REBAR WITL ORANGE PLASTIC SURVEYORS CAP STAMPED PLS 3303 

BEG$1$1.10 AT AN IRON PIN SET A CORNER TO IARRV M CCFFEY pEED BOOK 182, PAGE 135), THENCE WI, THE COFFEY LINE NORTH 23 
DEG. 30 MIN. 07 SEC WEST, A DISTANCE OF 281 11 FEE,0 AN IRON RN SET, THENCE NOR, 63 DEG 15 MIN 37 SEC EAST, A DISTANCE 
OF 14618 FEET TO AN MCA FIN SET, THENCE SOUTH 27 DEG 47 MIN 14 SEC .ST A DISTANCE OF 273 08 FEET TO AN IRCN PIN SET SAID 
PIN BONG NCA114 78 DEG 19 MIN 48 SEC NEST A DISTANCE OF 118 8 8 7 FEET FROM ,E INTERSECTION OF STATE ROUTE 57 AND 
DUREN VALLEY ROAD AND ALSO NOMA 02 DEG 21 MIN 54 SECWEST A DISTANCE OF 50 43 FEET FROM A FENCE POST A OR R TO 
COFFEY AND FRVGIIIT, THENCE CGNIINUING WITH THE CCFF, UNE SOUTH 60 DEG 39 MIN 9 SEC WEST A DISTANCE OF 

1782
  FEET 

TO THE PONT OF BEGINNING; SAID DESCRIBED TRACT CONTAINING 100 ACRE. 

THERE IS ALSO CONVEYED A 15' RIGHT OF  ALONG AN EXISTING GRAVEL ROADWAY FROM STATE ROUTE 57 TO THE ABOVE DESCRIBED 
PROPERTY. 

SUBJECT TOALL LEGAL RIGHT-OF-WAYS AND EASEMENTS BEING OF RECCRD OR NOT CF RECORD 

THE TRACT IS MORE FULLY SHOWN ON A MAP OR P.T AS SURVEYED, DRAWN AND DATED MAY 27 2003 BY MARKUS 
JOHNSCN PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEY., NO 3303 JOHNSON'S LAND SURVEYING AND ATTACHED HERETO AND MADE A PART 

HEREOF BY REFERENCE 

BEING A PART OF THE SAME REAL ESTATE CONVEYED URRY MICHAEL COFFEY, THEN SINGLE, BY DEED FROM OW EN STEPHENS, 

JR, ET LIX DATED THE 4TH DAY OF APRIL 1995 AND OF RECORD IN  D B 182, PAGE 135 FLEMING COUNT, CLERK'S OFFICE 

THERE IS ALSO CONVEYED HERE.. CERTAIN 2016 28.2 CLAYTCN DOUBLE-WIDE IN COLE H./ E BEARING VIN P.P019014, AB 
WHICH IS SOUATED UPON THE ABOVE-DESCRIBED REAL ESTATE 

(CONTINUED ON SHEET 10) 
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PREPARED FOR:

DATE:

SHEET:

Hummingbird
Solar Project

Fleming County, Kentucky

04/03/2022

THENCE WITH THE LINE OF TRACT NO. 5 AND ALONG THE EXISTING FENCE FOR THE FOLLOWING EIGHT (8) CALLS:

(1)SOUTH 0 DEG. 07 MIN. 59 SEC. WEST, 163.26 FT. TO A POST;
(2)THENCE SOUTH 1 DEG. 14 MIN. 49 SEC. EAST, 35.54 FT. TO A POST;
(3)THENCE SOUTH 1 DEG. 26 MIN. 08 SEC. WEST, 75.47 FT. TO A POST;
(4)THENCE SOUTH 0 DEG. 29 MIN. 36 SEC. WEST, 350.28 FT. TO A POST;
(5)THENCE SOUTH 3 DEG. 30 MIN. 03 SEC. WEST, 151.24 FT. TO A POST;
(6)THENCE SOUTH 3 DEG. 46 MIN. 27 SEC. WEST, 253.26 FT. TO A POST;
(7)THENCE SOUTH 3 DEG. 39 MIN. 37 SEC. WEST, 249.92 FT. TO A POST;
(8)THENCE SOUTH 4 DEG. 21 MIN. 02 SEC. WEST, 446.79 FT. TO A CORNER/GATE POST, SAID POINT A CORNER TO TRACT NO. 6;
THENCE WITH THE LINE OF TRACT NO. 6 AND ALONG THE EXISTING FENCE FOR THE FOLLOWING FIVE (5) CALLS;

(1)SOUTH 83 DEG. 08 MIN. 30 SEC. WEST, 543.85 FT. TO A POST;
(2)THENCE SOUTH 87 DEG. 30 MIN. 53 SEC. WEST, 55.13 FT. TO A POST;
(3)THENCE SOUTH 83 DEG. 13 MIN. 38 SEC. WEST, 48.62 FT. TO A POST;
(4)THENCE NORTH 79 DEG. 36 MIN. 37 SEC. WEST, 28.77 FT. TO A POST ON THE EAST SIDE OF FLEMING CREEK;
(5)THENCE CROSSING FLEMING CREEK SOUTH 81 DEG. 54 MIN. 38 SEC. WEST, 50.93 FT. TO A POST, SAID POINT A CORNER TO TRACT NO. 1;
THENCE WITH THE LINE OF TRACT NO. 1 AND ALONG THE EXISTING FENCE FOR THE FOLLOWING ELEVEN (11) CALLS;

(1)SOUTH 88 DEG. 29 MIN. 33 SEC. WEST, 381.56 FT. TO A POST;
(2)THENCE SOUTH 87 DEG. 46 MIN. 48 SEC. WEST, 438.41 FT. TO A POST;
(3)THENCE SOUTH 83 DEG. 08 MIN. 46 SEC. WEST, 113.21 FT. TO A CORNER/GATE POST;
(4)THENCE NORTH 6 DEG. 37 MIN. 15 SEC. EAST, 159.07 FT. TO A POST ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF FLEMING CREEK;
(5)THENCE CROSSING FLEMING CREEK NORTH 4 DEG. 08 MIN. 22 SEC. EAST, 117.51 FT. TO A ½ INCH REBAR (SET);
(6)THENCE SOUTH 74 DEG. 09 MIN. 10 SEC. WEST, 179.84 FT. TO A POST;
(7)THENCE SOUTH 65 DEG. 33 MIN. 48 SEC. WEST, 175.27 FT. TO A POST;
(8)THENCE NORTH 74 DEG. 25 MIN. 35 SEC. WEST, 44.26 FT. TO A POST;
(9)THENCE NORTH 77 DEG. 41 MIN. 36 SEC. WEST, 128.52 FT. TO A POST;
(10)THENCE NORTH 68 DEG. 14 MIN. 02 SEC. WEST, 113.20 FT. TO A POST;
(11)THENCE NORTH 70 DEG. 10 MIN. 12 SEC. WEST, 215.86' TO A ½ INCH REBAR (SET);
THENCE LEAVING SAID FENCE SOUTH 36 DEG. 43 IN. 49 SEC. WEST, 54.67 FT. TO THE CENTER OF FLEMING CREEK, SAID POINT BEING THE
NORTHEAST CORNER OF TRACT NO. 2;
THENCE WITH THE LINE OF TRACT NO. 2 AND GENERALLY ALONG THE CENTER OF FLEMING CREEK FOR THE FOLLOWING THREE (3) CALLS

(1)NORTH 40 DEG. 46 MIN. 09 SEC. WEST, 59.19 FT. TO A POINT AT THE WATER GAP;
(2)THENCE NORTH 27 DEG. 02 MIN. 59 SEC. WEST, 237.35 FT. TO A POINT;

  (3)THENCE NORTH 39 DEG. 19 MIN. 31 SEC. WEST, 333.53 FT. TO A POINT OF BEGINNING; CONTAINING 107.3330 ACRES

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1. GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)
TAX ID: 069-00-00-047.00

      POSTED PAID: $645.57

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.

 (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON 
THE LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, 
FOR VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

9. EASEMENT DATED FEBRUARY 20, 1976, GRANTED BY ELWOOD KEGLEY AND GEORGIA KEGLEY TO EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, 
INC., RECORDED AUGUST 21, 1976 IN BOOK 12, PAGE 389, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.

       (SHOWN HEREON)

JIMMY D. KEGLEY AND GERALDINE V. KEGLEY (CONTINUED)

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-8, EFFECTIVE DATE: DECEMBER 2, 2019

OWNER:MARY LOU STEPHENS, A WIDOW
TAX ID NO. 057-00-00-009.00

TRACT ONE:

A CERTAIN PARCEL OR TRACT OF LAND LYING ON SITUATED APPROXIMATELY 0.07 MILE SOUTHWEST OF COUNTY ROAD NO. 1041, THE MT.
GILEAD ROAD, LOCATED APPROXIMATELY 1.5 MILE WEST OF MT. CARMEL, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY AND MORE SPECIFICALLY
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A ½ INCH REBAR AND CAP (SET) AT THE EXISTING COMMON CORNER OF LARRY MICHAEL COFFEY (D.B. 182, PAGE 135) AND
ELMER FOXWORTHY, ET UX, THE PARENT TRACT (D.B. 181, PAGE 545), SAID POINT BEING IN THE LINE OF OWEN STEPHENS, JR., ET UX, (D.B.
133, PAGE 560),
THENCE WITH THE LINE OF COFFEY SOUTH 29 DEG. 27 MIN. 55 SEC. EAST, 492.87 FEET TO A ½ INCH REBAR AND CAP (SET) AT THE BASE OF
A CORNER POST, SAID POINT A NEW CORNER TO THE PARENT TRACT;
THENCE WITH A NEW DIVISION LINE OF THE SAME NORTH 84 DEG. 16 MIN. 41 SEC. WEST, 543.39 FEET TO A ½ INCH REBAR AND CAP (SET)
AT THE BASE.

TRACT TWO:

THAT CERTAIN FARM PROPERTY LOCATED ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF KENTUCKY #24 ABOUT 1 ½ MILES WEST OF MT. CARMEL, KENTUCKY
AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING IN CENTER OF HIGHWAY #24, CORNER TO P.U. DOYLE;
THENCE OUT CENTER OF HWY. #24 N. 63 DEG. 50 MIN. W. 345.5 FT.;
THENCE N. 56 DEG. 00 MIN. W. 151.5 FT.;
THENCE N. 51 DEG. 13 MIN. W. 1199.1 FT. TO CORNER TO R. W. HAVENS;
THENCE LEAVING HIGHWAY WITH HIS LINE S. 42 DEG. 00 MIN. W. 2127.5 FT, TO POST;
THENCE S. 83 DEG. 04 MIN. W. 182.0 FT. TO POST;
THENCE N. 35 DEG. 51 MIN. W. 932.0 FT. TO POST;
THENCE N. 23 DEG. 38 MIN. W. 623.0 FT, TO POST;
THENCE N. 27 DEG. 16 MIN. W. 29.0 FT. TO POST CORNER TO THOMAS BIERLEY (DIVISION LINE OF FARM);
THENCE WITH HIS LINE S. 59 DEG. 10 MIN. W. 1393.0 FT. TO STAKE;
THENCE S. 64 DEG. 50 MIN. W. 768.0 FT. TO POST CORNER TO J. R. GLASCOCK;
THENCE WITH HIS LINE S. 51 DEG. 45 MIN. E. 4238.0 FT. TO POST CORNER AT INTERSECTION OF FARM ROAD LEADING TO HIGHWAY #57,
(FARM ROAD CONTINUES S. 51 DEG. 45 MIN. E. 1665 FT. TO HWY. #57 AND IS 16.5 FT. WIDE);
THENCE CROSSING ROAD AT FARM INTERSECTION N. 38 DEG. 35 MIN. E. 16.5 FT. TO POST CORNER TO MRS. LILLIE LYONS;
THENCE WITH HER LINE N. 38 DEG. 35 MIN. E. 3302.5 FT. TO POST CORNER TO P. U. DOYLE
THENCE WITH HIS LINE (SAME BEARING N. 38 DEG. 35 MIN. E.) 383.0 FT. TO CENTER OF HIGHWAY #24, THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 224.13
ACRES.

MARY LOU STEPHENS

LESS AND EXCEPT A CERTAIN PARCEL OR TRACT OF REAL ESTATE CONVEYED TO ELMER FOXWORTHY AND CAROL FOXWORTHY, HUSBAND
AND WIFE BY DEED RECORDED APRIL 27, 2005 IN VOLUME 222, PAGE 520, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY,
AND MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

A CERTAIN FARM ROAD COMMENCING WITH OTHER PROPERTY OF OWEN STEPHENS, JR., ET UX, AND CONTINUING WITH A BEARING OF S
51 DEG. 45 MIN. E A DISTANCE OF 1665 FEET TO THE RIGHT OF WAY OF HIGHWAY 57 AND BEING A WIDTH OF 16.5 FEET AND CONTAINING
APPROXIMATELY 0.63 ACRE.

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE TRACTS DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1. GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)
TAX ID: 057-00-00-009.00
POSTED DUE: $2114.66

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON 
THE LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, 
FOR VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-12, EFFECTIVE DATE: DECEMBER 2, 2019

OWNER:THOMAS M. SKAGGS, A SINGLE MAN
TAX ID NO. 069-00-00-022.00

THREE CONTIGUOUS TRACTS OF LAND LOCATED ON THE SOUTHEAST SIDE OF KENTUCKY HIGHWAY NO. 57, APPROXIMATELY .7 MILE
SOUTHWEST OF MT. CARMEL AND 6.3 MILES NORTHEAST OF FLEMINGBURG IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, AND MORE PARTICULARLY
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS, TO WIT:

TRACT ONE:

BEGINNING AT A SET STONE IN THE LINE OF DEBELL FARM (FORMERLY W. P. EMMONS);

THENCE WITH A LINE OF SAME SOUTH 18 ¾ DEGREES EAST 66 POLES TO A STAKE, CORNER TO MARSHALL;

THENCE WITH HIS LINE SOUTH 87 DEGREES EAST 155 ¼ POLES TO A STAKE CORNER TO SAME;
THENCE WITH ANOTHER LINE OF SAME NORTH 4 ½ DEGREES EAST 62 POLES TO A SET STONE CORNER TO TRACT NUMBER TWO;

THENCE WITH A LINE OF SAME AND PASSING AT 57.1 POLES TO A SET STONE CORNER TO DOWER;
THENCE WITH SAME NORTH 87 DEGREES WEST IN ALL 180.6 POLES TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 65 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

TRACT TWO:

BEGINNING AT A SET STONE IN THE CENTER OF THE HIGHWAY OPPOSITE A LOCUST ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF THE ROAD AND OUTSIDE OF THE
FENCE MARKED AS A CORNER TO DOWER;

THENCE WITH THE LINE OF SAME SOUTH 27 ¾ DEGREES EAST 28 ¼ POLES TO A SET STONE;
THENCE SOUTH 68 DEGREES EAST 26 ½ POLES TO A SET STONE FROM WHICH AN ELM ABOVE THE SPRING BEARS SOUTH 43 DEGREES WEST
47 LINKS;
THENCE SOUTH 32 ¾ DEGREES EAST 163.6 POLES TO A SET STONE, A CORNER TO DOWER AND ALSO IN THE LINE OF TRACT NUMBER ONE;

THENCE WITH THE LINE OF SAME SOUTH 87 DEGREES EAST 57.1 POLES TO A SET STONE AT FIG. 20 AND IN MARSHALL'S LINE;

THENCE WEST OF SAME NORTH 4 ½ DEGREES EAST 18.4 POLES TO A STAKE WEST OF A BEECH;
THENCE WITH ANOTHER LINE OF SAME NORTH 41 DEGREES WEST 56.2 POLES TO A SET STONE CORNER TO MARSHALL AND ALSO CORNER TO
TRACT NUMBER THREE, FIG. 2;
THENCE WITH A LINE OF TRACT NUMBER THREE NORTH 42 ½ DEGREES WEST 137 ½ POLES TO A SET STONE SOUTHWEST CORNER TO TOLL
HOUSE LOT;

THENCE WITH THE LINE OF SAME NORTH 43 DEGREES WEST 27 POLES NORTH 30 DEGREES WEST 7.70 POLES TO THE CENTER OF THE PIKE;
THENCE WITH SAME SOUTH 66 ¼ DEGREES WEST 36 POLES TO BEGINNING, CONTAINING 60 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

SAVE AND EXCEPT A SMALL TRACT HERETOFORE CONVEYED BY LUTIE TURNER TO C. G. LYTLE AND NOW OWNED BY PORTER AND LYONS,
BOUNDED AND DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS, TO WIT:

BEGINNING AT A STAKE IN THE CENTER OF THE TURNPIKE OPPOSITE A LOCUST UPON THE SOUTH SIDE OF THE PIKE OUTSIDE OF THE FENCE
AND ORIGINAL CORNER AND IN THE DOWER LINE;

THENCE WITH THE DOWER LINE SOUTH 27 ¾ DEGREES EAST 28 POLES TO A SE STONE;
THENCE SOUTH 68 DEGREES EAST 26 ½ POLES TO A SET STONE NEAR THE SPRING;
THENCE NORTH 32 ¾ DEGREES WEST 48 POLES IN THE CENTER OF THE PIKE OPPOSITE A SET STONE ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF SAME;

THENCE WITH THE CENTER OF THE PIKE SOUTH 66 ½ DEGREES WEST 13 POLES TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING THREE ACRES, THREE
QUARTERS AND 31 POLES, MORE OR LESS.

TRACT THREE:

BEGINNING AT A SET STONE IN THE SOUTH SIDE OF THE FLEMINGSBURG AND MT. CARMEL HIGHWAY IN CHARLES NUTE'S LINE;

THENCE WITH NUTE'S LINE SOUTH 30 DEGREES EAST 7.7 POLES;
THENCE SOUTH 43 DEGREES EAST 27 POLES AND 3 LENGTHS TO A CORNER OF NUTE'S AND MRS. O'BANNON'S LINE;

THENCE NORTH 33 ¼ DEGREES EAST 9 POLES AND 4 LENGTHS TO A STAKE IN O'BANNON'S LINE;
THENCE NORTH 32 DEGREES WEST 28 POLES AND 15 LENGTHS TO THE CENTER OF THE PIKE;

THENCE SOUTH 66 ¼ DEGREES WEST 14 POLES AND 8 LENGTHS TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING TWO ACRES THREE QUARTERS, AND 13
POLES, MORE OR LESS.

ALL SUBJECT TO THE POLE LINE AGREEMENT GRANTED TO THE KENTUCKY RURAL ELECTRIFICATION COMPANY ON APRIL 9, 1936, OF RECORD
AT MISC. EASEMENT BOOK 5, PAGE 44, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE TRACTS DESCRIBED ABOVE:

THOMAS M. SKAGGS

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE TRACTS DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1. GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)
TAX ID NUMBER: 069-00-00-022.00

      POSTED PAID: $1711.18

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON 
THE LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, 
FOR VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-7, EFFECTIVE DATE: DECEMBER 4, 2019

OWNER: LARRY M. COFFEY AND DAVETTA COFFEY, HUSBAND AND WIFE
TAX ID NO. 057-00-00-009.01

THE LAND REFERRED TO IN THIS COMMITMENT IS LOCATED IN THE COUNTY OF FLEMING, STATE OF KENTUCKY, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

TRACT 1:

A CERTAIN PARCEL OR TRACT OF LAND LOCATED IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY ON THE WATERS OF FLEMING CREEK AND DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS, TO-WIT:-

BEGINNING AT A STAKE CHAS. NUTE'S FORMER AND IN A LINE OF SAID HENDERSON' FORMER TRACT; THENCE WITH A LINE OF SAME N
36-3/8 E 23 POLES AND 14 LINKS TO A STAKE UPON THE CENTER OF THE MAYSVILLE AND MT. CARMEL TURNPIKE; THENCE WITH THE
CENTER OF SAME S 64-1/4 E 130 POLES S 76 E 10 POLES N 85 E 39-4/10 POLES TO THE FORKS OF THE TWO PIKES; THENCE WITH THE CENTER
OF FLEMINGSBURG PIKE S 22-1/2 W 24 POLES S 6-7/8 W 41 POLES; S 24 W 26 POLES S 63-1/4 W 73-4/10 POLES TO A STAKE ON THE SOUTH
EAST SIDE OF THE TURNPIKE CORNER TO SAID CHAS. NUTE; THENCE WITH HIS LINE N 30-3/8 W 48 POLES TO A SET STONE IN SAID LINE;
THENCE N 59-5/8 E 1 POLES TO A SET STONE ON THE DIRT ROAD; THENCE N 30-3/8 W 127-8/10 POLES TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 95
ACRES, 2 QUARTERS AND 2 POLES.

BEING A PART OF THE SAME REAL ESTATE, REFERRED TO AS TRACT II, CONVEYED TO OWEN STEPHENS, JR AND MARY LU STEPHENS, HIS
WIFE, FROM NOEL HESTER EXECUTOR OF THE ESTATE OF P.U. DOYLE BY DEED DATED MAY 29, 1979, SAME BEING OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK
148, PAGE 732, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE, FLEMINGSBURG, KENTUCKY.

TRACT 2:

LYING AND BEING NEAR KENTUCKY ROUTE 57 AND BEING A PART OF THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED TO LARRY M. COFFEY AS RECORDED
IN DEED BOOK 182, PAGE 135 IN THE OFFICE OF THE CLERK OF FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED
AS FOLLOWS:

NORTH BASED ON A PREVIOUS SURVEY DATED MARCH 15, 2002.

ALL IRON PINS SET ARE ½" X 18" REBAR WITH ORANGE PLASTIC SURVEYORS CAP STAMPED PLS 3303.

BEGINNING AT AN IRON PIN SET A CORNER TO LARRY M. COFFEY (DEED BOOK 182, PAGE 135); THENCE WITH THE COFFEY LINE NORTH 23
DEG. 30 MIN. 07 SEC. WEST, A DISTANCE OF 281 11 FEET TO  AN  IRON  PIN SET;  THENCE NORTH 63 DEG.  15 MIN.  37 SEC. EAST, A DISTANCE
OF 146.78 FEET TO AN IRON PIN SET; THENCE SOUTH 27 DEG 47 MIN. 14 SEC. EAST, A DISTANCE OF 273.08 FEET TO AN IRON PIN SET, SAID
PIN BEING NORTH 78 DEG 19 MIN 48  SEC. WEST, A DISTANCE OF 118 8 .8 7 FEET FROM THE INTERSECTION OF STATE ROUTE 57 AND
KILBRETH VALLEY ROAD AND ALSO NORTH 02 DEG . 21 MIN 54 SEC WEST, A DISTANCE OF 580.43 FEET FROM A FENCE POST A CORNER TO
COFFEY AND FOXWORTHY, THENCE CONTINUING WITH THE COFFEY LINE SOUTH 60 DEG. 39 MIN. 19 SEC. WEST, A DISTANCE OF 167 .82 FEET
TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; SAID DESCRIBED TRACT CONTAINING 1.00 ACRE.

THERE IS ALSO CONVEYED A 15' RIGHT-OF-WAY ALONG AN EXISTING GRAVEL ROADWAY FROM STATE ROUTE 57 TO THE ABOVE DESCRIBED
PROPERTY.

SUBJECT TO ALL LEGAL RIGHT-OF-WAYS AND EASEMENTS BEING OF RECORD OR NOT OF RECORD.

THE TRACT IS MORE FULLY SHOWN ON A MAP OR PLAT AS SURVEYED, DRAWN AND DATED MAY 27. 2003 BY MARKUS
 JOHNSON PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR NO. 3303 JOHNSON'S LAND SURVEYING AND ATTACHED HERETO AND MADE A PART

 HEREOF BY REFERENCE

BEING A PART OF THE SAME REAL ESTATE CONVEYED LARRY MICHAEL COFFEY, THEN SINGLE, BY DEED FROM OWEN STEPHENS,

 JR., ET UX DATED THE 4TH DAY OF APRIL, 1995 AND OF RECORD IN D.B. 182, PAGE 135, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

THERE IS ALSO CONVEYED HEREBY A CERTAIN 2006 28X72 CLAYTON DOUBLE-WIDE MOBILE HOME BEARING VIN #CAP019014TN-AB

WHICH IS SITUATED UPON THE ABOVE-DESCRIBED REAL ESTATE

(CONTINUED ON SHEET 10)

LARRY M. COFFEY AND DAVETTA COFFEY
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LARRY M. COFFEY AND COFFEY (CONTINUED) 

SCHEDULE Bs!! EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE TRACTS DESCRIBED ABOVE 

1 GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FIS.L YEAR 2019,AS FOLLOWS (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 
PERMANENT ARCEL NUMBER 057-00-00-009 01 
POSTED PAIDP $1,319 49 

2 EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CAMS OF PARTES IN POSSESS. NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

EXCEPT 

RECORD, 

BE 

SAVE AND EXCEPT 4 

NY TUCKER (D B 213 PG  CATED CN THE SOU, 
lr1NEOI:)( '-‘CKEI1IPIH0RU0, JrlrIFEJMNG000UNIG,°I.48)ZING7CRErW2-2U ,RLYDES.IBED AS F 49CLLOW

LO

5 
BEGIN). ' . OP "TA I". N. SET IN THE EXISTING CENTER . BLACK DI ANON D ROAD AND BEING A COMER TO JOHNNY MIXER V.B.(  2. 
PG 49, FREC ER.  SE  (D B .9 PG 133) GNCE LEAVING SAID ROAD AND WOH THE CENTER OF A GRAVEL ROAD AND 

6 
GRAVEL ROAD CONTINUING 

IRON PIN SE" . 88• ANCE ' IRON PIN SE3 THENCE SM W 59 E A DISTANCE Of 29.16 MA 
POINT THEN. 23. . 1 DIS OF 11153 . . - CENTER, THENCE S 09,1" E A DISTANCE Of 22.23' MOAN 

WA DI,' . P54 TO AN IRON PIN SE3 THEN. N 31' ' J, . OF TO AN IRON PIN SET; THENCE N4T 15'32' 8 
W A D 7 . OF 5 950 TOAN IRON PIN SET NEAR AN ELECI . 'OLE, THEI . RV 1 A DISTANCE Of 23.W TO A PONT IN THE 

. TER OF B,CK DIAMOND ROAD, ,ENCE WOH THE CENTER SAME, 60• 1 48- E A DISTANCE CF 12862' TOA PENT 
THENCE YOH A OIRVE TURNING TO THE LEFT WITH AN ARC MHO 2406' W AL A RANK' OF 0 M14 A WORD BEARING CF 9 
0- 07 E, WOH A CHCRD LENGTH OF 73 87, TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING CONTAINING 30702 ACRES AS SURVEYED BY MICHAEL D 

ON RUGGLES, PLS 93487 IN SEPTEMBER OF 2011 

NOTES 
PROPER, SUBJECT TOAD LEGAL RIGHT-OF-WAYS, .SEMENTS AND CONVEYANCES PROPER, SU.E. TO THE RIGHT OF-WAY OF B,CK 10 
DIAMOND ROAD 
ALL IRON PINS SETWERE 1/2" DIAMETER BY 20" LCNG REBAR WITH IDENTIFICATION CAP 
STAMPED M D R 3487 
BEARINGS CORRELA1ED TO TRUE NORTH BY THE METH.' OF CAPS OBSERVATION COMPLET ON DATE OF FIELD SURVEY WAS 9-22-2011 

11 
BEING PART OF THE SAME PROPER, CONVEYED JOHNNY R TUCKER AND MARY SUE CKER. HIS WIFE, FROM CHARLES 0 NOBLE, ETAT, BY 
DEED DATED JOIE 8, 1 985, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 182, PAGE 514, AND ALSO BEING A PART OF THE SAME PRPERN IN WHICH 
MARY SUE 113 'ALL CONVEYED HER IN  TO JOHNNY R TUCKER, SINGLT BY DEED DATED DECEMBER 5, 2002O, AND RECORDED 

WEE 
2012 IN 

493, ALL OF RT. 4 •I THE FL VV8 COUNT( CLERK'S OFFICE SEE PLAT RECORDED PLAT CABINET 3, SLIDE FLEMING COUNTYCLERK'S 12 
OFFICE PEED BC..., PAGE 44N 

3 $), aTBI ACITSCHXN sr s r ouBlg DRyN$1,0., , QTRTAsuEatB ,TATRJCROACHITENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 

4 ANY LIEN CR RIGHT TOA UEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR CR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLO/ 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

5 J7r8VANDA LT ATRERSINsIB,RNAT NLGOTHI RTWA8.6T, QLL.G,LCAQJ5L.RMETALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER CR 

6 DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAINIS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF NY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT. THE EFFECTVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF 
FOR VALUT THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLIO/ (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

7 THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS CF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

8 ANY REFERENCES TOACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A 
157. 

IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION CNLYAND ARE NOT TO 
CONSTRUED AS ANY 70F THE COVERAGEAFFORDED BY THIS POLIO/ (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

9 REAL ESTATE DEED CF TRUST DATED APRIL 11, 2012, DIECUTED BY LARRY MICHAEL COFFEY AND DAVETTA COFFEY, HUSBAND AND 
TO PEOPLES BANK OF KENTUO06 INC, SECURING A NOTE IN HE ORIGINAL PRINCIPAL S. OF $3o,com RECORDED APRIL 23, 
MORTGAGE BOCK 294 PAGE OS, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK. FLEMING COUNTY KENNON. 
MOMS SURVEY MATER) 

10 REAL ESTATE DEED CF TRUST DATEDIMIUARY 12,201a EXECUTED 81. LARRY MICHAEL CCREVAND DAVETTA COFF, HUSBAND AND 
WIFE -.GPM SERVICE AGENCY, SECURING A NOTE IN THE ORIGINAL FRINCIPAL SUM Of $22,440884 RECORDED IMMAY 2S, 2018 IN 

1OCK 344 PAGE 488, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUO01. 
META IRVE MATTER) 

11 REAL ESTATE H,N. TRUST DATED MAY 22, 2019, EXECUTED BY LARRY MICHAEL COFFEYAND DAV.. COFFEY, HUSBANDAND WIFE 
8NCY SECURING A NOTE IN THE ORIGINAL PRINOPAL SUM OF RECORDED91,1,0X1011  MAY22, 2019 IN MORTGAGE 

BOL =LEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK, FLEMING CCUN TY, KENTUCKY. 

GENEVA EARLS 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

TOLE COMMITMENT NO 304387NCT 6, EFFECTIVE DATE DECEMBER 4, 2019 

0,09,5 . 1.0 M5 ' WIDOW 

THE LAND REFERRED TO IN THIS CCM LAMENT IS LOCATED IN THE COUNT/ OF FLEMING, STATE OF KENTUCKY, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 

A TRAR OF ' ,ONTING ON BLACK DIAMOND ROAD ALSO KNOWN AS GORMAN PIKF APPROXIMATE, I 7 MILES SOUTHEAST OF MT 
CARMEL, FLEMING CCUNG, KENTUCIG, AND WHICH IS MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 

CONSISTING OF 419 92 ACRES LOCATED IN FLEMING COUNT/ KENTUCIN AND DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 

BEGINNING IN THE CENTER OF ROAD AND CORNER CF DUARD CARPENTER THENCE WOH HIS LINE SOUTH 20. DEGREES WEST 2075 FEET 
TO A PO. THENCE SOUTH 17 DEGREES EAST 922 FEET TO A POST THENCE SCUTH 17 DEGREES EAST 922 FEET TO A POST THENCE 
SOUTH 45 DEGREES EAST 100 FEET THENCE SOUTH II DEGREES EAST 493 FEET TO A POST THENCE SOUTH 75 DEGREES EAST 126 FEET TO 
A PO. THENCE NOR, 84 DEGREES EAST 1580 FEET TO A ,ENCE SOU, 9 OrGREES Wr.1.'"E. SOUTH 12 DEGREES WEST 100 
FE. SOUTH 20. DEGREES WEST 225 FEET SOU, 5 DEGREES WEST 211 FEET TOA ,LD CHEF SOU, 15 DEGREES EAST 519 
FEET TOA TUMP, THENCE NCR, ...DEGREES EAST 759 FEET TO A HICKORY, PANG SOUTH 'EGREES EAST 532 FEET TO A CROCKED 
WHOE OAK. THENCE SOUTH DEGREES EAST FEET SOUTH 30 DEGREES EAST 453 FEET SOUTH 35 DEGREES EAST 152 FEET SOUTH 78 
DEGREES .ST 198 FE. SOUTH 88 DEGREES EAST 330 FEET SOUTH 86. DEGREES EAST 1155 FE. THENCE NORTH 3 DEGREES WEST 1875 
FEET TO A PO. THENCE NORTH 78 DEGREES .ST 1155 FE. THENCE NCRTH 3 DEGREES 

DEGR WROAD 
EST 

1875NORTH 22 
FEET TO THENCE

WEST 
NORTH 78 

DEGREES EAST 165 FEET TO CENTER OF OLD ROAD, THENCE WOH THE CENTER OF THE CLD y) EES 660 FE. 
NCRTH 10 DEGREES WEST 1320 FE. DUE WESTP9 

SOUTH 57K
REES WEST 

FEET; SOUTH 
NOR, 6 DEG WEST 253 FEET W,H THE LINE 

OF SAME SOUTH 59 DEGREES WEST 483 FE. SOUTH 57 .DEGREESWEST 300 FEET SOUTH 74 is DEGREES WEST 226 FEET SOUTH 56 

°A,`<l'grODI;9ggLs,.%1I-1°VT1sMsZZ-4s9uIIN'VtGNanT17:Mr'uT" 6°7tRas12-dr°M7 -2 
FEET TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING al ACRES, MORE OR LESS, BUT SUBJECT TO LEGAL HIGHWAYS 

THERE IS EXCEPTED AND NOT CONVEYED A CEMETERY LO.TED CN  PROPE, AND  AS IN 
CENTER OF OLD ROAD 165 FEET FROM BEGINNING OF .L4 NORTH 22H  DEBOVEGREES WEST 660 FEETDESCRI TTENCEED LENANGFOLLOWS ROAD W,HBEGINNING LINE OF 
CEMETERY, SCUTH 71% DEGEES WEST 223 FEET TOA POST THENCE NORTH 30 14 DEGREES WEST 219 FEET TOA POST THENCE NORTH 72 
DEG EAST 213 FEET TO A CENTER OF OLD ROM; THENCE UP ROAD SOUTH 22 . DEGREES EAST 216 FEET TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 
108 ACRES, LEAVING IN SAID TRACT 419.92 ACRES 

THERE IS ALSO EXCET. AND CCNVEYED HEREIN A CSRTAIN TRACT OF LAND C ,ED TO..R CAUDILL COMPANY RM CHARLES 
NOBLE AND MAY L NOBLE, HUSBAND AND MFE, BY DEED DATED THE 17, D.CNV OF TICAMBER,U 196A AND OF RECORDF INO DEED BOOK 

122, PAGE 354 FLEMING COUNTY DIRKS INF. 

BEGINNING IN THE CENTER Cf THE RUM AND CORNER TO DUARD .RPEN TER. THENCE LEAVING THE ROAD WITH HIS UNE S 20DEGREES 
30 W 2019 FUT TOA POST, TAFNCE S 16 DEGREES E 6170 FEET TO A POST THENCE S 25 DEGREES IS' E 310 0 EMT° A POST THENCE S 
38 DEGREES E 920FEE110 A WHITE OAK, THENCE S 14 DEG 3-  PS,' FEET TO A H.ORY TAFNCE S 2 DEG 18 E 262 OFEET TOA POST, 
THENCE S 78 DEG 30E 130 Oral TO A POST, THENCE N 34 9 . ) FEET ION GATE, THENCE N 2DEG W 1207 FEET TO A POST 
THENCE N 36 DEG W 4935 FEET TO A POST, THENCE N RIP . 9 ET TOA POST, THENCE N 11 DEG E no., TO CENTER CF 
OAD, THENCE N 29 DEG 307 W 1.00 FEET WI, CENTLK Or R'' :' -HENCE N. 38 DEG 307 W 1345 FEET WITH CENTER IF ROAD, 

THENO N 44 DEG 30'W SOL EL TH 0-F. CF 3 IE . FI DEG. W.102.0 FEES TO ,E BEGINNING, CONTAINING 106 4 
A.ES, MORE OR LESS,  WITH S. TRACT CF BEING SCNO a. THE BUNIDARY AND NOT BY THE A.E. 

(THIS CONVEYANCE DES.IBED THE ,RES AS BEING 120 ACRE , HOWEVER,  LATER SURVEY SHOWED THE CORRECT ACREAGE AS BEING 
1064 ACRES FOR FURTHER REFERENCE SEE A DEED DATED MAY 30,1970 AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 131, PAGE 436, FLEMING COUNT( 
CLERKS OFF.) 

SCHEDULE Bs!! EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DES.IBED ABOVE 

1 GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 
WI ID: 020.40.2.03 
POSTED PAP 11,287 59 

2 EASEMENTS,OANIS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR awns OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 
(NOT A SURVEYMAGER) 

rIVSPflrI.NT,F)THEPREM7SES=LEIDISCIMEI 
, ARTAsuEal ArvIrALrsrFNGROACHNIEN TS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 

ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY HE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLIO/ 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTE) 

ATAANDANDA"BUSPER.°NIMER.QAZTTST$55°EA°MAN.R)W1rALLI° 
ONE

S' 
AND ESHER

"'NA' 
IN, UNDER

°N °N

°A7AUCTL-SIINIGUSEQAN•FBAN-ISB ABBTCTSIVETATTLISTESMITTRIJOI.TLABQAINHA"R=SE,NNTLIREDNAUBTrOT °EON, 
FOR VALUT HE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS PCLIN (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

TTE FAILURE TO COMPLY W,H THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF HE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 
MOMS SURVEY MATTER) 

ANY REFERENCES TO A.EAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE N OT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLIO/ (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

KEVIN LEE O'CULL AND GWEN DEE O'CULL 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

T,LE CCM.. ENT NO304387NCT EFFECTIVE DATE DECEMBER 6 2019 

OWNER KEVIN LEE 0 CULL AND GWEN DEE 0 CULL 

THE LAND REFERRED TO IN THIS COM IL/FITENT IS LO.TED IN THE COUNT/ OF FLEMING STATE CF KENTUCKY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 

TRACT NO I A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND LYING IN FLEMING COUNT/ KENTUCKY AND BOUNDED AND DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 

MINDI'VININTGATTRS. °DNBQULAILITILIK1 5/1r,E11r4g4NZLESTAI TTAIEjA, THBNCENT72ETOA f.RNLISrON' TZTAIA. 514 OF 
THE A N W V N N AWA AA ACROSS THE NORTH FORK THENCE DIVIDING HE CREEK EQUALLY TO THE 
LINE OF JESSE RUGGLES, N. T WARDEIT MESA STAKE HE CENTER CF HE CREEK. HENCE WI, THE SAME W 65 3/4 E 43 POLES, S 59 
E 12 OLES, S 9 1/2 E 19 POLES, S 22 1/4 E 14 POLES, S 412 E20 POLES, S 12 1/2 W 10 3/4 POLES, S 47 3/4 W 42 POLES, S 30 1/2 W 40 
POLES, S 1/2 E 8 PILES S 43 E 183/4 POLES TOA STAKE IN THE CENTER OF THE CREEK. CORNER TO ROBERTS, THENCE WI, THE CENTER OF 
A LANE N ffi 1/2 W 164 2/10 POLES TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 112 1/2 ACRES AND 35 POLES 

TRACT NO II ANOTHER TRACT OF LAND ADJOINING THE ABOVE LYING IN THE COUNT/ OF LEWIS, KENT., AND BOUNDED AS 
FOLLOWS - BEGINNING AT A SET STONE CN THE NORTH SIDE OF CREEK IN ESC (NOW WARDER'S LNE), THENCE DOWN THE .EEK 
130 POLES TOP WATER. WRATH SET STONE AND WIDE ENOUGH TO CONTAIN 1 WALKS. 010131 03 LESS 

BEING THE SAME LAND CONVEYED TO ST., W WELLS AND ODA JEAN WELLS, HIS WIFE BY TROY RISNER, TAG INDEED DATED 
SEPTEMBER 28, 1970, AND RECORDED IN D B 131, PAGE 197, AND STEVE W WELLS HAVING DIED ON AUUST 13, 987 ,LEAVING THE 

GRANTOR HEREIN THE SOLE OWNER THEREOF, ALL OF RECORD IN THE FLEMING COUNT/ COURT CLERK'S OFF. 

SCHEDULE Bs!! EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DES.IBED ABOVE 

GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR ,E FIS.L YEAR 2019,AS FOLLOWS META SURVEY MATTER) 
PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER 080-00-00-003 00 
POSTED PAID $1,165 77 

.. S, CLAMS OF .SEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS CF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 
(NOT A SURVEY OF

DIS.EPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVNAND 
INSPECTION CF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE, MOMS SURVEY MATTER) 

ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HER.FTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY 
(NOT A SURVN MATTER) 

BrNILAATINDDAA TaRTS•GLAIsAraQINALOTH.415/0A8.6r. sOLLITZLCAMETALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON 

DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUM BRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN ,E PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, 
FOR VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLIO/ QUOTA SURVEY MATTER) 

THE FAILURE TO CCM PLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DO.MENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 
QUOTA SURVEY MATTER) 

ANY REFERENCES TO A..GE IN THE .ND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFI.TION CNN AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLO/ (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

REAL ESTATE DEED OF TRUST DATED MAY 23, 1977, EXECUTED BY KELL. LEE OCULL AND WIFE. GWEN DEE O'CULL TO FARMERS HOME 
ADMINISTRATION, SECURING ANOTE IN THE ORIGINAL PRINCIPAL SUM OF $6,,0 00, RECORDED MAY 16, 19881N MORTGAGE BOOK 95, 
PAGE 751, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK, FLEMING COUN/ KENTUCIN 
(NOT SURVEY MATTER) 

R.L ESTATE DEED SECURINGUST DATED JULY 11, 1977, EXECUTED BY KEVIN LEE O'CULL AND WIFE, GWEN DEE O'CULL TO FARMERS HOME 
ADMINISTRATION, S  A NOTE IN ,E ORIGINAL PRINCIPAL SUM OF $54,210 00, RECORDED MAY 16, 1988 IN MORTGAGE BOOK 
95, PAGE 751, FLEMING COUNT( COURT CLERK, FLEMING COUNT/ KENTUCIN 
NOT SURVEY MATTER) 

R.L ESTATE DEED OF TRUSTDATED SEPTEMBER 8, 1981, EXECUTED BY KNIN LEE O'CULL AND WIFE, GWEN DEE O'CULL TO FARMERS 
HOMEADMINISTRAT., SECURING A NOTE IN ,E ORIGINAL PRINCIPAL SUM OF $46,300 00, RECORDED MAY 16, 1988 IN MORTGAGE 
BOOK 95, PAGE 751, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK, REM ING COUNT/ KEN NON 

OT SURVEY MATTER) 

R.L ESTATE DEED OF TRUST DATED MAY 16, 1988, EXE.TED BY KEVIN LEE O'CULL AND WIFE, GWEN DEE O'CULL TO FARMERS HOME 
ADMINISTRATION, SECURING A NOTE IN THE ORIGINAL PRINCIPAL SUM OF $7,500 00, RECORDED MAY 16, 19881N MORTGAGE BOOK 95, 
PAGE 751, FLEMING COUNT/ COURT CLERK, FLEMING COUNT/ KENTUCIN 
(NOT SURVEY MATTER) 

DOTTIE A. LIST 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

T,LE CCILLIMITILA ENT NO304387NCT-16, EFECTVE DATE DECEMBER 10, 2019 

OWNER DOTTIEA LIST 

A CERT.) TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND LO.TED ABOUT FOUR (4) MILES NORTH.ST OF 
CO

CN MATTO% PIKE AND C. 
PARTCULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS BEGINNING AT A POINT IN THE CENTER OF MATTOX PINK[ A COMER TO W R LUMAN, THENCE 
wITH THE CENTER OF MAU. PIKE 03 NEARLY SO; NOIITH 611/534.71 CHM.; SOUTH 00-3/4° FAST 886 CHAINS, AND NORTH 73. FASI 
2789 CHAINS TO A POINT IN THE CENTER CF SAME OPPOSITE OF CLOVER DIN ROAD, THENCE SAID DIRT ROAD NCRTH 16-1120 WEST 
ROSS WAINS MOAN OLD SET STONE ON .ST SIDE OF SAID ROOD, N COMER TO PURNELL THENCE WITH PURNELL'S LINE NORTH ," EAS1 
2.10 CHAINS T AN OLD SET STONE ON SCUTH BANK CF FLEMING CREEK AS Q M.NDE •IORTH 461 WEST 8 85 CHAINS, NORTH SO 
WEST 296 CHAINS; NORTH 83-1, WEST 452 CHAINS, SOUTH 52-1, WEST 475 CHN1 ORTH sm WEST 840 CHAINS TO A STONE 
ABUTNIENT CN THE SOUTH SIDE OF THE CREEK, THENCE NORTH TO WEE 152 C. 0 A FENCE POST, A CORNER COOPER 
THENcE vvr, sno COOPER'S LINE, SOU, 09-1/8.11EST 468 CHAINS TO ASSET STON . SOUTH 72-1/,.. • CHAINS TOP 
SET STONE, A COMER TO MEADOWS, THEN. WITT SAID MEADOWS LINE SOUTH 13. NC STORDE'S CORNEL 596 CHAINS 
LUMANSAT 2831 CHAINS, IN 53 CHAINS TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING CONTAIN . CRES 

BEING THE SAME PROPER, CONVEYED TOG.... UST AND DOTTIE A LST, HUSBAND AN .IF ,5  W'' ' 
AND MARY SUE DOLL HUSBAND AND WIFG AND DANIEL D. CUPPS A. SANDRA K R CPCS, ,A-
MAYSVILL AS QUALIFIED INTERMEDMW,DATED NOVEMBER IS, 2. AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 225, P. 39, FolvIING COUNTY 
COURT CLERK'S RECORDS 

SCHEDULE Bs!! EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DES.IBED ABOVE 

GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR ,E 2019,AS FOLLOWS. MOMS SURVEY MATTER) 
PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER 058-0000024 00 
POSTED PAID $2,239 89 

...TS, CLAIMS OF .SEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 
(NOT A SURVEY ITS

BSVLIAX.THEPROISWILEUAD"SCUQSB' (TAIIA NTALANT/BYAIML.) °N°A°A"""  AN° AN° 
FACTS

WHICH A 'INV'  AN°

ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TOA LIEN IMPOSED BYLAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HER.FTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY ,E PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTE) 

ATIZANIDAITELiNTSA8TURBLAILOHER.QANFQT72$01°ASIRICA9LL;A'ALLIC 
ORES, AND

°JrA°N 'AIN'T' 
IN,

UN 
ER 

DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS 
HR

0,ER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST PP.RING IN THE PI 'R' 'C RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO ,E EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOS, ' sURE' (1. IRES CF 
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Westwood Professional Services, Inc.

Phone (720) 531-8350 10170 Church Ranch Way, Suite #201
Toll Free (888) 937-5150 Westminster, CO 80021

westwoodps.com
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REVISIONS:

# DATE COMMENT

123 Mission Street, Fl 18
San Francisco, CA 94105

PREPARED FOR:

DATE:

SHEET:

Hummingbird
Solar Project

Fleming County, Kentucky

04/03/2022

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE TRACTS DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1. GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 057-00-00-009.01

POSTED PAID: $1,319.49

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON 
THE LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD,
FOR VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

9. REAL ESTATE DEED OF TRUST DATED APRIL 11, 2012, EXECUTED BY LARRY MICHAEL COFFEY AND DAVETTA COFFEY, HUSBAND AND WIFE
TO PEOPLES BANK OF KENTUCKY, INC., SECURING A NOTE IN THE ORIGINAL PRINCIPAL SUM OF $30,000.00; RECORDED APRIL 23, 2012 IN
MORTGAGE BOOK 296, PAGE 495, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

10. REAL ESTATE DEED OF TRUST DATED JANUARY 17, 2018, EXECUTED BY LARRY MICHAEL COFFEY AND DAVETTA COFFEY, HUSBAND AND 
WIFE TO FARM SERVICE AGENCY, SECURING A NOTE IN THE ORIGINAL PRINCIPAL SUM OF $77,440.00; RECORDED JANUARY 25, 2018 IN
MORTGAGE BOOK 348, PAGE 484, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

11. REAL ESTATE DEED OF TRUST DATED MAY 22, 2019, EXECUTED BY LARRY MICHAEL COFFEY AND DAVETTA COFFEY, HUSBAND AND WIFE 
TO FARM SERVICE AGENCY, SECURING A NOTE IN THE ORIGINAL PRINCIPAL SUM OF $14,000.00; RECORDED MAY 22, 2019 IN MORTGAGE
BOOK 360, PAGE 777, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

LARRY M. COFFEY AND DAVETTA COFFEY (CONTINUED)

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-6, EFFECTIVE DATE: DECEMBER 4, 2019

OWNER: GENEVA EARLS, A WIDOW
TAX ID NO. 070-00-00-002.00

THE LAND REFERRED TO IN THIS COMMITMENT IS LOCATED IN THE COUNTY OF FLEMING, STATE OF KENTUCKY, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

A TRACT OF LAND FRONTING ON BLACK DIAMOND ROAD ALSO KNOWN AS GORMAN PIKE, APPROXIMATELY 1.7 MILES SOUTHEAST OF MT.
CARMEL, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, AND WHICH IS MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:-

CONSISTING OF 419. 92 ACRES LOCATED IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, AND DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING IN THE CENTER OF ROAD AND CORNER OF DUARD CARPENTER; THENCE WITH HIS LINE SOUTH 20   DEGREES WEST 2075 FEET
TO A POST; THENCE SOUTH 17  DEGREES EAST 922 FEET TO A POST; THENCE SOUTH 17  DEGREES EAST 922 FEET TO A POST; THENCE
SOUTH 45 DEGREES EAST 100 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 11  DEGREES EAST 493 FEET TO A POST; THENCE SOUTH 75 DEGREES EAST 126 FEET TO
A POST; THENCE NORTH 84 DEGREES EAST 1580 FEET TO A POST; THENCE SOUTH 9 DEGREES WEST 300 FEET; SOUTH 12 DEGREES WEST 100
FEET; SOUTH 20  DEGREES WEST 225 FEET; SOUTH 5 DEGREES WEST 211 FEET TO A WILD CHERRY; THENCE SOUTH 15 DEGREES EAST 519
FEET TO A STUMP; THENCE NORTH 64  DEGREES EAST 759 FEET TO A HICKORY; THENCE SOUTH 70 DEGREES EAST 532 FEET TO A CROOKED
WHITE OAK; THENCE SOUTH 40 DEGREES EAST 246 FEET; SOUTH 30 DEGREES EAST 453 FEET; SOUTH 35 DEGREES EAST 152 FEET; SOUTH 78
DEGREES EAST 198 FEET; SOUTH 88 DEGREES EAST 330 FEET; SOUTH 86  DEGREES EAST 1155 FEET; THENCE NORTH 3 DEGREES WEST 1875
FEET TO A POST; THENCE NORTH 78 DEGREES EAST 1155 FEET; THENCE NORTH 3 DEGREES WEST 1875 FEET TO A POST; THENCE NORTH 78
DEGREES EAST 165 FEET TO CENTER OF OLD ROAD; THENCE WITH THE CENTER OF THE OLD ROAD NORTH 22  DEGREES WEST 660 FEET;
NORTH 10 DEGREES WEST 1320 FEET; DUE WEST 99 FEET; NORTH 12 DEGREES WEST 924 FEET; NORTH 6 DEG. WEST 253 FEET; WITH THE LINE
OF SAME SOUTH 59 DEGREES WEST 483 FEET; SOUTH 57  DEGREES WEST 300 FEET; SOUTH 74  DEGREES WEST 226 FEET; SOUTH 56
DEGREES WEST 192 FEET; SOUTH 42 DEGREES WEST 572 FEET; SOUTH 52  DEGREES WEST 174 FEET; SOUTH 60 DEGREES WEST 400 FEET TO
FORKS OF ROAD; THENCE NORTH 35  DEGREES WEST 858 FEET; NORTH 38 DEGREES, WEST 445.5 FEET AND NORTH 55 DEGREES WEST 693
FEET TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 421 ACRES, MORE OR LESS, BUT SUBJECT TO LEGAL HIGHWAYS.

THERE IS EXCEPTED AND NOT CONVEYED A CEMETERY LOCATED ON THE ABOVE PROPERTY AND DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: BEGINNING IN
CENTER OF OLD ROAD 165 FEET FROM BEGINNING OF CALL, NORTH 22  DEGREES WEST 660 FEET; THENCE LEAVING ROAD WITH LINE OF
CEMETERY, SOUTH 71  DEGREES WEST 223 FEET TO A POST; THENCE NORTH 30  DEGREES WEST 219 FEET TO A POST; THENCE NORTH 72
DEG. EAST 213 FEET TO A CENTER OF OLD ROAD; THENCE UP ROAD SOUTH 22  DEGREES EAST 216 FEET TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING
1.08 ACRES, LEAVING IN SAID TRACT 419.92 ACRES.

THERE IS ALSO EXCEPTED AND CONVEYED HEREIN A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND CONVEYED TO ARTHUR CAUDILL COMPANY FROM CHARLES
E. NOBLE AND MAY L. NOBLE, HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY DEED DATED THE 17TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1964, AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK
122, PAGE 354, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

BEGINNING IN THE CENTER OF THE ROAD, AND CORNER TO DUARD CARPENTER; THENCE LEAVING THE ROAD WITH HIS LINE S. 20 DEGREES
30' W. 2019 FEET TO A POST; THENCE S. 16 DEGREES E. 617.0 FEET TO A POST; THENCE S. 25 DEGREES 15' E. 310.0 FEET TO A POST; THENCE S.
38 DEGREES E. 92.0 FEET TO A WHITE OAK; THENCE S. 14 DEG. 30' E. 253.0 FEET TO A HICKORY; THENCE S. 2 DEG. 15' E. 262.0 FEET TO A POST;
THENCE S. 78 DEG. 30' E. 130.0 FEET TO A POST; THENCE N. 34 DEG. 30' E. 1579.0 FEET TO A GATE; THENCE N. 2 DEG. W. 1207 FEET TO A POST;
THENCE N. 36 DEG. W.493.5 FEET TO A POST; THENCE N. 21 DEG. 30' W 200.0 FEET TO A POST; THENCE N. 11 DEG. E. 29.0 FEET TO CENTER OF
ROAD; THENCE N. 29 DEG. 30' W. 1000.00 FEET WITH CENTER OF ROAD; THENCE N. 38 DEG. 30' W. 134.5 FEET WITH CENTER OF ROAD;
THENCE N. 44 DEG. 30' W. 500.0 FEET WITH CENTER OF ROAD; THENCE N. 51 DEG. W. 107.0 FEET TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 106.4
ACRES, MORE OR LESS, WITH SAID TRACT OF LAND BEING SOLD BY THE BOUNDARY AND NOT BY THE ACRE.

(THIS CONVEYANCE DESCRIBED THE ACRES AS BEING 120 ACRES, HOWEVER, A LATER SURVEY SHOWED THE CORRECT ACREAGE AS BEING
106.4 ACRES. FOR FURTHER REFERENCE SEE A DEED DATED MAY 30, 1970 AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 131, PAGE 436, FLEMING COUNTY
CLERK'S OFFICE).

GENEVA EARLS

SAVE AND EXCEPT:

BEING A 30.702 ACRE PARCEL OF THAT LARGER TRACT OF LAND CONVEYED TO JOHNNY TUCKER (D.B. 213 PG. 493) LOCATED ON THE SOUTH
SIDE OF BLACK DIAMOND ROAD, IN FLEMING COUNTY, KY AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A MAG NAIL SET IN THE EXISTING CENTER OF BLACK DIAMOND ROAD AND BEING A COMER TO JOHNNY TUCKER (D.B. 213
PG. 493) AND FRED & THERESA GARRETT (D.B. 159 PG. 133); THENCE LEAVING SAID ROAD AND WITH THE CENTER OF A GRAVEL ROAD AND
WITH THE LINE OF TUCKER AND GARRETT, S  17' 25" E A DISTANCE OF 460.12' TO A POINT; THENCE S  01' 00" E A DISTANCE OF 481.80'
TO AN IRON PIN SET IN THE GRAVEL ROAD AT ITS JUNCTION WITH AN OLD DIRT ROAD; THENCE LEAVING THE GRAVEL ROAD CONTINUING
WITH THE LINE OF TUCKER AND GARRETT AND WITH THE CENTER OF THE OLD DIRT ROAD, S  22' 51" E A DISTANCE OF 257.88' TO AN
IRON PIN SET; THENCE S  00' S 59'' E A DISTANCE OF 890.32' TO AN IRON PIN SET; THENCE S  00' 59" E A DISTANCE OF 29.15' TO A
POINT; THENCE S  42' 01" E A DISTANCE OF 111.53' TO A POINT IN THE CENTER; THENCE S  09' 08" E A DISTANCE OF 22.73' TO AN
IRON PIN SET; THENCE S  07" 04'  14" E A DISTANCE OF 923.77' TO AN IRON PIN SET; THENCE LEAVING GARRETT AND OLD ROAD AND WITH
A NEW DIVISION LINE OF TUCKER, S  05' 49" W A DISTANCE OF 236.50' TO AN IRON PIN SET; THENCE N  58' 00" W A DISTANCE OF
523.00" TO AN IRON PIN SET; THENCE N  05' 40" W A DISTANCE OF 236.36' TO AN IRON PIN SET NEAR A 4" MAPLE; THENCE N  06' 52"
W A DISTANCE OF 349.54' TO AN IRON PIN SET; THENCE N  39' 28" W A  DISTANCE OF 474.00' TO AN IRON PIN SET; THENCE N  15' 32"
W A DISTANCE OF 519.50' TO AN IRON PIN SET NEAR AN ELECTRIC POLE; THENCE N  15' 32" W A DISTANCE OF 23.00' TO A POINT IN THE
EXISTING CENTER OF BLACK DIAMOND ROAD; THENCE WITH THE CENTER OF THE SAME, N  18' 48" E A DISTANCE OF 128.62' TO A POINT;
THENCE WITH A CURVE TURNING TO THE LEFT WITH AN ARC LENGTH OF 74.06', WITH A RADIUS OF 300.00', WITH A CHORD BEARING OF N
50" 07' 15" E, WITH A CHORD LENGTH OF 73.87', TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING CONTAINING 30.702 ACRES AS SURVEYED BY MICHAEL D.
RUGGLES,  PLS #3487 IN SEPTEMBER OF 2011.

NOTES:

PROPERTY SUBJECT TO ALL LEGAL RIGHT-OF-WAYS, EASEMENTS AND CONVEYANCES. PROPERTY SUBJECT TO THE RIGHT OF-WAY OF BLACK
DIAMOND ROAD.

ALL IRON PINS SET WERE 1/2'' DIAMETER BY 20" LONG REBAR WITH IDENTIFICATION CAP
STAMPED M.D.R 3487.

BEARINGS CORRELATED TO TRUE NORTH BY THE METHOD OF GPS OBSERVATION. COMPLETION DATE OF FIELD SURVEY WAS 9-22-2011.

BEING PART OF THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED JOHNNY R. TUCKER AND MARY SUE TUCKER, HIS WIFE, FROM CHARLES 0. NOBLE, ET AL., BY
DEED DATED JUNE 8, I 985, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 182, PAGE 514; AND ALSO BEING A PART OF THE SAME PROPERTY IN WHICH
MARY SUE TUCKER, SINGLE, CONVEYED HER INTEREST TO JOHNNY R. TUCKER, SINGLE, BY DEED DATED DECEMBER 5, 2002, AND RECORDED
IN DEED BOOK 213, PAGE

493, ALL OF RECORD IN THE FL W8. COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE. SEE PLAT RECORDED IN PLAT CABINET 3, SLIDE. FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S
OFFICE. (DEED BOOK 245, PAGE 448)

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1. GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)
TAX ID: 070-00-00-002.00

POSTED PAID: $1,487.59

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON 
THE LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, 
FOR VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-15, EFFECTIVE DATE: DECEMBER 6, 2019

OWNER: KEVIN LEE O'CULL AND GWEN DEE O'CULL

THE LAND REFERRED TO IN THIS COMMITMENT IS LOCATED IN THE COUNTY OF FLEMING, STATE OF KENTUCKY, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

TRACT NO. I: - A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND LYING IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, AND BOUNDED AND DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:-

BEGINNING AT A SET STONE IN A FORK OF THE STATE ROAD CORNER TO JAMES WILLIAMS, NOW H. C. BREEZE; THENCE WITH A LINE OF
SAME DIVIDING THE ROAD EQUALLY N 19 3/4 E 148 1/4 POLES TO A STAKE; THENCE N 28 1/2 E TO A THORN BUSH ON THE EAST SIDE OF
THE ROAD; THENCE WITH DIVISION FENCE TO A WATER GAP ACROSS THE NORTH FORK; THENCE DIVIDING THE CREEK EQUALLY TO THE
LINE OF JESSE RUGGLES, NOW A. T. WARDER, TO A STAKE IN THE CENTER OF THE CREEK; THENCE WITH THE SAME W 65 3/4 E 43 POLES; S 59
E 12 POLES; S 39 1/2 E 19 POLES; S 22 1/4 E 14 POLES; S 4 1/2 E 20 POLES; S 12 1/2 W 10 3/4 POLES; S 47 3/4 W 42 POLES; S 30 1/2 W 40
POLES; S 1/2 E 8 POLES S 43 E 18 3/4 POLES TO A STAKE IN THE CENTER OF THE CREEK, CORNER TO ROBERTS; THENCE WITH THE CENTER OF
A LANE N 88 1/2 W 164 2/10 POLES TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 112 1/2 ACRES AND 35 POLES.

TRACT NO. II: ANOTHER TRACT OF LAND ADJOINING THE ABOVE LYING IN THE COUNTY OF LEWIS, KENTUCKY, AND BOUNDED AS
FOLLOWS:- BEGINNING AT A SET STONE ON THE NORTH SIDE OF CREEK IN RUGGLES' (NOW WARDER'S LINE); THENCE DOWN THE CREEK

BEING THE SAME LAND CONVEYED TO STEVE W. WELLS AND ODA JEAN WELLS, HIS WIFE BY TROY RISNER, ET AL, BY DEED DATED 
SEPTEMBER 28, 1970, AND RECORDED IN D.B. 131, PAGE 197; AND STEVE W. WELLS HAVING DIED ON AUGUST 13, 1987, LEAVING THE

GRANTOR HEREIN THE SOLE OWNER THEREOF, ALL OF RECORD IN THE FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK'S OFFICE.

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1. GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 080-00-00-003.00

POSTED PAID: $1,165.77

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

KEVIN LEE O'CULL AND GWEN DEE O'CULL

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON 
THE LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, 
FOR VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

9. REAL ESTATE DEED OF TRUST DATED MAY 23, 1977, EXECUTED BY KEVIN LEE O'CULL AND WIFE, GWEN DEE O'CULL TO FARMERS HOME 
ADMINISTRATION, SECURING A NOTE IN THE ORIGINAL PRINCIPAL SUM OF $6,470.00; RECORDED MAY 16, 1988 IN MORTGAGE BOOK 95,
PAGE 751, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.
(NOT SURVEY MATTER)

10. REAL ESTATE DEED OF TRUST DATED JULY 11, 1977, EXECUTED BY KEVIN LEE O'CULL AND WIFE, GWEN DEE O'CULL TO FARMERS HOME 
ADMINISTRATION, SECURING A NOTE IN THE ORIGINAL PRINCIPAL SUM OF $54,210.00; RECORDED MAY 16, 1988 IN MORTGAGE BOOK 
95, PAGE 751, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.
(NOT SURVEY MATTER)

11. REAL ESTATE DEED OF TRUST DATED SEPTEMBER 8, 1981, EXECUTED BY KEVIN LEE O'CULL AND WIFE, GWEN DEE O'CULL TO FARMERS 
HOME ADMINISTRATION, SECURING A NOTE IN THE ORIGINAL PRINCIPAL SUM OF $46,300.00; RECORDED MAY 16, 1988 IN MORTGAGE 
BOOK 95, PAGE 751, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.
(NOT SURVEY MATTER)

12. REAL ESTATE DEED OF TRUST DATED MAY 16, 1988, EXECUTED BY KEVIN LEE O'CULL AND WIFE, GWEN DEE O'CULL TO FARMERS HOME 
ADMINISTRATION, SECURING A NOTE IN THE ORIGINAL PRINCIPAL SUM OF $7,500.00; RECORDED MAY 16, 1988 IN MORTGAGE BOOK 95,
PAGE 751, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.

 (NOT SURVEY MATTER)

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-16, EFECTIVE DATE: DECEMBER 10, 2019

OWNER: DOTTIE A. LIST

A CERTAIN TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND LOCATED ABOUT FOUR (4) MILES NORTHEAST OF FLEMINGSBURG, ON MATTOX PIKE AND MORE
PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: BEGINNING AT A POINT IN THE CENTER OF MATTOX PIKE, A COMER TO W.R. LUMAN; THENCE

27.99 CHAINS TO A POINT IN THE CENTER OF SAME OPPOSITE OF CLOVER DIN ROAD; THENCE SAID DIRT ROAD NORTH 16- 1120 WEST
20.55 CHAINS TO AN OLD SET STONE ON EAST SIDE OF SAID ROOD, N COMER TO PURNELL: THENCE WITH PURNELL'S LINE NORTH 15" EAST
2.10 CHAINS T AN OLD SET STONE ON SOUTH BANK OF FLEMING CREEK AS IT MEANDERS, NORTH  WEST 8.85 CHAINS; NORTH SO"
WEST 2.96 CHAINS; NORTH  WEST 4.52 CHAINS, SOUTH  WEST 4.75 CHAINS; NORTH  WEST 8.40 CHAINS TO A STONE
ABUTMENT ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF THE CREEK; THENCE NORTH  WEST 1.52 CHAINS TO A FENCE POST, A CORNER TO COOPER;
THENCE WITH SAID COOPER'S LINE, SOUTH  WEST 4.68 CHAINS TO ASSET STONE; THENCE SOUTH  WEST 14.2 CHAINS TO A
SET STONE, A COMER TO MEADOWS; THENCE WITH SAID MEADOWS LINE SOUTH  EAST PASSING STORDE'S CORNER AT 9.96 CHAINS;
LUMAN'S AT 28.31 CHAINS, IN ALL 34.53 CHAINS TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 138 .04 ACRES.

BEING THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED TO GILBERT E. LIST AND DOTTIE A LIST, HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY DEED FROM WILLIAM A. RUDICILL
AND MARY SUE RUDICILL, HUSBAND AND WIFE, AND DANIEL D. CUPPS AND SANDRA K.R. CUPPS, HUSBAND AND WIFE, AND BANK OF
MAYSVILLE, AS QUALIFIED INTERMEDIARY, DATED NOVEMBER 15, 2005 AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 225, PAGE 239, FLEMING COUNTY
COURT CLERK'S RECORDS.

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1. GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)
PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 058-00-00-024.00

POSTED PAID: $2,239.89

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON 
THE LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF
RECORD, FOR VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO
BE CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY.  (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

DOTTIE A. LIST
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BEN PEACHY 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:  ,ERE IS RESERVED AND NOT C.V.. HEREBY A CERTAIN 16 RV ACRES PARCEL OF LAND, WHICH IS MORE PARTCULARN DESCRIBED PARCEL NO 2 BEGINNING AT AN IRON ROD CORNER OF DANCE COBLENTZ AND IN ERIC 

AN MITER

LNE, THENCE WITH CCBLENTZ S 5°

AS IS  07. OE FOR 644 0 FEET TO AN IRON ROD CORNER TO DAN ESH AND . NOR, SIDE OF FLEMING CREEK, THENCE DOWN ,E OR, 

TOLE COMMITMENT NO 304387NCT 13, EFFECTIVE DATE DECEMBER 102019 SIDE OF FLF . . EK TT

OT

. FEET, THENCE S HP 07 00 W FOR 131 50 FEET 

BEGINNING AT AN IRCN ROD VATH A SURVEYOR .P MARKED HENRY ROARK LS1931 AT THE WEST LINE OF ,E CHURCH PROPER, THENCE ITT L9 A/ FOR 3360 FEET THEN. PM 'l FO EET THENCE CONTINUING ON THE NORTH SIDE OF CREEK N 

OWNER BEN PEACHY ,EN CE S DM 03 00 W FOR 352 71 FEET TO AN ON ROD W, .P, THENCE., THE TINE OF IT 7" • 00 E FOR 195 45 F. THENCE N zr 41. 72 FOR 19450 FE. 1145001114111 N1? TY .. FOR 222 . ..I 82° 08 MT W FOR 11030 FE., THENCE N M A 30 00"W 

RAX ID NO 058 00 00 032 00 10 19 10 W FOR 33840 FEE,0 AN IRON ROD WOH A .P, THENCE N 26° 33' 00, FOR 256 ,  . A. IRON ROD, THENCE N B. OE FOR 7840 TOA POINT IN .NTON EMMONS ESTATE N 1. , ", C III FEET TO CORNER OF PRIG CARP. TER, THENCE..THE 

00 W FOR 164 00 FEE,0 AN IRON A,OP OF HILT ,ENCE DOWN ,E HILL L. Z.  , - sl I C ET TO RON RT ' THENTEN GOOD. UNE 5 507 N I O. E FORMAN HMO THE BEGINNING THIS PAR.. CONTAINS 27.9210 ID.ACR 

THE LAND REFERRED TO NTH 0000 ENT IS LOCATED IN THE COUNT/ OF HARRSON, STATE OF KENT,. DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 61 16 00 W FOR 4700 FEET TO AN IRON ROD ON NORTONEST SIDE OF FLEW. SIDE OF 

FLEMING CREEK N T 26 14 E FOR 95 96 FEET ,ENCE N XV 42 00 E IBA 60 FEET, ,H . ,. /V 2 1 E FOI ENT TC ON BEI. THE SAME PROPER, CONVEYED TO NEU. 1 ' : ' Ono LIVING TRUST DA. SEPTEMBER 19, POOP, FROM WILLIAM 

ROD . CORNER OF HELME, AND BLADES, THENCE N O° 56 00 E FOR 18 00 FEET THEI . E S 67E 55 .FCR 1 . 19" YODER A. LYDIA YODER, HIS WIFE, BY DEED DRIED . T ' RECORDED N DEED BOCK 214 PAGE 784 FLEMING COUNT 

TRACT 1 05 OD B FOR 210 00 FEET TO AN IRON ROD ON NORTH SIDE OF FLEMNG CRE, THEN, ACROSS I 2 -ORE. S , 1 A . .00 CLERK S OFFICE IN THE ABOVE REFERENCED DEED, 1HL PP . A I I YODER A. LYDA 'ICOR RETAINED A LIM ESTATE FOR 

FEET TO AN IRON ROD, THENCE S 53° 50 00 E FOR 821 02 FEET TO AN IRON RCD A RIGHT OF WAY OF BEECHBURN4 I l  TAD PURPOSES OF ANNUAL PROPER, TAX HOMESTEAD QUAL, . TIC U ,E PURPOSE OF THIS CONVEYANCE IS TO TRANSFER THE 

PARCEL 1  BEGINNING AT AN IRON IN, SAID PIN BEING A CCRNER WAL,CE COBLENTZ AND A POINT IN THE RIGHT WAY OF THE MT ,ENCE S 19.  05 00 W FOR 337 10 FEET TO A CCRNER OF THE CHURCH PROPER,: RENO N TV 22 09.  W FOR 36000.6 MI 'YE GRANTORS LIFE ESTATE INTEREST 

CARMEL BEECHBURG ROAD 111FNCE WITH WAI LACE COLBENTZ UNE S 79° W FOR 048 FEET TO IRON PIN, THENCE N II° W FOR 590 7 5 13° 381 OMR FOR 174.55 FEET TO THE BEGINNING. 

FEET THENCE S 9 ° W Ft FEET, I THENCE S Tr 06 E "" T TO A POST THENCE TURNING DOWN E HILL N 7, TAX ID 070 00 00 006 00 
32 E FOR 229 5, THE.  a  TEND N 776 44 E FO FEET THENCE 506•  E FCR 39 2 FEET TO A POINT ON THE ,ERE IS FURTHER EXCEPTED AND NOT CONVEYED HEREBY A CER,IN TRACT OF LAND CONV,ED TO LECN D ESH AND NANCY Z - H, 

.ST SIDE OF BRAN( ,ENCE S 11° 57 EL( . FEET TO A POST THE . ,  . zr E F. 2936 0 FEET TO AN IRON PIN A,HE RIGHT OF HUSBAND AND WIFE, FROM DAN ESH AND .ROLINE ESH, HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY A DEED DATED THE 29TH DAY Of NOVEMBER, II TRACT 3 
WAY OF THE LA T . ' 6 . T . . ' . WEH SAID RIGHT . WAY N 3323 E FOR 700 0 FEET THENCE N 3952 E FOR 3363 AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 210, PAGE 52, FLEMINGCCUNT CLERK S OFF., AND WHICH IS MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBI' • 

FOLLOWS LO,TED IN FLEMING COUNT', KENTUCKY, AND BEGII .ING AT A STAKE IN THE CENTER OF THE OLD CLOVER ROAD 

2267

 TO GEO 

WALLINGFORD, THENCE WEH THE CENTER OF SAID 6 C .0 S 21 12 E 34 POLES S 8 14 E 16 2 POLES S 16 E 1 12 POLE  A S,KE IN 

THERE IS EXCEPTED FROM . .. . . 2 ' APPROXIMATE, 843 ACRES WHICH WAS CONVEYED TO ,E TRUSTEES OD ,E MT ALL MONUMENTS REFERRED TO HEREIN AS AN IRON REBAR IS A SET OF FOUND VT DIAMETER SCHEDULE 40 STEEL REBW 18 IN I TTH THE CENTER OF THE ROAD OPPOSEE A SET STONE N R .E FENCE ON THE EAST SIDE OF THE ROAD, THENCE N 86 3/4 E 2  POLES TO 
CARMEL BIBLE FELLOWSHIP. . . 1 ' ' OF NOVEMBER. 1987,, A DEED RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 164, PAGE 585, FLEMING WI, ORANGE SURVEY ,P MARKED HE  ROARK S1931 ALL BEWINGS WERE ,LCULATED FROM THE OPSERVED M . ' . TIC A SET STONE ON THE WEST SIDE OF THE FENCE IN I ' SIAN L S LINE, TLENCE WEH SAME N 8 1/2 E 26 7 POLES N 77 /2 E 4 POLES N 18 

EFL B. .LLD :THE DAN ESH FENCE LINE ON 11 14 01  84 6 POLES TO THE END OF THE FENCE, CC N UT THENCE WI, MARS.LL AND WALLINGFORD S LINES S 72 7/8 W 
235 1/2 POLES TO E BEGINNING, CONTAININ, , . DES 

THERE IS FUR,ER EXCEPTED FROM P.. . . CFR TN 36.7 A.E TRACT (SUBJECT TOA RE,INED . JT OF WAY TRANSFERRED TO E( ex IRON REBAR FOUND IN THE RIGHT OF WAY OF BEECHBURG LA T ,RNIEL ROAD AT A CORNER OF. SH PROPER, 

PEACH. THIS DAY). A DUD 10 JOSEPH H SOMMERS, ET UX, BY DEED DATED THE 19, DAY OF MA AND MORE PARTI,LW. D 6 .. . THENCE WEH THE DAN ESH LINE  5. SO 00 W FOR 821 02 FEETTO AN IRCN REBAR, THENCE CCEG C KGH THE BEING THE SAME REAL ESTATE CCNVEYED TO MERLIN MILLER AND MARY MILLER, HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY DEED FROM MABEL EMMONS, 

DESCRIBED AS ENLOWS: ESH . . . RTH FORK CREEK FNMA IRON REBAR AT A CORNER OF DAN ESH AND ANTHONY BLADES PROPER ' T . 2 1̀8 SINGLE DATED THE 14TH DAY OF APRIL 1993 AND OF RECORD IN OB ,6, PAGE 483, FLEMING COUNT/ CLERK S OFFICE 
EACH  I  LORTHE 5IDE O ORTH FORK CREEK WEH THE BLADES LINE N I. . - L LCA , FE. ' . 20 0,

BEING A 36 9857 ACRE MAC IM LAND AND A PCR TON OF THAT LARGE TRACT OF LAND CONTE  N YODER AND LYDIA YODER E FOP A 0 IRON REB — -,NCE N 71° 39.00T FCR 145 00 FEET THENCE S 70° .E 00 OR 18. . AL IRON 

DVING TRUST, WILLIAM 1 ECON AND LYDIA YODER, AS TRUSTE., BY IND FROM WILIAM • . 3 "le ' oTIA A YODER, DATED ,E REBAR, TETA 5 80.  14 Or E FG MEET, THENCE CONTINUING WEH THE ANTHONY BLADES ' ' . THE NOI ,N EIDE OF THE 

8TH DAY Cf AUGUST, 2033; OFP PARGEL I THEREIN AND SITUATED AND LOCATED . HET° ' . A - EN1 CARMEL AND BEECHBURG NORTH 

FOR

TREE . 65° 05 I .  PEET TO AN IRON REBAR, THENCE N 77 03 00 E FOR EET THI . S 75° 01 00 E 

ROAD AND BEING MORE PARTICULAR. BOUND AND DESCRIBE' COCOAS. FOR 1, 90 rEET TC N.' , T . CONTINUING W, THE BLADES LINE S 48° NM" E FOI FEET TPLoCE S 7° 06 00 E 

FOR 285 40 PEET TORN IRON A, , 3. WEH THE BLADES LINE S 42A 24 00 E FOR 69 40 FEET TOAD, I. REBAR ON THE NORTH 

EI. AT AN IRCN PIN II..P STAMPED MP 723 SET FOR To AN'HEAST P2 . 0 , THE NEST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF ,E SIDE OF NORTH FORK CREEK AND F.. .. A PONT IN THE RIGHT OF WAY OF BEECHBURG MT .REAEL RCAD, THENCE WEH THE RIGHT OF 

LA T .IMEL AND BEMIBURG ROAD COMMON TO DARREL ' TN, ET ,, '  THENCE., THE LINE A. PROPER, WAY a BEECHBURG LA T CARMEL PC,  S 9E° 29 00 W FOR 402 65 FEE,0 AN IRON REQ. THENCE WI, RIGHT OF W. S 90° 37 00.  W 

LNE FENCE , MADDOX, S 7. 13 28 W A DISTANT OF .. OA WO. . POST FOUND FOR THE SOUTHWEST PROPER, FOR 107 60 FEET TO AN IRON REP.,  HENCE WEH THE RIGHT OF W. S 213.  22 0. W FOR 70 95 FEE,0 AN IRON REBAR, THENCE WEH 

CORNER. THENCE WITH A DIVISION LINE AND FENCE, 11.  . 6 A DIS, .., . I . 6 TO^ WOODEN FENCE POST FOUND FOR THE THE RIGHT OE WAYS DPW MEW FOR 135 51 FEET TO 

NCRTHWESTPROPENN CORNER COMMON TO REMO s ' 3: WILLIAM J. YO,.,. _(C L 211, PAGE 257, PARCEL ), ,E BEGINNING THIS PARCEL CON,INS .95 ACRES ACCORDING TO A SURVEY DONE BY HENRY ROARK PE 19310N 11 14 01 

THENCE WEH THE LINE OF YODER AND THEN DANIEL ESH, ET UX (

E

DB 176, PAGE 415 79° IT 28" E A DIS,NCE OF 1616 00' TO
WOODEN FENCE POST FOUND FOR THE SCUTHWEST C,' ER OF TH BIBLE FELLOWSHIP v URCH DP 164, PAGE 585), THENCE 'MTH THE 

LINE OF THE CHURCH, S 76° 23. 19" E A DISTANT& OF 1 : - TO AN IRON PIN WI, .P " WED JHP 723 SET FOR THE NORTHEAST 

PROPER, CORNER IN THE WEST RIGHT OF WAY • :: "1 CARMEL AND BE ECHBUFC ' HENCE TH THE RIGHT OF WAY LINE 

OF THE ROAD, S 17.  54. 43-  W A DSTANC" C: El PIN WITH CAP SET TI . . TY, ',WOH THE RIGHT OF WAY OF 

THE HIGHWAY, S 12. 57.01°  W A DISTANCE OF HE PONT OF BEGNNIA, HAHN& AN 'CPA OF 15110964998 SQUARE 

FEET, OR 36 9857 ACRES MORE OR LESS 

D UTILITIES 

INUETLIGET CNR. -TTLVEP6O' gl. RCE6CSG ,?.LI.T -PPLI1Y S6ATELAELTFCRYTILLETNETC6E° SD2I2, RTIUI DLEIPSRANDTSNS AS MORE 

PARTICULAR. DESCRIBED IN THE DEED FROM YODER TO JOSEPH H SOMMERS AND RHODAS.AMERS, HUSBAND AND WIFE, AT DEED 

BOOK PAGE FLEMING COUNT/ CLERKS OFF., DATED MAY 17, 2005 

THE B.RINGS FOR THE .OVE DESCRIBED 36 9857 ACRE TRACT OF LAND IS BASED ON THE NEST LINE CN THE BIBLE FELLOWSHIP CHURCH 

AS SURV,ED BY JAM ES H PCLLITTE PLS 723 IN MARCH 2005 

EMS66, y AsC2TAAACCESS AND UTILI, ,SEMENT TOUTED NEAR BEECHBURG IN FLEMING COUNT/ AND MORE PART.1ARN 

BEGINNING AT THE SCUTHE.-- , OPERTV CORNER IN THE WEST RIGHT OF WAY OF THE LA T ,RIE EL AND BEECHBURC ROAD THENCE 

PROPER FE" 13 28 W A DIS,NCE OF 13275. TO WOMEN FENCE POST, THENCE LEAVING ,E PROPER, 

, E
LINE N 137.  18 28" W . 32 TO A POINT IN THE WEST LINE , FRC, THE SOUTHWEST 

PROPER CORNER EH . . VEST PROPER, LINE N 1,24 25ROPER, W A DISTANCE LOC  . S as ° 41 42 EA DISTANCE 

DS,NCE OF . TT E A DISTANCE OF 12611', THENCE N 882.0 10 ._„1689  TO THE WEST RIGHT 

TO THE POINT 0 . . .E A. AREA OF 416, 83 S.ARE FEET OR 0 9555 ACRE,  . . LESS 

SAID ACCESS lIcl IM FR' " T WAS RESERVED B.ODER IN THE DEED FROM WILUAN1J AND LYDIA YODER LIVING TRUST, WITH WILLIAM 

I. YODER I ' AS TRUSTEE(S), TO JOSEPH H SOMMERS AND RHCOA SIMMERS, HUSBAND AND WIFE BY DEED DATED THE 

17 DAY OV MAF, eun, ANO 0, RECORD IN DEED BOCK 223 PAGE 6, FLEMING CCUNTI CLERK'S ',Fla 

PARCE 

CRIBE

L 

b AS 

A 

CEFOLLOW

RTAIN TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND LYING AND BEING IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY AND WHICH IS MORE PARTICULAR, 

DES S 

BEGINNING AT AN IRON RCD CORNER TO DANIEL COBLE.. THENCE WITH CCBLEN. LINE S 79° 00 00 W FC0. 233810 FEET TO A 

CORNER OF COBLENT2 AND IN THE DELMAR EARLS LINE, THENCE WITH ,E EARLS LINE N IT .06.91 FOR 595.50 FEET. A POINT 

A.OSS FLEMI G Cern, ifforl r, CORNER OF EMO , THP6 . ' WI, THE EMMONS LINE N 5° 24 CO-  E NO.00 FEET; THENCE 

40° 10 ENT( , :HENCE N ol 00NS E 3, 00 FEET TO A POST AT DAN ESH CCRNER; THENCE COSHES CREEK 

15. 0300"2 FO LE.. A LARGE ASH TREE ON THE FN 11 SANK OF FLEMING CREEK. THENCE 58P OT ORE 71.80 FEET; THENCE 

S 711° 04 00 E FOR E 10 FEET THENCE S 79° 41' 00" E FOS . •0 1 THENCE S 88° 30 OD E FOR 250.10 FEET; MENCE N 72° DM 00"E 

FOR 00 FEET, THE .66 N 51° 50 00 E FOR 26920 RFT T  Fr JO E FOR 280 40 FEET TO AN IRON RCO COINER OF DAN ESH, 

THENCE UP THE HILL WITH DAN ESH LINE 511.  00 W . FEET TO DANIEL COBLENTZ LINE AT THE BEGINNING. CONTAINING 

31 120 ACRES 

T.CT I BEING A PART OF THE SAME R.L ES,TE 

AND

WILL AM Q LYDIA.DER LIVING RUST.. WILLIAM J. YODER AND LYDIA 

A YODER AS TRUSTEE(S) FROM WILLIAM YODER AND LYDIA ,  "C HIS WIFE, BY DEED DATED THE 8111 DAY AUGUST 2003, AND OF 

RECORD IN DEED BOOK 216, PAGE 741, FLEMING COUNT/ CLE,  OFFICE 

T.CT II 
,ERE IS RESERVED AND NOT CONVEYED HEREBY A CERTAIN 16 847 ACRES PARCEL OF LAND, WHICH IS MORE PARTCULARLY DESCRIBED 

PARCEL NO 1  BEGINNING AT AN IRON PIN IN THE RIGHT OF WAY OF MT CARMEL-BEECHRURG ROAD AND BEING A CORNER OF DANIEL AS FOLLOWS. 

EN I-0 THENCE WITH THE DANIEL COBLENTZ LINES 79" V/ LOI NO. 3 FEET TOM IRON 171..NCE N 11° W FOR 590 7 FEET TO IRON 

PIN, ,ENCE S , W FOR 2338 7 FEET TO IRON PIN IN N . T :FN 17° . W FOB 6.6 FEET, HENCE N 55° 2.9 E FCR 290.0 FEET BEGINNING ,  AN IRON ROD WITH A SURVEYOR ,P MARKED HENRY ROARK L51931 AT THE WESTERN LINE OF THE CHURCH PROPER, 

A.OSS WATER GAP TO THE NOR, SIDE OF FLOE' .. C., I  . _ S 40° 1, . Ft: ' FEET THENCE N 63° Or E FOR 638 0 FEET THG . 5 811.  . '0" W FOR 33211 FEET TORN HON ROD W, .9 THENCE WEH THE TF N 7° X' 00" E FOR 195 45 FEET THENCE N 

THENCE N 25° 50 E FOR 103 L FEET THENCE N a. 0 , E FC..  . EEC _  .-OR 4785 FEET THENCE S B5° 13. E FOR 80 0 I. 0  B8 40 FET 10 A IRON ROD WEH A .P, THENCE N 25.  3, 00" W F:: ::: F. TO AN IRON ROD, THENCE N B3° 02.

FEET THENCE S 70° 48 E FOR 561 8 FEET TO A CORNER OF ABE WEAVER, THENCE WGH 0 AVER LINE S 1.0 E FOR IBA FEET TO IRON PIN, 001W FOR 1s : FEI 10 AN IRIM • TOP OF HILT THENCE DOM THE HON 2 .  GE A ", . OR 202 00 FEET TO AN IRON ROD, THENCE N 

THENCE FOLLOONG THE NORTH SIDE OE FLEMING, CREEK S Be 05' E FOR 110  FEET; THENCE 5 AG ME E FOR 1100 EFER THENCE S 23° 93' E 51° 16. 00 W G :700 PEET , - 2, ROD ON NORTONEST SIDE OF FLEMING $ . THENCE FOLLOWING THE NOR, SIDE OF 

FOR 1 45 FEET THENCE S 85° 38 E FOR 382 FEET ,ENCE  73° 0 E FOR 36 4 FEET ,ENCE N 20° 07. E FOR 131 5 FEET ,ENCE N 70° FLEMING CREEK N y ' 1" E FC 2 : '0 ET TL LACE N 70" 42' 00" E FOR 180 60 FEET, .... N 71° 56 • 00" E FOR 72 70 FEET TO AN IRON 

42. E FOR 180 6 FEET THENCE S 67° 55. E FOR 1,5 FEET THENCE N 79° 05. E FOR 210 - FEET THENCE NI 8° 2. E FCR FEET THENCE THENCE N 71° 56. 00" E FOR 18 00 EET, THENCE S 6T 55 . 00" E FOR 117 50 FEET THENCE N 79. 
, 27' E FOR 78 8 FEET THENCE N 713 39' E FCR 1, 0 FEET THENCE S PO" . E FOR 184 S FEET THENCE S ROL IN E FOR 1210 FE. THENCE 05' . E F. 21000 FEET... :: 610 ON NORTH SIDE a FLEMING CRE, TANG ACROSS THE CREEK S r . Or 00" W FCR 235 00 
N 55° 05. E FOR 242 0 FEET THENCE N 7T 0, E FOR 133 'FEET, THENCE S 75° Or E FOR 1, 9 FEET THENCE 548' ME FOR 73.8 FEET, FEET TO AN IRON ROD, ,ENCE S 53° 50 00" E FOR 821 02 FEET TON IRCN ROD A RIGHT CF WAY OF BEECH...IT .RMEL ROAD, 
THENCE S 7° 06• E FOR 285 4 FEET THEN, S 92. A• E F(: :0 1 NET TO AN IRON PIN IN THE RIGHT OF WAY CA MT. CANNEL BEECHBURG ,ENCE S Tr OM 00"W FOR 337 10 FEET TOA CORNER OF THE CHURCH PROPER, THENCE N36° 22. 00" W FOR 380 00 FEET THENCE 513° 
ROAD, THENCE WI, THE RIGHT OF WAN  .IFS. 0 ' 2 a, . W FOR 4560 FEET, ,ENCE S MT 09,W FOR ION FEET; .ENCE S 1. 03. 38 00" W FOR 1M 58 FEET TO THE BEGINNING 
W FOR 500 0 FEET TO THE BEGINNING AN 5 CC • .  14 64 ACRES 

,ERE IS FURTHER EXCEPTED AND NOT CONVEYED HEREBY A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND CONVEYED TO LEON D ESH AND NANCY Z ESH, 
THERE IS EXCEPTED FROM THE FORN . 'RC, "'OE, 844 ACRES WHICH WAS CCNVEYED TO THE TRUSTEES OF THE ML .RMEL HUSBAND AND WIFE, FROM DAN ESH AND .RCLINE ESH, HUSPAND AND WIFE. BY A DEED DATED THE 29, DAY OF NOVEMBER 2001, 
BIBLE FELLOWSHIP CHURCH . :PE L 3..MBER. 19., BY AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 164, PAGE 585, FLEMING OWN, AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 210, PAGE 52, FLEMING COUNTY CLERICS OFFICE, AND WHICH IS MORE PARTCU,R, DESCRIBED AS 
CLERKS OFF., FLEMINGSBURG, KENT. FOLLOWS 

SCHEDULE Nil EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DES.IBED ABOVE 

1 GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR ,E FIS.L YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 07000-02- .00 ORA. 1 AND 2) 
POSTED PAID $950 94 

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER  05800-00-032 00 (TRACT 3) 
PARCEL NO 2 BEGINNING AT AN IRON ROD CORNER OF DANIEL CCBLENTZ AND IN ERIC CARPENTER LINE, THENCE WOH COBLENTZ S 5° 
07. 00 . E FOR 644 0 FEET TO AN IRON ROD CORNER TO DAN ESH AND ON NORTH SIDE OF FLEMING CREEK, THENCE DOWN THE NORTH POSTED PAID $166363 

SIDE OF FLEMING CREEK S 71° 56. W FOR 72 70 FEET ,ENCE S 7,3° 42. W FOR 18060 FEET ,ENCE S 07. 00" W 
FOR 131 50 FEET THENCE S 73° 20 00" W FOR 336 40 FEET THENCE N er 38 00" W FOR 382 80 FEET THENCE CONTINUING ON ,E NCRTH 2 .SEMENTS, CLAMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 
SIDE OF CREEK N 23, 13. 00" W FOR 19450 FEET THENCE N 70° 0. Or FOR 110 80 FEET THENCE N 82° 08 W FOR 110 50 FEET THENCE (NOT A SURV, MATTER) 
N 30' 00" W FOR 78 40 TO A POINT IN QUINTON EMMONS ESTATE N 58 00" W FCR 872 40 FEET TO CORNER OF ERIC .RPENTER, 
THENCE WITH THE ...TER LINE S 80° 50' E FOR 0111 80 FEET TO THE BEGINNING. THIS PARCEL CONTANS 27.921,3ACRES 

TRACT II BEING THE SAME REAL ES,TE CONVEYED WILLIAM I & ,DIA YODER LIANG TRUST WOH WILLIAM I. 'MOM AND ,DA A YODER 
TRUSTEE(S), FRAM WILLIAM YODER AND ,DIA A YODER HIS WIFE BY DEED DATED THE 8TH DAY OF AUGUST 2. AND OF RECORD IN 

DEED BOOK 216, PAGE 746, FLEMING COUNT/ CLERK'S CFFICE 

IS SPECIFIC., AGREED AND UNDERSTOOD THAT ,IS CCNV,ANCE INCLUDES ,E RIGHT-OF-WAY RESERVED BY-THE YODER TRUSTS 
IN THE DEED TO JOSEPH H SO0 MERS, ET THIS DAY MADE, SAME BEING PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS APART OF SAID DEED IN DEED 
B.K 223, PAGE 6 FLEMING COHN, CLERK'S OFFICE 

3 E,s OR IRrANN g rCEONRMNA,0uND DRs(cLNE ,NARTAsuEal tREAAErENCROACHM EN TS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 

4 ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TOA LIEN IMPOSED BY ,W FOR SERVICES, LABCR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A C,IMANT IS SHOWN BY ,E PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE CF POLICY 
(NOT A SURVEYMATTER) 

5 ZA AND I,pT3pSGM,, , FARTAONANGOF;OR„.0AZORsClT,v0AS,.. „). RME,LLIC CRES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON 

TRACT 2 

PARCEL NO 1 BEGINNING AT AN IRCN PIN IN THE RIGHT OF WAY OF MT 
FEET TON

ROAD AND BEING A CORNER CF DANIEL 6 6A6, 666SllernBSEt=11A SP rECT1604EITTESMTTRI.6. 6TIT0ATET64 6Z00SENT$6REO6A._6Ig OP &LORD, 
COBLENT0 THENCE WOH THE DANIEL COBREN TZ LINE W FOR PO. 3 FEET TOAN IR. FIX THENCE 1. W FOR 590 7 FEET TO IRON FOR VALUE, ,E ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON COVERED BY THIS PCLI. (NOT A SURVEYMATTER) 
P. ,ENCE S 79° W FCR 23387 FEET TO IRON PIN IN FENCE, THENCE N IT . W FOR 595.5 FEET; THENCE N 56°1.0 E F. 2900 FEET 
A.OSS WATER GAP TO THE NORTH SIDE CF ' / ono, S 90° E FOR 222.1 FEET, THENCE N 63°0 E FOI p 
,ENCE N E FOR 103 1 FEET THENCE N $1, se FC J FEET THENCE N T 1. 11E E FOR NO FEET THENCE S 85° 13. E ,E FAILURE TO COMP, WOH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF ,E DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 

FEET THENCE S 76° . E FOR 561 8 FEET TO CORNER CA 6/EAVEEL THENCE WI, WEAVER UNE 11° E FOR 78 4 FEET TO IR. (NOT A SURV, MATTER) 
,ENCE FOLLOWNG THE NCRTH SIDE OF FLEMING CR EI 5.2.  E FCR L LO 5 FEET THENCE 711° 8. E FOR 110 8 F EETE  S 3° I, 
E FOR 1945 FEET, ,ENCE S 85° E FOR 382 8 FEET .  20• E FOR 336 4 FEET, MENCE N 20° 07. E FOR 131S EET THENCE 70° 8 ANY REFERENCES TOACR.GE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFI.TICN ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE 
42' E FOR 180 6 FEET THENCE S 57. 5 5. E FOR 117 5 FEETAHENCE N 79" 05' E FOR 2100 PEET; 11-IENCE N 8° 42. E FOR 1, 6 FEET THENCE CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLO/ (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 
29° 2 7. E FOR 78 8 FEET THENCE N 71° 30 E FOR 145 0 FEET -HENCE S 70" E FOR 1PAS FEET THENCE S 8R° 14 E FOR 121 0 FEET THENCE 
N 6.05. E FOR 242 0 FEET THENCE N 77" 03' E FOR 133 7 FEET THENCE S 75.  E FOR 1, 9 FEET THENCE S OP E FOR 73 8 FEET 9 REAL ESTATE DEED OF TRUST DATED AUGUST 22, 2019, EXECUTED BY BEN PEACH, AND JUDY PEACHES MAIMED TO EACH OTHER TO 
THENCE S 7" 06' E FOR 285 4 FEET THENCE S E FOR 69 4 FEET TO AN IRON PIN IN THE RIGHT OF WAY OF THENCE S 7.06. E FOR FARM CREDO IAD-AL/ORION FCLA SECURING A NOTE IN ,E ORIGINAL PRINCI,L SUM OF F  MOD REGRADED AUGUST 27, 20191N 1, 9 FEET THENCE S 45° 46' E FOR 73 8 FEET THENCE S 7° 06• E FOR 285 4 FEET THENCE S 4.2° E FOR 69 4 FEET TOAN IRON PIN IN THE RTGAGE BOOK 6, PAGE 566, FLEMING COUNT/ COURT CLERK. FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUOCI. (*FECES TRACI, AND 2) 
RIGHT OF.. OF LAT CARMEL BEECHBURG ROAD, THENCE WOH THE RIGHT OF WAY OF SAID ROAD S $1, 43. W FOR .0 FEET THENCE S 

MOTS SURVEY MATTER) 39°09' W FOR 100.0 FEET, THENCE ILK 03'W MR 500.0 FEET TO THE BEGINNING AN CONTAINING 119.59 ACRES. 

,ERE IS EXCEPTED FROM ,E ABOVE PROPER-NAND NOT CONV,ED HEREIN THE FOLLOWING PARCEL OF LAND 

A CERTAIN TRACT OR PARCEL CF LAND CONVEYED TO DANIEL COBLENTZ AND SUSANNA COBLENTZ HUSBAND WI. FRC, DANIEL 
ESH ND C30 IF E. HUSBAND AND MEP Bv DA, D THE 6T,  DAY , ADRA 3 FEND OF RECORD IN DEED POCK ,6, PAGE.., 
FLEMING COUI v CLERKS OFFCE, TOUTED INFL I " . COUNT / ' ARCH IS MORE PART.,R, DESCRIBED AS 
FOLLOWS 

CORNER OF DANE CCOLENTX THENCE MATH COILED 5 S CUOR W FOR 2338 70 FEET TO A 
COO — IN THE DEL MN EARLS UNE; THENCE WITH THE EARLS LI, 11' 05. CO° W FCR 59660 TO A POINT 

OSS F . . F: 'ACORN. , EMMONS, THENCE WITH THE EMMONS 56. 24' DOT FOR 29000 FEE' THENCE 5407 10 
00" FG° . N 63. 01 DO" E FOR 63800 FEEL 10 A POS1 AN DAN E. LOANER THENCECROSSING 0"°°"" "16. 03 00 E 

FEET, THEW. NIFSD OR E F. 26920 FEET THENCE N 2IK OD" E FCR 280 40 FEET TO AN IRON ROD CORNER Ce T. • . • - • • "HENCE UP 
.E BILL W. DAN ESH LINE S.. 00, FOR 63560 FEET TO DANIEL COB. TZ LINE AT ,E BEGINNING, CONTAIN, x' 110 A.ES 

THERE IS ALSO EXCEPTED FROM ,E ABOVE PROPER-NAND NOT CONV,ED HEREIN THE FOLLOWING PARCE1 OF LAND 

A CERTAIN TRACT OR PARCEL OF .NO CONVEYED TO DANIEL COBLENTZ AND SLIS2.6. A COBLENTZ HUSBAND AND WIFE. FROM DANIEL 
ESH AND .ROLINE ESH, HUSBAND AND WIFE, IN DEED DA. THE 6TH 0. CA • 1.3 AND OF RECORD IN DUO BOOK ,6, PAGE 
420, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFCE, LO,TED IN FLEMING COUNTY. ..E..' 12,04 IS MORE PARTCU.LY DESCRIBED AS 
FOLLOWS 

BEGINNING AT A..' ROD CORNER OF DANIEL CCBL.TE THENCE WEH TEAL, "Z 7. CO 00 W FCR 2338 70 FEET. A 
CORNER OF COE 5 N NI THE DELMAR .RLS LNE, THENCE W. THE EARLS LINE I o S W FOR .50 FEET TO A POINT 
A.OSS F' FMIN. . ' 7 CC OF EMMC 6 IHENCE IN. THE EMMONS XI 557 2.0 ORE FOR 2000 TEL" THENCE 
S 90° 10 K I . TH . N 53° 01 OW E FOR 63000 FEET TO A POST Al . CORNER; 'MEND 07,SS . CREEK 
S 16. 1 FEET TO A LARGE AS,  TFE ON THE SOUTH RANK OF ELF . CROSSING MINCE S 80° DO E 
FO K ' FEET, h . S XV E FCR -EDT TANCE S 79° 41 00 E FC . GET H.NC. 500 E E 

ALL ANAUMENTS REFERRED TO HEREIN AS AN IRON REBAR IS A SET OF FOUND VT DIAMETER SCHEDULE 40 STEEL REBA,  18"IN LENGTH 
WI, N ORANGE SURV, .P MARKED HENRY ROARK LS 1931 ALL BEARINGS WERE .LCU,TED FRC, THE OBSN FD MAGNETIC 
BEAT ALCNG THE DAN ESH FENCE LINE ON 11-14-01 

C T .• REPAR FOUND IN THE RIGHT OF WAY OF BEECHBURG MT CAR. AT A CORNER OF' KROPERT 

ESH . . 5 NORTH FOX. 3NEEK TO ' IRON REBAR AT A CORNER OF DAN ESH . T ''S PROPER ' T 6 NAGE 98, 
NORTHERN 4 F OF bl.i1-1KORK CREEK WITH THE BLADES LINE N 1 s• — FEET, . '.2.0•21'00" 

E FOI" DIR., RD., THENCE,' 1 ^^ FE FOR 145 00 FEET THEE. T . . .0 FEET T I IRON REBAR, 

Ill EE" TT IRON REPAR; THENCE CONTINUING WI, THE ORR,  LINE S AY 4600" E EC . ,EN CE S 71 ON 00. E FCR 
385 EET IRON RUM; THENCE WGH THE BLADES LINES, 6 00" E FOR 69...1 100 ,E WA, E OF 
NC FO . K AND BEING A PONT. THE RIGHT OF WAY OF .....3118URG  T. CANNEL ROAD THENCE WITH ,E RIGHT OF Y OF 
BEECHBURT GARDE ROAD 5 ar 2Y 00•• W FOR .65 FEET TO AN TON REIM; MENGE WITH RIGHT OF W. S .10° 37. 00" W FOR 
107 60 FEET 70 AN IRON REPAX THENCE WGH THE RIGHT OF WAY S 2, CO W. MN E.T.A, IRON REBA& THENCE.. THE 
RIGHT OF WAY S IR CO, FOR 135 51 FEET TO THE BEGINNING THIS PARCEL CONTAINS 14 95 ACRES ACCORDING TO A SURVEY DONE 
BY HENRY ROARK PLS 1931 ON 11-.01 

10 REAL ESTATE DEED OF TRUST DATED FEBRUARY 13, 2006, EXECUTED BY BEN PEACHEY AND .1.1DY PEACHES HUSBAND AND WIFE TO 
COMEAU. TRUST BANK , SECURING A NOTE IN ,E ORIGINAL PRINCIPAL SUM .$202,COM RECORDED MARDI 13, 2C07 IN 
MORTGAGE BOOK 248, PAGE 499, FLEMING COUNT/ COURT CLERIC FLEMING COUNT/ KENTUOCI. (AFFECTS TRACE 3) 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 
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REVISIONS:

# DATE COMMENT

123 Mission Street, Fl 18
San Francisco, CA 94105

PREPARED FOR:

DATE:

SHEET:

Hummingbird
Solar Project

Fleming County, Kentucky

04/03/2022

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-13, EFFECTIVE DATE: DECEMBER 10, 2019

OWNER: BEN PEACHY
TAX ID NO. 058-00-00-032.00

THE LAND REFERRED TO IN THIS COMMITMENT IS LOCATED IN THE COUNTY OF HARRISON, STATE OF KENTUCKY, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

TRACT 1:

PARCEL 1: BEGINNING AT AN IRON PIN, SAID PIN BEING A CORNER WALLACE COBLENTZ AND A POINT IN THE RIGHT WAY OF THE MT.
CARMEL-BEECHBURG ROAD; THENCE WITH WALLACE COLBENTZ LINE S  W FOR 2048.3 FEET TO IRON PIN; THENCE N  W FOR 590.7
FEET; THENCE S  W FOR 2338.7 FEET TO IRON PIN; THENCE S  06' E 1152.8 FEET TO A POST; THENCE TURNING DOWN THE HILL N 
32' E FOR 229.5', THENCE NORTH  06' E 300.08', THENCE N  44' E FOR 300.0 FEET; THENCE S  E FOR 39.2 FEET TO A POINT ON THE
EAST SIDE OF BRANCH; THENCE S  57' E FOR 367.8 FEET TO A POST; THENCE N  E FOR 2936.0 FEET TO AN IRON PIN AT THE RIGHT OF
WAY OF THE MT. CARMEL-BEECHBURG ROAD; THENCE WITH SAID RIGHT-OF-WAY N  27' E FOR 700.0 FEET; THENCE N  52' E FOR 336.3
FEET TO THE BEGINNING AND CONTAINING 110.00 ACRES.

THERE IS EXCEPTED FROM THE FOREGOING PARCEL I APPROXIMATELY .843 ACRES WHICH WAS CONVEYED TO THE TRUSTEES OD THE MT.
CARMEL BIBLE FELLOWSHIP CHURCH ON THE 2ND DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1987, BY A DEED RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 164, PAGE 585, FLEMING
COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE, FLEMINGSBURG, KENTUCKY.

THERE IS FURTHER EXCEPTED FROM PARCEL 1 A CERTAIN 36.9857 ACRE TRACT (SUBJECT TO A RETAINED RIGHT-OF-WAY TRANSFERRED TO
PEACHEY THIS DAY) IN A DEED TO JOSEPH H. SOMMERS, ET UX, BY DEED DATED THE 19TH DAY OF MAY 2005, AND MORE PARTICULARLY
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEING A 36.9857 ACRE TRACT OF LAND AND A PORTION OF THAT LARGE TRACT OF LAND CONVEYED WILLIAM J. YODER AND LYDIA YODER
LIVING TRUST, WILLIAM J. YODER AND LYDIA YODER, AS TRUSTEE(S), BY DEED FROM WILLIAM J. YODER AND LYDIA A. YODER, DATED THE
8TH DAY OF AUGUST, 2003; OFF PARCEL I THEREIN AND SITUATED AND LOCATED ON THE WEST SIDE OF THE MT. CARMEL AND BEECHBURG
ROAD AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY BOUND AND DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEING AT AN IRON PIN WITH CAP STAMPED JHP 723 SET FOR THE SOUTHEAST PROPERTY CORNER IN THE WEST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF THE
MT. CARMEL AND BEECHBURG ROAD COMMON TO DARREL P. MADDOX, ET AL (D.B. 214, PAGE 92); THENCE WITH THE LINE AND PROPERTY
LINE FENCE OF MADDOX, S  13' 28'' W A DISTANCE OF 1584.60' TO A WOODEN FENCE POST FOUND FOR THE SOUTHWEST PROPERTY
CORNER, THENCE WITH A DIVISION LINE AND FENCE, N  24'' 25'' W A DISTANCE OF 932.49' TO A WOODEN FENCE POST FOUND FOR THE
NORTHWEST PROPERTY CORNER COMMON TO REMAINING LAND OF WILLIAM J. YODER, ET AL (D.B. 211, PAGE 257, PARCEL I);

THENCE WITH THE LINE OF YODER AND THEN DANIEL ESH, ET UX (D.B. 176, PAGE 415), N  17' 28'' E A DISTANCE OF 1616.00' TO A
WOODEN FENCE POST FOUND FOR THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE BIBLE FELLOWSHIP CHURCH (D.B. 164, PAGE 585); THENCE WITH THE
LINE OF THE CHURCH, S  23' 19'' E A DISTANCE OF 354.80' TO AN IRON PIN WITH CAP STAMPED JHP 723 SET FOR THE NORTHEAST
PROPERTY CORNER IN THE WEST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF THE MT. CARMEL AND BEECHBURG ROAD, THENCE WITH THE RIGHT OF WAY LINE
OF THE ROAD, S  54'  W A DISTANCE OF 130.70' TO AN IRON PIN WITH CAP SET; THENCE CONTINUING WITH THE RIGHT OF WAY OF
THE HIGHWAY, S  W A DISTANCE OF 700.01' BACK TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING, HAVING AN AREA OF 1,511,096.4998 SQUARE
FEET, OR 36.9857 ACRES MORE OR LESS.

THE ABOVE DESCRIBED 36.9857 ACRE TRACT OF LAND IS SUBJECT TO ANY LEGAL EASEMENTS OF RECORD FOR ACCESS AND UTILITIES:
INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO AN ACCESS AND UTILITY EASEMENT FOR THE BENEFIT OF YODER, THEIR HEIRS AND ASSIGNS AS MORE
PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED IN THE DEED FROM YODER TO JOSEPH H. SOMMERS AND RHODA SOMMERS, HUSBAND AND WIFE, AT DEED
BOOK PAGE FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE, DATED MAY 17, 2005.

THE BEARINGS FOR THE ABOVE DESCRIBED 36.9857 ACRE TRACT OF LAND IS BASED ON THE WEST LINE ON THE BIBLE FELLOWSHIP CHURCH
AS SURVEYED BY JAMES H POLLITTE PLS 723 IN MARCH 2005.

PARCEL II: A CERTAIN ACCESS AND UTILITY CASEMENT LOCATED NEAR BEECHBURG IN FLEMING COUNTY AND MORE PARTICU1AR1Y.
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHEAST PROPERTY CORNER IN THE WEST RIGHT OF WAY OF THE MT. CARMEL AND BEECHBURG ROAD; THENCE
WITH THE SOUTH PROPERTY LINE, S 78" 13' 28" W A DISTANCE OF  TO WOODEN FENCE POST; THENCE LEAVING THE PROPERTY
LINE, N  18' 28" W A DISTANCE OF 246.52' TO A POINT IN THE WEST PROPERTY LINE, LOCATED 62.33 FEET FROM THE SOUTHWEST
PROPERTY CORNER; THENCE LEAVING THE WEST PROPERTY LINE, N  24' 25" W A DISTANCE OF 70.39'; THENCE S  41' 42"E A DISTANCE
OF 78.21'; THENCE S  57' 20" E A DISTANCE OF 197.12'; THENCE N  13' 26" E A DISTANCE OF 936.72'; THENCE N  27' 44" E A
DISTANCE OF 140.06'; THENCE N  53' 20" E A DISTANCE OF 126.11'; THENCE N 88" 24' 43" E A DISTANCE OF 146.89' TO THE WEST RIGHT
OF WAY OF THE MT. CARMEL AND BEECHBURG ROAD; THENCE WITH THE RIGHT OF WAY LINE, S  33' 59" W A DISTANCE OF 30.82' BACK
TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; HAVING AN AREA OF 41615.83 SQUARE FEET OR 0.9555 ACRES MORE OR LESS.

SAID ACCESS UTILITY EASEMENT WAS RESERVED BY YODER IN THE DEED FROM WILLIAM J. AND LYDIA YODER LIVING TRUST, WITH WILLIAM
J. YODER AND LYDIA A YODER, AS TRUSTEE(S), TO JOSEPH H SOMMERS AND RHODA SOMMERS, HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY DEED DATED THE
17 DAY OF MAY, 2005, AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 223 PAGE 6, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S 'OFFICE.

PARCEL III: A CERTAIN TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND LYING AND BEING IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY AND WHICH IS MORE PARTICULARLY
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT AN IRON ROD CORNER TO DANIEL COBLENTZ; THENCE WITH COBLENTZ LINE S  00' 00' W FOR 2338.70 FEET TO A
CORNER OF COBLENTZ AND IN THE DELMAR EARLS LINE; THENCE WITH THE EARLS LINE N   W FOR 696.60 FEET TO A POINT
ACROSS FLEMING CREEK AND A CORNER OF EMMONS; THENCE WITH THE EMMONS LINE N  24'  E FOR 290.00 FEET; THENCE
S  10'  E FOR 22.10 FEET; THENCE N  01' 00'' E FOR 638.00 FEET TO A POST AT DAN ESH CORNER; THENCE CROSSING CREEK
S  03' 00'' E FOR 82.10 FEET TO A LARGE ASH TREE ON THE SOUTH BANK OF FLEMING CREEK; THENCE S  07' 00" E 71.40 FEET; THENCE
S  04' 00" E FOR 163.00 FEET; THENCE S  41' 00" E FOR 252.40 FEET; THENCE S  30' 00" E FOR 260.10 FEET; THENCE N  02' 00" E
FOR 175.00 FEET; THENCE N  50' 00" E FOR 269.20 FEET; THENCE N  20' 00" E FOR 280.40 FEET TO AN IRON ROD CORNER OF DAN ESH;
THENCE UP THE HILL WITH DAN ESH LINE S  00' 00" W FOR 635.60 FEET TO DANIEL COBLENTZ LINE AT THE BEGINNING. CONTAINING
31.120 ACRES.

TRACT I BEING A PART OF THE SAME REAL ESTATE CONVEYED WILLIAM J. & LYDIA YODER LIVING TRUST, WITH WILLIAM J. YODER AND LYDIA
A YODER AS TRUSTEE(S) FROM WILLIAM J. YODER AND LYDIA A YODER, HIS WIFE, BY DEED DATED THE 8111 DAY OF AUGUST. 2003, AND OF
RECORD IN DEED BOOK 216, PAGE 741, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

TRACT II:

PARCEL NO 1: BEGINNING AT AN IRON PIN IN THE RIGHT OF WAY OF MT.  ROAD AND BEING A CORNER OF DANIEL
COBLENTZ; THENCE WITH THE DANIEL COBLENTZ LINE S 79" W FOR 2048.3 FEET TO AN IRON PIN; THENCE N  W FOR 590.7 FEET TO IRON
PIN; THENCE S  W FOR 2338.7 FEET TO IRON PIN IN FENCE; THENCE N  06' W FOR 696.6 FEET, THENCE N  24' E FOR 290.0 FEET
ACROSS WATER GAP TO THE NORTH SIDE OF FLEMING CREEK; THENCE S  10' E FOR 222.1 FEET; THENCE N  01' E FOR 638.0  FEET;
THENCE N  50' E FOR 103.L FEET; THENCE N  04' E FOR 462.3 FEET; THENCE N  27' E FOR 478.5 FEET; THENCE S  13' E FOR 80.0
FEET; THENCE S  48' E FOR 561.8 FEET TO A CORNER OF ABE WEAVER; THENCE WITH WEAVER LINE S  30' E FOR 78.4 FEET TO IRON PIN;

FOR 194.5 FEET; THENCE S  38' E FOR 382.8 FEET; THENCE N  20' E FOR 336.4 FEET; THENCE N  07' E FOR 131.5 FEET; THENCE N 
42' E FOR 180.6 FEET; THENCE S  55' E FOR 117.5 FEET; THENCE N  05' E FOR 210.0 FEET; THENCE  42' E FOR 115.6 FEET; THENCE N
24" 27' E FOR 78.8 FEET; THENCE N  39' E FOR 145.0 FEET; THENCE S  46' E FOR 184.5 FEET; THENCE S  14' E FOR 121.0 FEET; THENCE
N  05' E FOR 242.0 FEET; THENCE N  03' E FOR 133.7FEET; THENCE S  01' E FOR 115.9 FEET; THENCE S 48" 46'E FOR 73.8 FEET;
THENCE S  06' E FOR 285.4 FEET; THENCE S  24' E FOR 69.4 FEET TO AN IRON PIN IN THE RIGHT OF WAY OF MT. CANNEL BEECHBURG
ROAD; THENCE WITH THE RIGHT OF WAY OF SAID ROAD S  43' W FOR 456.0 FEET; THENCE S  09', W FOR 100.0 FEET; THENCE S  03'
W FOR 500.0 FEET TO THE BEGINNING AND CONTAINING 114.54 ACRES.

THERE IS EXCEPTED FROM THE FOREGOING APPROXIMATELY .844 ACRES WHICH WAS CONVEYED TO THE TRUSTEES OF THE ML CARMEL
BIBLE FELLOWSHIP CHURCH ON THE 2ND DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1987, BY AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 164, PAGE 585, FLEMING COUNTY
CLERK'S OFFICE, FLEMINGSBURG, KENTUCKY.

THERE IS ALSO EXCEPTED FROM THE ABOVE PROPERTY AND NOT CONVEYED HEREIN THE FOLLOWING PARCE1 OF LAND.

A CERTAIN TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND CONVEYED TO DANIEL COBLENTZ AND SUSANNA COBLENTZ, HUSBAND AND WIFE, FROM DANIEL
ESH AND CAROLINE ESH, HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY DEED DATED THE 6TH DAY OF APRI1, 1993 AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 176, PAGE
420, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S  OFFICE,  LOCATED IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, AND WHICH IS MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT AN IRON ROD CORNER OF DANIEL COBLENTZ; THENCE WITH COBLENTZ LINE S  00' 00" W FOR 2338.70 FEET TO A
CORNER OF COBLENTZ AND IN THE DELMAR EARLS LINE; THENCE WITH THE EARLS LINE N  06' 00'' W FOR 696.60 FEET TO A POINT
ACROSS FLEMING CREEK AND A CORNER OF EMMONS; THENCE WITH THE EMMONS LINE N  24' 00" E FOR 290.00 FEET; THENCE
S  10' 00'' E FOR 222.10 FEET; THENCE N  01'  E FOR 638.00 FEET TO A POST AT DAN ESH CORNER; THENCE CROSSING CREEK
S  03' 00'' E FOR 82.10 FEET TO A LARGE ASH TREE ON THE SOUTH BANK OF FLEMING CROSSING THENCE S  07' 00" E
FOR 71.40 FEET; THENCE S  04' 00" E FOR 163.00 FEET; THENCE S  41' 00" E FOR 252.40 FEET; THENCE S  30' 00" E
FOR 260.10 FEET; THENCE N  02'  E FOR 175.00 FEET; THENCE N  501, TO E FOR 269.20 FEET; THENCE N  20' 00'' E
FOR 280.40 FEET TO AN IRON ROD CORNER OF DAN ESH; THENCE UP THE HILL WITH DAN ESH LINE S  00' 00" W FOR 635.60 FEET TO
DANIEL COBLENTZ LINE AT THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 31.120 ACRES.

BEN PEACHY

THERE IS RESERVED AND NOT CONVEYED HEREBY A CERTAIN 16.847 ACRES PARCEL OF LAND, WHICH IS MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED
AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT AN IRON ROD WITH A SURVEYOR CAP MARKED HENRY ROARK LS1931 AT THE WESTERN LINE OF THE CHURCH PROPERTY;
THENCE S  03' 00" W FOR 352.71 FEET TO AN IRON ROD WITH CAP; THENCE WITH THE LINE OF N  32' 00" E FOR 195.45 FEET; THENCE N

 19' 10'' W FOR 338.40 FEET TO AN IRON ROD WITH A CAP; THENCE N  33' 00" W FOR 256.00 FEET TO AN IRON ROD; THENCE N  02'
00'' W FOR 164.00 FEET TO AN IRON AT TOP OF HILL; THENCE DOWN THE HILL N  34' 00" W FOR 202.00 FEET TO AN IRON ROD; THENCE N

 16' 00" W FOR 47.00 FEET TO AN IRON ROD ON NORTHWEST SIDE OF FLEMING CREEK; THENCE FOLLOWING THE NORTH SIDE OF
FLEMING CREEK N  26' 14" E FOR 95.96 FEET; THENCE N  42' 00" E FOR 180.60 FEET; THENCE N  56' 00" E FOR 72.70 FEET TO AN IRON
ROD AT CORNER OF HELMETH AND BLADES; THENCE N  56' 00" E FOR 18.00 FEET; THENCE S  55'00'' E FOR 117.50 FEET; THENCE N 79"
05' 00" B FOR 210.00 FEET TO AN IRON ROD ON NORTH SIDE OF FLEMING CREEK; THENCE ACROSS THE CREEK S  01' 00" W FOR 235.00
FEET TO AN IRON ROD; THENCE S  50' 00" E FOR 821.02 FEET TO AN IRON ROD A RIGHT OF WAY OF BEECHBURG-MT. CARMEL ROAD
THENCE S  05' 00" W FOR 337.10 FEET TO A CORNER OF THE CHURCH PROPERTY; THENCE N  22'  W FOR 380.00 FEET; THENCE

THERE IS FURTHER EXCEPTED AND NOT CONVEYED HEREBY A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND CONVEYED TO LEON D. ESH AND NANCY Z. ESH,
HUSBAND AND WIFE, FROM DAN ESH AND  CAROLINE ESH, HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY A DEED DATED THE 29TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 2001,
AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 210, PAGE 52, FLEMINGCOUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE, AND WHICH IS MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS:

ALL MONUMENTS REFERRED TO HEREIN AS AN IRON REBAR IS A SET OF FOUND  DIAMETER SCHEDULE 40 STEEL REBAR 18" IN LENGTH
WITH AN ORANGE SURVEY CAP MARKED HENRY ROARK LS1931. ALL BEARINGS WERE CALCULATED FROM THE OBSERVED MAGNETIC
BEARING ALONG THE DAN ESH FENCE LINE ON 11-14-01.

BEGINNING AT AN IRON REBAR FOUND IN THE RIGHT OF WAY OF BEECHBURG- MT. CARMEL ROAD AT A CORNER OF DAN ESH PROPERTY
D.B. 166, PAGE 252; THENCE WITH THE DAN ESH LINE N  S0' 00" W FOR 821.02 FEET TO AN IRON REBAR; THENCE CONTINUING WITH THE
ESH LINE ACROSS NORTH FORK CREEK TO AN IRON REBAR AT A CORNER OF DAN ESH AND ANTHONY BLADES PROPERTY D.B. 178, PAGE 98;
THENCE ALONG THE NORTHERN SIDE OF NORTH FORK CREEK WITH THE BLADES LINE N  47' 30" E FOR 77.15 FEET; THENCE N  27' 00''
E  FOR 78.80 FEET TO IRON REBAR; THENCE N   FOR 145.00 FEET; THENCE S  46' 00'' E FOR 184.50 FEET TO AN IRON
REBAR; THENCE S  14'  E FOR 121.00 FEET; THENCE CONTINUING WITH THE ANTHONY BLADES LINE ON THE NORTHERN SIDE OF THE
NORTH FORK CREEK N  05' 00" E 242.00 FEET TO AN IRON REBAR; THENCE N 77" 03' 00" E FOR 133.70 FEET; THENCE S  01' 00" E
FOR 115.90 FEET TO AN IRON REBAR; THENCE CONTINUING WITH THE BLADES LINE S   E FOR 73.80 FEET; THENCE S  06' 00" E
FOR 28S.40 FEET TO AN IRON REBAR; THENCE WITH THE BLADES LINE S 42A 24' 00" E FOR 69.40 FEET TO AN IRON REBAR ON THE NORTH
SIDE OF NORTH FORK CREEK AND BEING A POINT IN THE' RIGHT OF WAY OF BEECHBURG-MT. CARMEL ROAD; THENCE WITH THE RIGHT OF
WAY OF BEECHBURG-MT CARMEL ROAD S  29' 00" W FOR 402.65 FEET TO AN IRON REBAR; THENCE WITH RIGHT OF WAY S  37'  W
FOR 107.60 FEET TO AN IRON REBAR; THENCE WITH THE RIGHT OF WAY S  22'  W FOR 70.95 FEET TO AN IRON REBAR; THENCE WITH

THE BEGINNING. THIS PARCEL CONTAINS 14.95 ACRES ACCORDING TO A SURVEY DONE BY HENRY ROARK PLS 1931 ON 11-14-01.

PARCEL NO. 2: BEGINNING AT AN IRON ROD CORNER OF DANIEL COBLENTZ AND IN ERIC CARPENTER LINE; THENCE WITH COBLENTZ S 
07' 00'' E FOR 644.0 FEET TO AN IRON ROD CORNER TO DAN ESH AND ON NORTH SIDE OF FLEMING CREEK; THENCE DOWN THE NORTH
SIDE OF FLEMING CREEK S  56'  W FOR 72.70 FEET; THENCE S  42'  W FOR 180.60 FEET; THENCE S  07' 00" W
FOR 131.50 FEET; THENCE S  20' 00" W FOR 336.40 FEET; THENCE N  38' 00" W FOR 382.80 FEET; THENCE CONTINUING ON THE NORTH
SIDE OF CREEK N  00" W FOR 194.50 FEET; THENCE N    FOR 110.80 FEET; THENCE N  08'  W FOR 110.50 FEET; THENCE
N  30' 00" W FOR 78.40 TO A POINT IN QUINTON EMMONS ESTATE N  58' 00" W FOR 872.40 FEET TO CORNER OF ERIC CARPENTER;

TRACT II BEING THE SAME REAL ESTATE CONVEYED WILLIAM I. & LYDIA YODER LIVING TRUST. WITH WILLIAM I. YODER AND LYDIA A YODER
AS TRUSTEE(S), FROM WILLIAM YODER AND LYDIA A YODER HIS WIFE BY DEED DATED THE 8TH DAY OF AUGUST 2003, AND OF RECORD IN
DEED BOOK 216, PAGE 746, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

IT IS SPECIFICALLY AGREED AND UNDERSTOOD THAT THIS CONVEYANCE INCLUDES THE RIGHT-OF-WAY RESERVED BY-THE YODER TRUSTS
IN THE DEED TO JOSEPH H. SOMMERS, ET UX THIS DAY MADE, SAME BEING PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS APART OF SAID DEED IN DEED
BOOK 223, PAGE 6 FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

TRACT 2:

PARCEL NO. 1: BEGINNING AT AN IRON PIN IN THE RIGHT OF WAY OF MT.  BEECHBURG ROAD AND BEING A CORNER OF DANIEL
COBLENTZ; THENCE WITH THE DANIEL COBLENTZ LINE S  W FOR 2048.3 FEET TO AN IRON PIN; THENCE N  W FOR 590.7 FEET TO IRON
PIN; THENCE S  W FOR 2338.7 FEET TO IRON PIN IN FENCE; THENCE N 17" 06' W FOR 696.6 FEET; THENCE N  24' E FOR 290.0 FEET
ACROSS WATER GAP TO THE NORTH SIDE OF FLEMING CREEK; THENCE S  10' E FOR 222.1 FEET; THENCE N  01' E FOR 638.0 FEET;
THENCE N  50' E FOR 103.1 FEET; THENCE N  04' E FOR 462.3 FEET; THENCE N  27' E FOR 478.S FEET; THENCE S  13' E FOR 80.00
FEET; THENCE S  48' E FOR 561.8 FEET TO CORNER OF ABE WEAVER; THENCE WITH WEAVER LINE S  30' E FOR 78.4 FEET TO IRON PIN;
THENCE FOLLOWING THE NORTH SIDE OF FLEMING CREEK S  08' E FOR L L0.5 FEET; THENCE S  08' E FOR 110.8 FEET; THENCE S  43'
E FOR 194.5 FEET; THENCE S  38' E FOR 382.8 FEET; THENCE N  20' E FOR 336.4 FEET; THENCE N  07' E FOR 131.S FEET; THENCE N 
42' E FOR 180.6 FEET; THENCE S  55' E FOR 117.5 FEET; THENCE N 79" 05' E FOR 210.0 FEET; THENCE N  42' E FOR 115.6 FEET; THENCE N

 27' E FOR 78.8 FEET; THENCE N  39' E FOR 145.0 FEET; THENCE S 70" 46' E FOR 184.5 FEET; THENCE S  14 E FOR 121.0 FEET; THENCE
N  E FOR 242.0 FEET; THENCE N 77" 03' E FOR 133.7 FEET; THENCE S  01' E FOR 115.9 FEET; THENCE S  46' E FOR 73.8 FEET;
THENCE S 7" 06' E FOR 285.4 FEET; THENCE S  24' E FOR 69.4 FEET TO AN IRON PIN IN THE RIGHT OF WAY OF THENCE S  01' E FOR
115.9 FEET; THENCE S  46'.E FOR 73.8 FEET; THENCE S  06' E FOR 285.4 FEET; THENCE S  24' E FOR 69.4 FEET TO AN IRON PIN IN THE
RIGHT OF WAY OF MT. CARMEL BEECHBURG ROAD; THENCE WITH THE RIGHT OF WAY OF SAID ROAD S  43' W FOR 456.0 FEET; THENCE S

THERE IS EXCEPTED FROM THE ABOVE PROPERTY AND NOT CONVEYED HEREIN THE FOLLOWING PARCEL OF LAND:

A CERTAIN TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND CONVEYED TO DANIEL COBLENTZ AND SUSANNA COBLENTZ, HUSBAND AND WIFE, FROM DANIEL
ESH END CAROLINE ESH HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY DEED DATED THE 6TH DAY OF APRIL, 1993 AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 176, PAGE 420,
FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE, LOCATED IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, AND WHICH IS MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT AN IRON ROD CORNER OF DANIEL COBLENTZ; THENCE WITH COBLENTZ LINE S 79" 00' 00" W FOR 2338.70 FEET TO A
CORNER OF COBLENTZ AND IN THE DELMAR EARLS LINE; THENCE WITH THE EARLS LINE N 17" 06' 00" W FOR 696.60 FEET TO A POINT
ACROSS FLEMING CREEK AND A CORNER OF EMMONS; THENCE WITH THE EMMONS LINE N  24' 00"E FOR 290.00 FEET; THENCE S  10'
00" E FOR 222.10 FEET; THENCE N  01' 00" E FOR 638.00 FEET 10 A POST AT DAN ESH CORNER;  CREEK S  03' 00" E
FOR 82.10 FEET TO A LARGE ASH TREE ON THE SOUTH BANK OF FLEMING CREEK; THENCE S  07' 00" E FOR 71.40 FEET; THENCE S  04'
00" E FOR 163.00 FEET; THENCE S  41' 00" E FOR 252.40 FEET; THENCE S  30' 00" E FOR 260.10 FEET; THENCE N  02' 00" E FOR 175.00
FEET; THENCE N 61° 50' 00" E FOR 26920 FEET; THENCE N  20' 00" E FOR 280.40 FEET TO AN IRON ROD CORNER OF DAN ESH; THENCE UP
THE BILL WITH DAN ESH LINE S 11° 00' 00" W FOR 635.60 FEET TO DANIEL COBLENTZ LINE AT THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 31.120 ACRES.

THERE IS RESERVED AND NOT CONVEYED HEREBY A CERTAIN 16.847 ACRES PARCEL OF LAND, WHICH IS MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED
AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT AN IRON ROD WITH A SURVEYOR CAP MARKED HENRY ROARK LS 1931 AT THE WESTERN LINE OF THE CHURCH PROPERTY;
THENCE S  03' 00" W FOR 352.71 FEET TO AN HON ROD WITH CAP; THENCE WITH THE LINE OF N  32' 00" E FOR 195.45 FEET; THENCE N

 19' 10" W FOR 338.40 FEET TO AN IRON ROD WITH A CAP; THENCE N  33' 00" W FOR 256.00 FEET TO AN IRON ROD; THENCE N  02'
00" W FOR 164.00 FEET TO AN IRON AT TOP OF HILL; THENCE DOWN THE HILL N  34' 00" W FOR 202.00 FEET TO AN IRON ROD; THENCE N

 16' 00" W FOR 47.00 FEET TO AN IRON ROD ON NORTHWEST SIDE OF FLEMING CREEK; THENCE FOLLOWING THE NORTH SIDE OF
FLEMING CREEK N 7" 26' 14" E FOR 95.96 FEET; THENCE N 70" 42' 00" E FOR 180.60 FEET; THENCE N 71° 56' 00" E FOR 72.70 FEET TO AN IRON
ROD AT CORNER OF HELMETH AND BLADES; THENCE N  56' 00" E FOR 18.00 FEET; THENCE S  55' 00" E FOR 117.50 FEET; THENCE N 
05' 00" E FOR 210.00 FEET TO AN IRON ROD ON NORTH SIDE OF FLEMING CREEK; THENCE ACROSS THE CREEK S 4" 01' 00" W FOR 23S.00
FEET TO AN IRON ROD; THENCE S  50' 00" E FOR 821.02 FEET TO AN IRON ROD A RIGHT OF WAY OF BEECHBMG-MT. CARMEL ROAD;
THENCE S  05' 00" W FOR 337.10 FEET TO A CORNER OF THE CHURCH PROPERTY; THENCE N  22' 00" W FOR 380.00 FEET; THENCE S 
38' 00" W FOR 174.58 FEET TO THE BEGINNING.

THERE IS FURTHER EXCEPTED AND NOT CONVEYED HEREBY A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND CONVEYED TO LEON D. ESH AND NANCY Z. ESH,
HUSBAND AND WIFE, FROM DAN ESH AND CAROLINE ESH, HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY A DEED DATED THE 29TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 2001,
AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 210, PAGE 52, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE, AND WHICH IS MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS:

ALL MONUMENTS REFERRED TO HEREIN AS AN IRON REBAR IS A SET OF FOUND  DIAMETER SCHEDULE 40 STEEL REBAR 18"IN LENGTH
WITH AN ORANGE SURVEY CAP MARKED HENRY ROARK LS 1931. ALL BEARINGS WERE CALCULATED FROM THE OBSERVED MAGNETIC
BEARING ALONG THE DAN ESH FENCE LINE ON 11-14-01.

BEGINNING AT AN IRON REBAR FOUND IN THE RIGHT OF WAY OF BEECHBURG-MT CARMEL ROAD AT A CORNER OF DAN ESH PROPERTY
D.B. 166, PAGE 252; THENCE WITH THE DAN ESH LINE N  50' 00" W FOR 821.02 FEET TO AN IRON REBAR; THENCE CONTINUING WITH THE
ESH LINE ACROSS NORTH FORK CREEK TO AN IRON REBAR AT A CORNER OF DAN ESH AND ANTHONY BLADES PROPERTY D.B. 178, PAGE 98;
THENCE ALONG THE NORTHERN SIDE OF NORTH FORK CREEK WITH THE BLADES LINE N  47' 30" E FOR 77.15 FEET; THENCE N  27' 00"
E FOR 78.80 FEET TO IRON REBAR;  THENCE  N 71" 39' 00" E  FOR 145.00 FEET; THENCE S  46'  00" E FOR 184.50 FEET TO AN IRON REBAR;
THENCE S 80" 14' 00" E FOR 121.00 FEET; THENCE CONTINUING WITH THE ANTHONY BLADES LINE ON THE NORTHERN SIDE OF THE NORTH
FORK CREEK N  05' 00" E FOR 242.00 FEET TO AN IRON REBAR; THENCE N  03' 00" E FOR 133.70 FEET; THENCE S  01' 00" E FOR
115.90 FEET TO AN IRON REBAR; THENCE CONTINUING WITH THE BLADES LINE S  46' 00" E FOR 73.80 FEET; THENCE S  06' 00" E FOR
285.40 FEET TO AN IRON REBAR; THENCE WITH THE BLADES LINE S  24' 00" E FOR 69.40 FEET TO AN IRON REBAR ON THE NORTH SIDE OF
NORTH FORK CREEK AND BEING A POINT IN THE RIGHT OF WAY OF BEECHBURG-MT. CANNEL ROAD; THENCE WITH THE RIGHT OF WAY OF
BEECHBURG-MT. CARMEL ROAD S  29' 00" W FOR 402.65 FEET TO AN IRON REBAR; THENCE WITH RIGHT OF WAY  S  37' 00" W FOR
107.60 FEET TO AN IRON REBAR; THENCE WITH THE RIGHT OF WAY S  22' 00" W FOR 70.95 FEET TO AN IRON REBAR; THENCE WITH THE
RIGHT OF WAY S  14' 00" W FOR 135.51 FEET TO THE BEGINNING. THIS PARCEL CONTAINS 14.95 ACRES ACCORDING TO A SURVEY DONE
BY HENRY ROARK PLS 1931 ON 11-14-01.

PARCEL NO. 2: BEGINNING AT AN IRON ROD CORNER OF DANIEL COBLENTZ AND IN ERIC CARPENTER LINE; THENCE WITH COBLENTZ S 
07' 00" E FOR 644.0 FEET TO AN IRON ROD CORNER TO DAN ESH AND ON NORTH SIDE OF FLEMING CREEK; THENCE DOWN THE NORTH
SIDE OF FLEMING CREEK S  56' 00" W FOR 72.70 FEET; THENCE S  42' 00" W FOR 180.60 FEET; THENCE S  07' 00  W FOR 131.50 FEET;
THENCE S  20' 00" W FOR 336.40 FEET; THENCE N  38''00" W FOR 382.80 FEET; THENCE CONTINUING ON THE NORTH SIDE OF CREEK N

 43 00" W FOR 194.50 FEET; THENCE N  08' 00" FOR 110.80 FEET; THENCE N  08' 00" W FOR 110.50 FEET; THENCE N  30' 00" W
FOR 78.40 TO A POINT IN QUINTON EMMONS ESTATE N  58' 00" W FOR 872.40 FEET TO CORNER OF ERIC CARPENTER; THENCE 

BEING THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED TO WILLIAM J. AND LYDIA YODER LIVING TRUST DATED SEPTEMBER 19, 2002, FROM WILLIAM
YODER AND LYDIA YODER, HIS WIFE, BY DEED DATED AUGUST 8, 2003, END RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 216, PAGE 746, FLEMING COUNTY
CLERK'S OFFICE. IN THE ABOVE REFERENCED DEED, THE GRANTERS, WILLIAM YODER AND LYDIA YODER, RETAINED A LIFE ESTATE FOR
PURPOSES OF ANNUAL PROPERTY TAX HOMESTEAD QUALIFICATIONS, AND THE PURPOSE OF THIS CONVEYANCE 'IS TO TRANSFER THE
GRANTORS' LIFE ESTATE INTEREST.

TAX ID: 070-00-00-006.00

TRACT 3:

LOCATED IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, AND BEGINNING AT A STAKE IN THE CENTER OF THE OLD CLOVER ROAD CORNER TO GEO.
WALLINGFORD; THENCE WITH THE CENTER OF SAID ROAD S 21- 1/2 E 34 POLES S 8-1/4 E 16.2 POLES S 16 E 13-1/2 POLES TO A STAKE IN
THE CENTER OF THE ROAD OPPOSITE A SET STONE NEAR THE FENCE ON THE EAST SIDE OF THE ROAD; THENCE N 86- 3/4 E 226.7 POLES TO
A SET STONE ON THE WEST SIDE OF THE FENCE IN MARSHALL'S LINE; THENCE WITH SAME N 8- 1/2 E 26.7 POLES N 77-1/2 E 4.4 POLES N 18
W 84.6 POLES TO THE END OF THE FENCE, CORNER TO MARSHALL; THENCE WITH MARSHALL AND WALLINGFORD'S LINES S 72-7/8 W
235-1/2 POLES TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 134 ACRES.

BEING THE SAME REAL ESTATE CONVEYED TO MERLIN MILLER AND MARY MILLER, HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY DEED FROM MABEL EMMONS,
SINGLE DATED THE 14TH DAY OF APRIL, 1993 AND OF RECORD IN O.B. 176, PAGE 483, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1. GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 070-00-00-006.00 (TRACT 1 AND 2)

POSTED PAID: $950.94

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 058-00-00-032.00 (TRACT 3)

POSTED PAID: $1663.63

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON 
THE LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, 
FOR VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

9. REAL ESTATE DEED OF TRUST DATED AUGUST 22, 2019, EXECUTED BY BEN PEACHEY AND JUDY PEACHEY, MARRIED TO EACH OTHER TO 
FARM CREDIT MID-AMERICA, FCLA, SECURING A NOTE IN THE ORIGINAL PRINCIPAL SUM OF $254, 800.00; RECORDED AUGUST 27, 2019 IN
MORTGAGE BOOK 363, PAGE 566, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY. (AFFECTS TRACT 1 AND 2)

   (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

10. REAL ESTATE DEED OF TRUST DATED FEBRUARY 13, 2006, EXECUTED BY BEN PEACHEY AND JUDY PEACHEY, HUSBAND AND WIFE TO 
COMMUNITY TRUST BANK , SECURING A NOTE IN THE ORIGINAL PRINCIPAL SUM OF $200,000.00; RECORDED MARCH 13, 2007 IN 
MORTGAGE BOOK 248, PAGE 499, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.  (AFFECTS TRACT 3)
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)
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SANDRA D. CAUDILL 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

TITLE COMMITMENT NO304387NCT 18 EFFECTIVE DATE DECEMBER 23 2019 
OWNER SAND. D .UDILL 

A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND LYING OR SITUATED ON THE .ST SIDE Cf MUNN ROAD NO SOUTH I 057 THE IVITL.RIAEL BEECHBURG ROAD AND 
DIAMOND ROAD PLEINGCTLWITN4T4UClgrALLIBICAVAEIrMENBEM F L A/CS' 4'4'( °AD ° 1"' THE  BLACK 

THE NORTHWEST&0TN,12702 0AR22nVAALAALTAIIGDTO XA3,4G,7. 0121, BEECHBURG ROAD, SAID POINT BEING IN 
THENCE ALONG THE CENTER OF SAID ROAD FOR THE FOLLOWING SIX (6) CALLS 

NOR, 15 DEG 25 MIN 48 SEC EAST 65 02 FT TOA NAIL (SET; 
THENCE NORTH 16 DEG 24 MIN 47 SEC EAST 65 00 FT TO NAIL (SET; 
THENCE NORTH 18 DEG 35 MIN 15 SEC EAST 4,56 FT TOA NAIL (SET; 
THENCE NORTH 16 DEG 41 MIN 11 SEC EAST 99 98 FT TO A NAIL (SEQ, 
THENCE NORTH 14 DEG 43 MIN 55 SEC EAST 10004 FT TOA NAIL (SEQ, 
THENCE NORTH 16 DEG 05 MIN 27 SEC EAST 1649 FT TO A 35 INCH X 2 39 INCH STEEL NAIL MARKER (SEQ SAID POINT THE SOU,WEST CORNER OF TRACT NO 7, 

THENCE W,H THE SOUTH LINE OF TRACT NO 7 FOR THE FOLLOWING FIVE G) CALLS. 
SOUTH 65 DER. 28 MIN 29 SEC EAST. TEAS FT. M. INCH REBAR (SET WITNESS CORNER); 
THENCE CONTINUING SOU, 65 DEG 28 MIN 29 AND EAST 16982 FT TO INCH REBAR (SEQ IN LINE WITH THE SOUTHSIDE OF THE EXISTING BARN AND  FT FROM (WESTERLY) AND THE SOU,WEST CORNER OF SAID BARN, 

3 THENCE 508TH 19 DEG. (19 MIN. 42 SEC WEST. 18.08 ET. TO MA INCH REINNIMETE 
4 THENCE SOUTH 70 DEG 43 MIN 14 SEC .ST RUNNING 18 FT FROM AND PARALLEL TO THE SOUTH SIDE OF SAID BARN 144 47 FT TO A .6 NCH REIMS (99); 
5 THENCE SOUTH 71 DEG 33 MIN 59 SEC EAST 270.69 FT TO. INCH REBAR (SET, SAID POINT BEING THE SOUTH.ST CORNER OF TRACT NO 7, 

THENCE W. THE EAST LINE OF TRACT 7, NOR, 36 D. 43 MG 49 SEC EAST 112 34 FT TOA POST CORNER TO TRACT NO 5, SAID POINT NA TNESSED BE Alf INCH REBAR NORTH 61 DEG 75 IAN AG S50 WEST AT A DISTANCE OF 0 24 ET, THENCE CONTINUING NORG 36 DEG 43 MIN 49 SEC EAST, ALONG THE EAST LINE CE 2 c ,ASQNG INCH REBAR (SET W.ESS MGM) AT 129.36 FT. FORA TOTAL DISTANCE OF ,3 51 FT TO THE CENTER OF ELFMINS .5R s AID POINT BEING THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF TRACT NO. 2 AND IN THE LINE OF TRACT NO , THENCE CONTINUING NOR, 36 DEG 4, "IN 49 SEC .ST 54 67 FT ALONG THE LINE OF TRACT NO. 3 TO. INCH REBAR (SEQ IN THE EXISTING FENCE LINE, 
THENCE CONTINUING WITH TRACT N0.3 AND ALONG THE EXISTING FENCE FOR THE FOLLOWING EIGHT (8) CALLS 

SOUTH 70 DEG 10 MIN 12 SEC EAST 2, 86 FT TO A POST 
THENCE SOUTH 68 DEG 14 MIN 02 SEC .ST 1 1 3 20 FT TOA POST, 
THENCE SOUTH 77 DEG 41 MIN 36 SEC .ST 128 52 FT TOA POST, 
THENCE SOUTH 84 DEG 25 MIN 35 SEC EAST 44 26. TO A POST, 
THENCE NORTH 65 DEG 33 MIN 48 SEC EAST 17527 FT TOA POST, 
THENCE NORTH 79 BEG. 09 MIN.'S.= EAST.179.84 FT. TO 0.v. INCH REBER (SETA 
THENCE CROSSING THE FLEMING CREEK SOUTH .EG 08 MIN 22 SEC WEST 1,51 FT TOA POST ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF SAID .EEK, 
THENCE SOUTH 6 DEG 37 MIN 15 SEC WEST ,9 07 FT TOA POST IN ,E NORTH LINE OF TRACT NO 8, 

THENCE W,H THE LINE OF TRACT NO 8 FOR THREE (3) CALLS. 
1 SOUTH 25 DEG.. MIN. (0 SEC WEST. 11.02 FT. TO 03 NCH BEATS (SETS 
2 THENCE SOUTH 27 CEO 02 MN OR SEG WEST 26,99 EN TO A0 INCH RENT (SE11; 
3 THENCE SOUTH 14 DEG MIN 18 SEC WEST 73074 FT 

TOA POINT IN THE LINE OF AFORESAID MARSHALLS, SAID POINT 
I75,,CBTION,O,N TBN. ,G,CrTAACT _UAL ,B00oACTR0m SAID CORNER PASSING MR INCH REBATE (SET WITNESS CORNER) AT NORTH 14 

THENCE W,H THE LINE OF SAID MARSHALLS NORTH 80 DEG 06 MIN 34 SEC WEST ,99 74 FT TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 29 3635 ACRES 
BEING A PART OF ,E SAME REAL ESTATE CONVEYED TO ELWOOD KEGLEY (AKA ELWOOD C KEGLEY) AND GEORGIA KEGLEY, HIS WIFE, BY DEED FROM 1ARGINIA V CARPENTER, DATED SEPTEMBER 27, 1976, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 142, PAGE 14, FLEMING MUNN CLERK'SOFFCE 

T1,1:,,l'AGN7FggFI,P,`"D'cl',7%L%-a);'2"4,°pGAVT., FEARING mHN,Y CLERK'S OFFICE. 
THIS IS W TER, RL 2380 CN SEMIMBER 9 1996 THE PROPER, DES.IBED IN THIS DOCUMENT IS DEPICTED AS TRACT NO 1 ON THE REVISED PLAT OF THE SURVEY Cf THE ELVICOD KEGLEY, SR AND GEORGIA KEG LEY PROPERTIES SAID PLAT IS INTENDED TO BECOME A PART OF THIS DESCRIPTION AND IS CN FILE IN PLAT .BIN ET NO 1, SLIDE NO 125, FLEMING COUNT/ CLERK'S OFFICE 
THE . INCH REBARS .LLED FOR IN THIS DESCRIPTION ARE A MINIMUM OF 18 INCHES IN LENG, AND EAR A ONE PLASTIC I D, .P STAMPED "W T C, R L S 2380" THE 35 INCH X 2 9 INCH STEEL NAIL MARKERS ARE STAMPED "SBURVEY MAR(1K")INCH DIAMETER

TAX ID NO 069 00 00 045 00 

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS: 
THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT ,E PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE 
1 GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FIS.L YEAR 2019,AS FOLLOWS BIOTA SURVEY MATTER) PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER 069-00-00-045 00 POSTED PAID $19956 
2 EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLANS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 
3 DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA. A MN ANAN A  STCWWHICH A SURVEY AND INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR CR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY ur A SURVEY MATTER) 
ANY AND ALL  THE LAND AND INTE ND TO REST RIGHTS IN  ALL OF THERETO ( THE WER, CR OIL. GAS, COAL, METALLI C ORES,AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON AI PERTAINING ATNOT SURV. MT
DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUM B.NCES, ADVERSE CLANS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR VALUn ,E ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS P.I. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 
THE FAILURE TO COM PLY W,H THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A (Nur SURVEY MATTER) 
ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT DENTIFI.TION ON. AND ARE NOT TO BE CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLIO' (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

SPENCER RAPP AND REBECCA RAPP 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

TITLE COMMITMENT NO304387NCT-19, EFFECT. DATE DECEMBER 23, 2019 
OWNER SPENCER RAPP AND REBECCA RAPP TRACT NO I 

PARCEL NO I 
A CERTAIN T.CT OF LAND LO.TED IN FLEMING COUNT', KENTUCKY, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 
BEGINNING, AT THE EDGE OF KENTUCKY HIGHWAY 23301 AND CORNER TO SECOND PARTIES OTHER PROPER. THENCE N 75 DEG W 848 5 FEET, THENCE N 08 DEG E 1811 FEET, THENCE S 68 DEG W 774S FEET, THENCE S 63 DEG W 438 FEET, ,ENCE S 02 DEG W 48 FEET THENCE N 84 DEG W 425 FEET, THENCE N 54 DEG W 120 FEET, THENCE N 83 DEG W 200 FEET, THENCE S 45 DEG W ,2 FEET, THENCE S 16 DEG E 208 FEET, ,ENCE S 13 DEG E 400 FEET THENCE S 52 DEG E 57 FEET, THENCE S 22 DEG E 200 FEET, THENCE S 60 DEG E 600 FEET, THENCE S 07 DEG E 839 FEET, THENCE N 76 DEG E 1644 FEET, THENCE N 00 DEG E 70 FEET TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 67 136 ACRES, MORE OR LESS 
PARCEL NO II 
A TRACT OF LAND FRONTING ON KENTUCKY HIGHWAY 3301 AND ON THE EAST SIDE THEREOF AND BORDERED BY THE PROPER, OF ADRIAN WILLIAM AND SHIRLEYWILLIMS, AND CONTAINING .30ACRES, MORE OR LESS 
BEING THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED TO APRYODEEA JP. AND MARVA YODEEA HIS WIFE, FROM STOVE FEARIN AND CATTY FEAR , HIS 
WrFIZ,BY A DEED OF CONVEYANCE DATM APRIL 7 199, Cf RECORD IN DEED BOOK ,6, PAGE 393, OF THE FLEMING COUNT/ CLERK S 

THERE ISEXCEPTED AND NOT HEREIN CONVEYED, THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PROPER. 
A CERTAIN TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND LO.TED IN FLEMING COUNT', KENTLIC., AND BEING MORE PARTICULAR. DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 
A TRACT OF LAND FRONTING ON KENTUCKY HIGHWAY 3301 AND ON THE EAST SIDE ,EREOF AND BORDERED BY THE PROPER, OF ADRIAN WILLIAMS AND SHIRLEY WILLIAMS AND GIVERS AND CONTAINING 0 3 0 ACRES, MORE OR LESS 
BEING THE SAME PROPER, CONVEYED TO A.IAN WILLIAMS MD SHIRLEY WILLIAM, HUSBAND AND WI. FROM LEROY YDR. JR AND MARY A YODER, HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY A DEED OF CONVEYANCE DATED APRIL 1, 1993, OF RECORD IN DEED BOCK ,6, PAGE 398, OF THE FLEMING COUNT/ CLERK'S OFFICE 
TRACT NO II 
PROPER, LO.TED IN FLEMING COUNT', KENTUC., AND MORE PARTICULAR. DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 
BEGINNING AT POST, CORNER TO CLARENCE GRAY, THENCE W,H HIS LINES N 63 W 00 FEET. SYCAMORE, ENCE N 24 W 194 FEET TO A POST, CL N 44 W 66 FEET. AN ELMATHENCE N 1316W 200 FEET TOA POST, THENCE N 19. W182 FEET. A POST, THENCE N 79 th W 234 FEET T, A , TH S 82 W 253 FEET. A WALNUT, THENCE N 41. W 107 FEET. A BUCK. THENCE N 86 W 106 FEET. A DEAD . TO AN ELM, THENCE S 58 W 50 FEET, N 80 W 145 FEET, N 55 W 136 FEET TO A SYCAMORE, THENCE CROSSING THE E S 52 W 48 FEET. AN ASH, THENCE  69 1/4 FEET TO A GUM, THENCE N 85 W 1133 FEET. A POST, THENCE 8 13 1h E 2739 FEE- IS 6 POST CORNER TO IRVIN HAM'S, THENCE N 71 E 600 FEET. THE WESTERN SIDE OF PASSWAY, THENCE S E ,63 FEET TOrTHE CENTER OF COUN, ROAD, ,ENCE N 71 E 24 FEET THENCE N W ,63 FENCE TO A POST CORNER TO HOWARD SOUSLEY, THENCE W,H HIS UNE N 7116 E ,18 FEET TOA POST, THENCE S E 18 FEET TOA POST, THENCE N 71 E ,6 FEET TO A POST, ,ENCE N 11 W 83 1 FEET TO ,E BEGINNING, CONTAINING 12493 ACRES PLUS THE ROADWAY 0 87 ACRE 
BEING SAME PROPE, CON NED TO LEROY YODER, JR AND MACY A YODER. HIS WIFE, FROM ABE TROYER. JR AND MATTE TROYER, HIS WIFE, BY A DEED OF CONVEYANCE DATED MAY 12, 1997, OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 189, PAGE 607, OF THE FLEMING COUNT/ CLERK'S OFFICE 
TRACT NO III 
A CERTAIN T.CT OF LAND FRONTNG ON KENTLIC. HIGHWAY NO 3301, LOCATED NEAR BEECHBURG & FLEMING COUNT', KENTUCI. AND WHIG IS MORE PARTICUUTLY DE9RITED AS FOLLOWS, 
BEGINNING AT AN IRON CORNER OF ADRIAN AND SHIRLEY WILLIAMS AND IN THE RIGHT CE W. FENCE LINE OF KEN TUC. 3301, THENCE WI, 1HE WILMA S UNE N 23 DEG. 50' 11"W FOR 25667 FEET, THENCE N 63 DEG. 52. @' W FOR 25584 FEET TOA STAKE THENCE N'66 DEG 21' 06"W FOR 283.02 FEET TO A STAKn THENCE 5137 EC :0 W FOR 25038 FEET TO A PON, GINCE WITH THE H T FEARIN LINE FENCE S 73 DEG. 51. E 81633 FEET TOA POINT IN THE RIGH B 1,4 Cr ENTUOCI 3301 AND . FEET FROM CENTER OF SAID ROAD, THENCE N 3 DEG. ce 201E FOR 18011 FEET TO THE BEGIN el AN IR. ROD 35 00 FEET 2" NENM CE KENTUCKY 3301 THIS PARCEL CONTAINS 3 984 ACRES 
BEING THE SAI. PROPERTY CONVEYED TO LEROY S YODER, JR MA. A YODER, ',BAND AND WIFE, FROM ADRIAN WILLIAMS AND SHIRLEY W.W.I& HUGAND AND WIFE, BY A DEED OF CONVEYANCE DATED FEBRUARY 24, 1993, OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK ,6, PAGE 286, OF RECORD IN THE FLEMING MUNN CLERK'S OFFICE 
SAVE AND  272, PAGE EXCEPTAND AT CERT. TRACT TOR  IBR PARCEL OF LAND IN DEED DATED AUGUST 18, 2019, RECORDED AUGUST 28, 2019 IN DEED BOOK 390, MORE PA..RP/ ED AS FOLLOWS 
BEING A 0.866 'ACRE TRACT OF .ND LO.TED ALONG O-KINS LANE APPROXIMATELY 07 MILES NORTH CE KY HWY 559 IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENT., AND BEING MORE PARTICULAR. DESCRIBED PS FOLLOWS 
BEGINNING MAN IRON PIN & GP SET ON THE .ST SIDE OF PAGE 52AT THE NORTH WEST CORNER CE 'RAN & VIOLET L .GAGER UNE AND THE .ST SIDE OF THE GRAVEL DR MIND GS 980 THENCE CONTINUING ALONG THE LENGC 523 THENCE SIMVICE A DISTANCE Of 316.51. TO AK1 IRON LEAVING THE LEGGER UNE AND CROSSING THE GRAVEL LAN THE WEST SIDE OF GRAVEL AND CORNER TO KIMBERLY D JO .GAGER LINE ALONG THE ACNE LINE AND THE WEST SIDE 
11 GP SET; THENCE COJ TRUING ALONG THE SAME N 11 N 10339911. A DISTANCE OF 56409' TO AN IRON PIN AB-RAM AND  CROSSING ,E GRAVEL DRIVE N78115293A D'1ACCCRDING 70 THE SUR. BY TRANS A MCGLONE PLS 3s. c' 5/1/2019 WITH A TOPCON 236W TOTAL STATION AS 1 2 AS SHOWN IN FILE 2019/LOWE MARK AND R EWES' AN

THE G.VEL DR. CORNER TO SPENCER & REBECCA .PP DEED BOCK 226 ENGACHER DEED B.. , sLIDE , HEN., 7 , a$IVE 5103229, A DI OF TO A W IRON F .P HER LINE S11301. sF OF 68983 TO AN. I AND GP PIN AND CAF ' NEAR THE TURN IC THENCE E 26102.26. . . '400. MAN IRC :I95 SET NEAR NES DB 255 F, 5 ra, THENCE WITH _LEL TO THE OF 112- EL ' ErS713416 A DISTANCE OF 31 .  IRON PIN 90.14. DIST E OF 6905210 AN IRCN PIN AND .P LE7, THENCE TO RAPP AND JONES TIENCE ALONG ME NEW NE OF N OF sem TO THE MINT IT BEGINNING CCILIGNINN 0 866 ACRES BUM& 0 1RACE SURVEYING, LLE 5/92019 (FIELD SURVEY COMPLETED ON CLASS SURV. HAVING AN UNADJUSTED TRAVERSE CLOSURE OF ,:28,707 
NE NON PIN 6000 SET WERE 0 - X 1r REAMING! AN ORANGE PLASTIC GP STAMPED -T. MCGLONE PLS 9919 
MAGNETIC NORTH BEARING OBSERVED ALONG A RANDOM T.VERSE LINE ON DATE OF SURV. 5/12019 (N5W) 

PROPER, SUBJECT TO ALL LEGAL RIGHT OF WAYS, .SEMENTS OF RECORD, UNRECORDED CONVEYANCES AND EXISTING RIGHT OF WAY 

FOR BOTKINS LANE FOR BENEFIT OF ,E FLEMING COUN, FISCAL COURT (ORDINANCE 05-005 40' TOTAL RAN) 

BEING A PORTON OF THE PROPER, CONVEYED TO SPENCER & REBEC..PP BY DEED RECORDED AT ,E FLEMING COUNT/ CLERK'S 
OFFICE IN DEED BOOK., PAGE 57 

TAX ID NO 071-00-OG00.0 

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT ,E PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE 

GENE.L TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 
PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER 071-00-00-004 00 
POSTED PAID $3,,0 95 

2 .SEMENTS, CLAIMS OF .SEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLANS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BV ,E PUBLIC RECORDS 
(NOT A SURV. MATTER) 

3 DISCREPANCES CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES SHORTAGES IN ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 
INSPECTION OF ,E PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE (NT A SURVEY ATTER) 

MLOSUC-I4G_IBN 4T°HtA4L4QMIGFTHTGBIVBFY7G 114IA7104SSHZNMBA JTHRBAPLU7LIGETRBI RATH0FANBPOLICYISH'
(NOT A SURV. ATTER) 

5 aAA D A ITTrnSGTIs T,07-rICA GrnaT,RnV0AT,BR6 O,RsOLLCALCACA,VAETALLIC ORES, AND OTHER IA INE.LS IN, UNDER OR ON 

6 DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN ,E PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF 
RECORD, FOR VALUn THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLIO' WOTA SURVEY MATTER) 

7 THE FAILURE TO COMPLY W,H THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DO.MENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 
BIOTA SURVEY MATTER) 

8 ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULER IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ON. AND ARE NOT TO 
BE CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SU RVG MATTER) 

10 

11 

12 

13 

MORTGAGE DATED JANUARY 13 209 IN THE PRINCIPAL AMC.IT OF $450,000.00, EXECUTED BY SPENCER RAPP AND WIFE, REBECCA 
RAPP, IN FAVCR OF FARM CREDIT SERVICES, RECORDED JANUARY 13, 2036 IN B03( 234, PAGE 720, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK. 
FLEMING COUNTY, ENTUOCI. 
BIOTA SURVEY MATTER) 

MORTGAGE DATED APRIL 4, 909 IN ME PRINCIPO ON CANT OF $334286M EXECUTED 9 SF'ENCER RAPP AND W. REBECCA RAPP, IN 
FAVOR OF FARM CREDIT SERVICES RECORDED APRIL 5, 2008IN BOOK NI, PAGE 635, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK, FLEMING COUNT', 
KENTUCKY. 
BIOTA SURVEY MATTER) 

MORTGAGE DATM OCTOBER 28, 2019, N THE PRNCIPALAMOUNT OF $50400.04 EXECUTED M SPENCER RAPP AND WIFE, REBECCA RAPP, 
IN FAVOR OF FARM CREDIT SERVICES, RECORDED APRIL 5, MINI IN B03( 365, PAGE 39, FLEMING COUNT/ COURT CLERK, FLEMING 
CCUNTBKENTUOCI. 
BIOTA SURVEY MATTER) 

EASEMENT DA1ED SEPTEMBER 1992, BY R T & NELLIE, HIS WIFE TO COUNTY 
RECORDED NO.IIIIBER 12,1992 IN BOOK PAGEGRANTED 5, FLEMINGFEARIN COUNT/ COURT CLERK, FLEMINGFLEMING COUNT', KENTUCKY 

WATER ASSOCIATION, 

(BLANKET IN NATURE, NOT PLOTTABLE) 

EASEMEN T DATED SEPTEMBER 29, 1992, G.NTED BY ADRIAN WILLIAMS & SHIRLEY, HIS WIFE TO FLEMING COUNT/ WATER ASSOCIATION, 
RECORDED NOVEMBER 12,1992 IN BOOK PAGE 7, FLEMING COUNT/ COURT CLERK, FLEMING COUNT', KENTUCKY 
(BLANKET IN NATURE, NOT PLOTTABLE) 
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Westwood Professional Services, Inc.

Phone (720) 531-8350 10170 Church Ranch Way, Suite #201
Toll Free (888) 937-5150 Westminster, CO 80021
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LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-18, EFFECTIVE DATE: DECEMBER 23, 2019

OWNER: SANDRA D. CAUDILL

A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND LYING OR SITUATED ON THE EAST SIDE OF COUNTY ROAD NO. 1027, THE MT. CARMEL-BEECHBURG ROAD AND
UPON THE WATERS OF THE FLEMING COUNTY CREEK, LOCATED APPROXIMATELY 0.50 MILE SOUTH OF COUNTY ROAD NO. 1023, THE BLACK
DIAMOND ROAD IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY AND MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A .35 INCH X 2.9 INCH STEEL NAIL MARKER (SET) IN THE CENTER OF THE MT. CARMEL BEECHBURG ROAD, SAID POINT BEING IN
THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF CHARLES R. MARSHALL, ET AL (DEED BOOK 163, PAGE 750);

THENCE ALONG THE CENTER OF SAID ROAD FOR THE FOLLOWING SIX (6) CALLS:

1. NORTH 15 DEG. 25 MIN. 48 SEC. EAST, 65.02 FT. TO A NAIL (SET);

2. THENCE NORTH 16 DEG. 24 MIN. 47 SEC. EAST, 65.00 FT. TO NAIL (SET);

3. THENCE NORTH 18 DEG. 35 MIN. 15 SEC. EAST, 415.56 FT. TO A NAIL (SET);

4. THENCE NORTH 16 DEG. 41 MIN. 11 SEC. EAST, 99.98 FT. TO A NAIL (SET);

5. THENCE NORTH 14 DEG. 43 MIN. 55 SEC. EAST, 100.04 FT. TO A NAIL (SET);

6. THENCE NORTH 16 DEG. 05 MIN. 27 SEC. EAST, 16.49 FT. TO A .35 INCH X 2.39 INCH STEEL NAIL MARKER (SET) SAID POINT THE SOUTHWEST
CORNER OF TRACT NO. 7;

THENCE WITH THE SOUTH LINE OF TRACT NO. 7 FOR THE FOLLOWING FIVE (5) CALLS:

1.

2. THENCE CONTINUING SOUTH 65 DEG. 28 MIN. 29 SEC. EAST, 169.82 FT. TO  INCH REBAR (SET) IN LINE WITH THE SOUTHSIDE OF THE
EXISTING BARN AND _______ FT. FROM (WESTERLY) AND THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID BARN;

3.

4. THENCE SOUTH 70 DEG. 43 MIN. 14 SEC. EAST, RUNNING 18 FT. FROM AND PARALLEL TO THE SOUTH SIDE OF SAID BARN 144.47 FT. TO A

5. THENCE SOUTH 71 DEG. 33 MIN. 59 SEC. EAST, 270.69 FT. TO  INCH REBAR (SET), SAID POINT BEING THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF TRACT
NO. 7;

THENCE WITH THE EAST LINE OF TRACT NO. 7, NORTH 36 DEG. 43 MIN. 49 SEC. EAST, 112.34 FT. TO A POST, CORNER TO TRACT NO. 2, SAID
POINT WITNESSED BE  INCH REBAR NORTH 61 DEG. 27 MIN. 06 SEC. WEST AT A DISTANCE OF 0.24 FT.; THENCE CONTINUING NORTH 36
DEG. 43 MIN. 49 SEC. EAST, ALONG THE EAST LINE OF TRACT NO. 2 PASSING  INCH REBAR (SET WITNESS CORNER) AT 129.36 FT. FOR A
TOTAL DISTANCE OF 173.51 FT. TO THE CENTER OF FLEMING CREEK, SAID POINT BEING THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF TRACT NO. 2 AND IN THE
LINE OF TRACT NO. 3; THENCE CONTINUING NORTH 36 DEG. 43 MIN. 49 SEC. EAST, 54.67 FT. ALONG THE LINE OF TRACT NO. 3 TO  INCH
REBAR (SET) IN THE EXISTING FENCE LINE;

THENCE CONTINUING WITH TRACT NO. 3 AND ALONG THE EXISTING FENCE FOR THE FOLLOWING EIGHT (8) CALLS:

1. SOUTH 70 DEG. 10 MIN. 12 SEC. EAST, 215.86 FT. TO A POST;

2. THENCE SOUTH 68 DEG. 14 MIN. 02 SEC. EAST, 1 1 3.20 FT. TO A POST;

3. THENCE SOUTH 77 DEG. 41 MIN. 36 SEC. EAST, 128.52 FT. TO A POST;

4. THENCE SOUTH 84 DEG. 25 MIN. 35 SEC. EAST, 44.26 FT. TO A POST;

5. THENCE NORTH 65 DEG. 33 MIN. 48 SEC. EAST, 175.27 FT. TO A POST;

6.

7. THENCE CROSSING THE FLEMING CREEK SOUTH 4 DEG. 08 MIN. 22 SEC. WEST, 117.51 FT. TO A POST ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF SAID CREEK;

8. THENCE SOUTH 6 DEG. 37 MIN. 15 SEC. WEST, 159.07 FT. TO A POST IN THE NORTH LINE OF TRACT NO. 8;

THENCE WITH THE LINE OF TRACT NO. 8 FOR THREE (3) CALLS:

1.

2.

3. THENCE SOUTH 14 DEG. 17 MIN. 18 SEC. WEST, 730.74 FT.

TO A POINT IN THE LINE OF AFORESAID MARSHALLS, SAID POINT

A COMMON CORNER TO TRACT NO. 1 AND TRACT NO. 8, WITH SAID LINE PASSING  INCH REBAR (SET WITNESS CORNER) AT NORTH 14
DEG. 17 MIN. 18 SEC. EAST, A DISTANCE OF 8.00 FT. FROM SAID CORNER;

THENCE WITH THE LINE OF SAID MARSHALLS NORTH 80 DEG. 06 MIN. 34 SEC. WEST, 1599.74 FT. TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; CONTAINING
29.3635 ACRES.

BEING A PART OF THE SAME REAL ESTATE CONVEYED TO ELWOOD KEGLEY (AKA ELWOOD C. KEGLEY) AND GEORGIA KEGLEY, HIS WIFE, BY
DEED FROM VIRGINIA V. CARPENTER, DATED SEPTEMBER 27, 1976, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 142, PAGE 146, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S
OFFICE.

ALSO, BEING A PART OF PARCEL NO.2 OF THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED TO ELWOOD KEGLEY (AKA ELWOOD C. KEGLEY) AND GEORGIA
KEGLEY, HIS WIFE, BY DEED FROM VIRGINIA K. CARPENTER, WIDOW, DATED JULY 13, 1966, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 124, PAGE 240,
FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

THIS IS A REVISED SURVEY, COMPLETED BY W.T. (TOMMY) CARPENTER, R.L.S. 2380 ON SEPTEMBER 30, 1996. THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS
DOCUMENT IS DEPICTED AS TRACT NO. 1 ON THE REVISED PLAT OF THE SURVEY OF THE ELWOOD KEGLEY, SR. AND GEORGIA KEGLEY
PROPERTIES. SAID PLAT IS INTENDED TO BECOME A PART OF THIS DESCRIPTION AND IS ON FILE IN PLAT CABINET NO. 1, SLIDE NO. 125,
FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

THE  INCH REBARS CALLED FOR IN THIS DESCRIPTION ARE A MINIMUM OF 18 INCHES IN LENGTH AND BEAR A ONE (1) INCH DIAMETER
PLASTIC I.D, CAP STAMPED "W.T.C., R.L.S. 2380". THE .35 INCH X 2.9 INCH STEEL NAIL MARKERS ARE STAMPED "SURVEY MARK".

TAX ID NO.: 069-00-00-045.00

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1. GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)
PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 069-00-00-045.00

POSTED PAID: $199.56

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON 
THE LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF
RECORD, FOR VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO
BE CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-19, EFFECTIVE DATE: DECEMBER 23, 2019

OWNER: SPENCER RAPP AND REBECCA RAPP
TRACT NO. I

PARCEL NO. I:

A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND LOCATED IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING, AT THE EDGE OF KENTUCKY HIGHWAY #3301 AND CORNER TO SECOND PARTIES OTHER PROPERTY; THENCE N 75 DEG. W 848.5
FEET; THENCE N 08 DEG. E 1811 FEET; THENCE S 68 DEG. W 774.S FEET; THENCE S 63 DEG. W 438 FEET; THENCE S 02 DEG. W 48 FEET; THENCE
N 84 DEG. W 425 FEET; THENCE N 54 DEG. W 120 FEET; THENCE N 83 DEG. W 200 FEET; THENCE S 45 DEG. W 172 FEET; THENCE S 16 DEG. E
208 FEET; THENCE S 13 DEG. E 400 FEET; THENCE S 52 DEG. E 57 FEET; THENCE S 22 DEG. E 200 FEET; THENCE S 60 DEG. E 600 FEET; THENCE S
07 DEG. E 839 FEET; THENCE N 76 DEG. E 1644 FEET; THENCE N 00 DEG. E 70 FEET TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 67.136 ACRES, MORE OR
LESS.

PARCEL NO. II:

A TRACT OF LAND FRONTING ON KENTUCKY HIGHWAY 3301 AND ON THE EAST SIDE THEREOF AND BORDERED BY THE PROPERTY OF
ADRIAN WILLIAM AND SHIRLEY WILLIAMS, AND CONTAINING .30 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

BEING THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED TO LEROY YODER, JR. AND MARY A. YODER, HIS WIFE, FROM STOVE FEARIN AND CATHY FEARIN.; HIS
WIFE, BY A DEED OF CONVEYANCE DATED APRIL 1, 1993, OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 176, PAGE 393, OF THE FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S
OFFICE.

THERE ISEXCEPTED AND NOT HEREIN CONVEYED, THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PROPERTY;

A CERTAIN TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND LOCATED IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS:

A TRACT OF LAND FRONTING ON KENTUCKY HIGHWAY 3301 AND ON THE EAST SIDE THEREOF AND BORDERED BY THE PROPERTY OF
ADRIAN WILLIAMS AND SHIRLEY WILLIAMS AND SALYERS AND CONTAINING 0.30 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

BEING THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED TO ADRIAN WILLIAMS AND SHIRLEY WILLIAMS, HUSBAND AND WIFE, FROM LEROY YODER, JR. AND
MARY A. YODER, HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY A DEED OF CONVEYANCE DATED APRIL 1, 1993, OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 176, PAGE 398, OF THE
FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

TRACT NO. II

PROPERTY LOCATED IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, AND MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT POST, CORNER TO CLARENCE GRAY; THENCE WITH HIS LINES N 63  W 600 FEET TO A SYCAMORE; THENCE N 24 W 194 FEET
TO A POST; THENCE N 44 W 66 FEET TO AN  N 13  200 FEET TO A POST; THENCE N 19  W 182 FEET TO A POST; THENCE N
79  W 234 FEET TO A WALNUT; THENCE S 82 W 253 FEET TO A WALNUT; THENCE N 41  W 107 FEET TO A BUCKEYE; THENCE N 86 W 106
FEET TO A DEAD ASH; THENCE N 30 W 30 FEET TO AN ELM; THENCE S 58 W 50 FEET; N 80 W 145 FEET; N 55 W 136 FEET TO A SYCAMORE;
THENCE CROSSING THE BRANCH S 52 W 48 FEET TO AN ASH; THENCE S 69 1/4 FEET TO A GUM; THENCE N 8S W 1133 FEET TO A POST;
THENCE 8 13  E 2739 FEET TO A POST CORNER TO IRVIN HAM'S; THENCE N 71  E 600 FEET TO THE WESTERN SIDE OF PASSWAY; THENCE S
17 17 E 1563 FEET  CENTER OF COUNTY ROAD; THENCE N 71  E 24 FEET; THENCE N 17 W 1563 FENCE TO A POST, CORNER TO
HOWARD SOUSLEY; THENCE WITH HIS LINE N 71  E 1718 FEET TO A POST; THENCE S 17 E 18 FEET TO A POST; THENCE N 71  E 176 FEET TO
A POST; THENCE N 11 W 831 FEET TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 124.93 ACRES PLUS THE ROADWAY 0.87 ACRE.

BEING SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED TO LEROY YODER, JR. AND MACY A. YODER, HIS WIFE, FROM ABE TROYER, JR. AND MATTIE TROYER, HIS
WIFE, BY A DEED OF CONVEYANCE DATED MAY 12, 1997, OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 189, PAGE 607, OF THE FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S
OFFICE.

TRACT NO. III

A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND FRONTING ON KENTUCKY HIGHWAY NO. 3301, LOCATED NEAR BEECHBURG & FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY,

BEGINNING AT AN IRON CORNER OF ADRIAN AND SHIRLEY WILLIAMS AND IN THE RIGHT OF WAY FENCE LINE OF KENTUCKY 3301; THENCE
WITH THE WILLIAMS LINE N 73 DEG. 50' 11" W FOR 256.67 FEET; THENCE N 63 DEG. 52' 02" W FOR 255.84 FEET TO A STAKE; THENCE N'66 DEG.
21' 06" W FOR 283.02 FEET.TO A STAKE; THENCE S 13 DEG. 47' 52" W FOR 250.38 FEET TO A POINT; THENCE WITH THE H.T. FEARIN LINE FENCE
S 73 DEG. 51' 14" E 816.53 FEET TO A POINT IN THE RIGHT OF WAY OF KENTUCKY 3301 AND BEING 20.00 FEET FROM CENTER OF SAID ROAD;
THENCE N 3 DEG. 08' 20" E FOR 180.11 FEET TO THE BEGINNING AT AN IRON ROD 35.00 FEET FROM CENTER OF KENTUCKY 3301. THIS PARCEL
CONTAINS 3.6384 ACRES.

BEING THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED TO LEROY S. YODER, JR. AND MARY A. YODER, HUSBAND AND WIFE, FROM ADRIAN WILLIAMS AND
SHIRLEY WILLIAMS, HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY A DEED OF CONVEYANCE DATED FEBRUARY 24, 1993, OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 176, PAGE 286,
OF RECORD IN THE FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

SAVE AND EXCEPT THAT CERTAIN TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND IN DEED DATED AUGUST 18, 2019, RECORDED AUGUST 28, 2019 IN DEED BOOK
272, PAGE 390, AND MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEING A 0.866 'ACRE TRACT OF LAND LOCATED ALONG BOTKINS LANE APPROXIMATELY 0.7 MILES NORTH OF KY HWY 559 IN FLEMING
COUNTY, KENTUCKY AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT AN IRON PIN & CAP SET ON THE EAST SIDE OF THE GRAVEL DRIVE CORNER TO SPENCER & REBECCA RAPP DEED BOOK 226,
PAGE 57 AT THE NORTH WEST CORNER OF MARVIN & VIOLET LENGACHER DEED BOOK 237 PAGE 223 (PC 1 SLIDE 156); THENCE ALONG THE
LENGACHER LINE AND THE EAST SIDE OF THE GRAVEL DRIVE  A DISTANCE OF 564.37' TO A W' IRON PIN AND CAP
FOUND (LS 2380); THENCE CONTINUING ALONG THE LENGACHER LINE  A DISTANCE OF 689.83' TO AN IRON PIN AND CAP
SET; THENCE  A DISTANCE OF 316.51' TO A  IRON PIN AND CAP FOUND (LS 2380) NEAR THE TURN IN BOTKINS LANE; THENCE
LEAVING THE LEGACHER LINE AND CROSSING THE GRAVEL LANE S  A DISTANCE OF 24.00' TO AN IRON PIN AND CAP SET NEAR
THE WEST SIDE OF GRAVEL AND CORNER TO KIMBERLY D. JONES DB 255 PG 513 WB 7 PG 74; THENCE WITH A LINE PARALLEL TO THE
LENGACHER LINE ALONG THE JONES LINE AND THE WEST SIDE OF 11 GRAVEL DRIVE N  A DISTANCE OF 317.03'  TO AN IRON PIN
& CAP SET; THENCE CONTINUING ALONG THE SAME N  A DISTANCE OF 690.52'TO AN IRON PIN AND CAP SET; THENCE
N  A DISTANCE OF  564.09' TO  AN IRON PIN AND CAP SET CORNER TO RAPP AND JONES; THENCE ALONG THE NEW LINE OF
RAPP AND CROSSING THE GRAVEL DRIVE  A DISTANCE OF 24.00' TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING CONTAINING 0.866 ACRES
ACCORDING TO THE SURVEY BY TRAVIS A. MCGLONE PLS 3919 OF BUFFALO TRACE SURVEYING, LLC 5/7/2019 (FIELD SURVEY COMPLETED ON
5/1/2019 WITH A TOPCON 236W TOTAL STATION AS AN URBAN CLASS SURVEY HAVING AN UNADJUSTED TRAVERSE CLOSURE OF 1:28,707
AS SHOWN IN FILE 2019/LOWE MARK AND REVIEWED 5/7/2019).

MAGNETIC NORTH BEARING OBSERVED ALONG A RANDOM TRAVERSE LINE ON DATE OF SURVEY 5/1/2019 (N5W).

PROPERTY SUBJECT TO ALL LEGAL RIGHT OF WAYS, EASEMENTS OF RECORD, UNRECORDED CONVEYANCES AND EXISTING RIGHT OF WAY

FOR BOTKINS LANE FOR BENEFIT OF THE FLEMING COUNTY FISCAL COURT (ORDINANCE 05-005 40' TOTAL R/W).

BEING A PORTION OF THE PROPERTY CONVEYED TO SPENCER & REBECCA RAPP BY DEED RECORDED AT THE FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S
OFFICE IN DEED BOOK 226, PAGE 57.

TAX ID NO.: 071-00-00-004.00

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1. GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 071-00-00-004.00

POSTED PAID: $3,150.95

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON 
THE LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF

RECORD, FOR VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO

BE CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

9. MORTGAGE DATED JANUARY 13, 2006, IN THE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF $450,000.00, EXECUTED BY SPENCER RAPP AND WIFE, REBECCA
RAPP, IN FAVOR OF FARM CREDIT SERVICES, RECORDED JANUARY 13, 2006 IN BOOK 234, PAGE 720, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK,
FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

10. MORTGAGE DATED APRIL 4, 2008, IN THE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF $334,284.00, EXECUTED BY SPENCER RAPP AND WIFE, REBECCA RAPP, IN
FAVOR OF FARM CREDIT SERVICES, RECORDED APRIL 5, 2008 IN BOOK 260, PAGE 635, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK, FLEMING COUNTY,
KENTUCKY.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

11. MORTGAGE DATED OCTOBER 28, 2019, IN THE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF $500,00.00, EXECUTED BY SPENCER RAPP AND WIFE, REBECCA RAPP,
IN FAVOR OF FARM CREDIT SERVICES, RECORDED APRIL 5, 2008 IN BOOK 365, PAGE 329, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK, FLEMING
COUNTY, KENTUCKY.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

12. EASEMENT DATED SEPTEMBER 17, 1992, GRANTED BY R.T. FEARIN & NELLIE, HIS WIFE TO FLEMING COUNTY WATER ASSOCIATION,
RECORDED NOVEMBER 12, 1992 IN BOOK 17, PAGE 5, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.
(BLANKET IN NATURE, NOT PLOTTABLE)

13. EASEMENT DATED SEPTEMBER 29, 1992, GRANTED BY ADRIAN WILLIAMS & SHIRLEY, HIS WIFE TO FLEMING COUNTY WATER ASSOCIATION,
RECORDED NOVEMBER 12, 1992 IN BOOK 17, PAGE 7, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.
(BLANKET IN NATURE, NOT PLOTTABLE)

SANDRA D. CAUDILL

SPENCER RAPP AND REBECCA RAPP



ROBERT A. LIST AND CYNTHIA G. LIST 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

TITLE CCIVINI,MENT NO304387NCT-W, EFFECTIVE DATE DECEMBER 23, 2019 

OWNER ROBERT A LIST AND CYNTHIA G LIST 

A CERTAIN TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND LYING AND BEING IN FLEMING COUNTS KENTUCI,, AND WING ON THE WATERS CF FLEMING CREEK 
AND BEING MORE PAR TICU.RLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 

BEGINNING AT A FENCE POST AND STONE CN ,E EAST SIDE OF A FARM LANE, CCAI ER TO EDWARD KGCHEN, THENCE WGH SAID FARM LANE 
AND KITCHEN S LIN. 31 DEG 45 W 83 POLES AND BLINKS TO A FENCE POST, IN THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY OF HIGHWAY N0.57, AND BEING 
A COMER TO GEORGE WATERMAN, THENCE WI, SOU, RAN OF SAID HIGHWAY NO 57 S C^ ^ LINKS TO A FENCE POST, COMER 
TO KELL, AND LYN.: ON THE WEST SIDE OF A FARM ROAD, THENCE WITH 6662.S LINE S .11 DEG 45 E 83 POLES AND 

FE6 LINKS TO NCE OST ON THE WEST SIDE OF SAID FARM ROAD, HENCE LEAVING SAID ROAD AND WIT' LINE OF KELLEY'S S 75 DEG 45 
W 60 POLES R. " 60 A WILD CHERRY TREE ON THE EAST SIDE OF A COUNT! ROAD, THENCE WITH 9 AAA/ W COUNT/ ROAD S 21 
DEG 45 E L SKS TOA WILD CHERRY, THENCE S 18 DEG 45 E 10 VOLES 116 DEG , 510 DEG 15 ES 9 LI KS, S 15 DEG ON 612 12 
POLES 12 t S 16 0 E 6 POLES 9 LINKS TO A FENCE PST, 11).CE S 16 DEG MI E 49 POLES .. ..KS TO L. SOX ELDER ON THE 
NORTH . P . S 01 DEG 15 W 4 POLES 6 LINKS TO 60,PP ASH TREES ON SOUTH SIDE OF CIN. CORNER TO 
BROOK . WHERS, THENCE W, THE LINE OF ALSO,  63 DEG 35 E PCLES TODELMAR 

GRIN A
4 POLES, 4 

11 LINKS TO A FENCE POST . .7, .. LNCE .OSS . C_'. N 03 DEG 00W 6 POLES 23 • . A Is .SE POST ON 

DEG 3, E 42 POLES 9 DIA, 10 A$ . 10 WM., [HENCE W,H T. LINE OF EMMONS N M . 6 " 'OLES 12 LINKS TO 
LARGE WILD CHERRY, CORNER TOED, ' • :CHEN, SLCNCE W, THE LINE OF EDWARD SITCL.CN S 74 DEG IN 6 . 'POLES G LINKS TO 

THE PLACE OF BEGINNING, AND CONTAIN'.; '30 ACRES, MORE CR LESS 

THERE IS EXCEPTED .EREFRO AND NOT CONVEYED HEREWITH HE FOLLOWING REAL ALESTATE WHICH WAS CON IED TO ALGER TESTER 
AND IRENE TESTER, HIS WIFE BY DEED FROM RUSSELL ZORNES AND G'S HRYN ZORNES, HIS WIFE DATED THE 2TH DAY OF NOVEMBER 1985, 
AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 160, PAGE 767, FLEMING COUNT/ CLERK'S OFFICE 

A CERTAIN HOUSE AND TRACT CF .ND ,ING OR S,UATED ON THE EAST SIDE OF COUNT/ ROAD NO 5038, MURPHY LANE 05 MILE SOUTH 
OF KY HY. NO 57, THE FrovmseuR6-mT .RMEL ROAD, IN FLEMING COUNT'', KENTUCI, AND MC. SPECIFICALLY DESCRIBED AS 
FOLLOWS 

BEGINNING AT A 1/ INCH RE-BAR IN THE EAST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE CF MURPHY LANE, SAID POINT BEING FEET FROM .E CENTER OF SAID 
ROAD AND ALSO BEING A NEW COMER TO RUSSELL AND .THRYN ZORNES, (THE PARENT TRACT, CONVEYANCE OF SAID ZORNES' PROPER, 
RECORDED DEED BOOK 140, PAGE 508, FLEMING CCUN, CLERK'S OFFICE, THENCE W,H SAID ZORNES' LINE FOR THE FOLLOWING CALLS 

NORTH 73 DEG 05 MIN 34 SEC EAST, 188 23 FEEL TO A 1/2 INCH RE-BAR. THENCE SOUTH 14 DEG 8 MIN 54 SEC S , 63 68 FEET TO A 1/2 

MURRE-BAR; THENCE SOUTH 74 DEG 05 M. 12 SEC LEWES'S 190 N A N NA N A AAID RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF 
PHY LANE; THENCE ALONG .D RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE NORTH 13 DEG 38 MIN 39 SEC WET, 16050 FEET TO .E PONT CF BEGINNING, 

CONTAINING 0.105 ACRE 

BEING TEE SAME PROPERTY, LESS THE EXCEPTION, CONVEYED ONE-HALF ' itTO 0 TODD FRYMAN AND LISA LEE FRYMAN, HIS WIFE, AND 
NE-HALF (1/2) TO DONALD LEE AND JUNE A LEE, HIS WIFE, BY DEED DA1 mAY 1990, FRCSS RUSSELL ZCR NES AND CATHRYN ZOANES6 

HIS WIFG AND RECORDED IN DEED BocK12,,,, PAGE MX ALSO BEING THE " "ROPER LESS THE EXCEPTION, THAT DON. LEE AND JAE 
A LEE, HIS WIFE, MOOED THEIR M0HALF (1/2, INTEREST TO 0 TODD I ". I A THA LEE FRYMAN, BY DEED DATED FEBRUARY IN 
AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 181, PAGE 69X AND ALSO BEING THE SAME I, LESS THE EXCEPT., IN WHICH LISA LEE 

MAN
TRACT N0.2. 

CONVEYED HER 
NE

-HALF MX IN TERES7 70 0 ICOD FRYMAN, BY DEED DATED: 14, 2001 AND RECORDED IN DEED 8000 204 PAGE 
452, ALL OF RECORD IN .E FLEMING COUNG CLERK'S OFFICE 

DEED DATED DECEMBER 30, 2002, RECORDED DECEMBER 30, 2002 IN DEED BOOK 213, PAGE 599, OFFICIAL RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTS 
KENTUCKY 

TRACT 3 

DEED DATED JUNE 2, 2005, RECORDED JUNE 2, 2005 IN DEED BOOK 223, PAGE 231, OFPCIAL RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTS KENTLICI, 

TRACT 4 

DEED DATED SEPTEMBER 14, 2007, AND RECORDED SEPTEMBER 14, 2007 IN DEED BOOK 232, PAGE 286, OFFICIAL RECORDS, FLEMING 
COUNTS KENTUCI, 

THE LAND REFERRED TO IN THIS CCM MEW ENT IS L.ATED IN THE COUNT/ OF FLEMING, STATE OF KENTUCKY, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 

SE EXHIBIT- MATT-ACHED HERETO. 

TRACT NO I 
EXHIBIT A 

PARCEL NO 1 BEGINNING IN THE CENTER OF A LANE AT THE SOUTH EAST CORNER OF THENCEAGAN FARM, .ENCE 
MIDDLE ROAD 

INE WEST 
22 POLES AND 11 LINKS TO A SET STONE THENCE S 10 W 21 POLES TO A SET STONE,  S 8 E 28 POLES TO MIDDLE CF  14 LINKS 
BACK FROM A SET STONE THENCE W,H SAID .NE N 18 E 18 POLES AND 2 LINKS TO THE BEGINNING CON,INING THREE AND 
ONE-QUARTER 0-1/ 4) ACRES 

NOTE REFERENCE WAS MADE TO A CERTAIN DEED IN THIS TRACT'S CHAIN CF TGLE DATED 04-18-07, AT DEED BOOK 70, PAGE 308, FOR 
CORRECTIONS TO CERTAIN .LLS IN THE IMMEDIATE, PRECEDING DEED IN THIS CHAIN 

PARCEL NO 2 A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND LYING ON THE WATERS OF FLEMING CREEK IN FLEMING COUNTS KENTUCKY AND BOUNDED AS 
FOLLOWS 

BEGINNING AT N W CORNER OF MRS MADDOX'S HOUSE LOT& IN LINE JOHN .LDWELL LAND, THENCE', 86-3/4 V/ 51-2/10POLES TO A 
SET STONE, ,ENCE S 8E 58 POLES TOA NEW STONE UNDER THE FENCE AND CORNER TO .E .NDS RETMNED BY FIRTf PARTY; THENCE 
A NEW LINE S 86-.4 E 84-W10 POLES TO CENTER OF PIKE, THENCE WITH SAME N 18 W 42-2/10 POLES TO A STAKE ON CENTER OF PIKE 
CORNER TO HOUSE LOT, THENCE WITH LINES CF SAME S 85 W 28-4/10 POLES, S 4-5/8 W 21-3/10 POLES TO THE BEGINNING CONTAINING 25 
ACRES 

NOTE REFERENCE WAS MADE TO A CERTAIN DEED IN THIS TRACTS CHAIN OF T,LE DATED 02-19, AT DEED BOOK 83, PAGE 255, FOR 
CORRECTIONS TO CERTAIN .LLS IN THE IMMEDIATE, PRECEDING DEED IN THIS CHAIN 

TAX ID NO 058 00-00-01500 

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT .E PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE 

GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FIS.L YEAR 2019,AS FOLLOWS OT A SURVEY MATTER) 
PERMANENT PARCEL BENTSNUMBE 0  00 
AMOUNT DUE $2,260 25 

EASEMENTS, 
IRS

CLA S OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLANS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 
(NOT A SURVEY MATER) 

L,. sl6RT NCIAS, TEQEJaaswr unIAWa sN,ES,ZOAR=S y,AAAA. ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 

ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY .W FCR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE CR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY 
MOTH SURVEY MATTER) 

ITBI'D' AtD17$8NLL RIQFP'ESSTPEBVAIDNITN°GATLIZT1r016‘1,ARSLTI/BYLBITTSTEBrIE' 
ME,LLIC ORES, AND OTRIER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE 

DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE C,ILAS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN .E PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO .E DATE THE PROPOSED MATTER)N CQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR 
VALUE, THE ESTATE ORE NTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY (NOT A SURVEY 

THE 
LURE

 TO COMP. WITH THE TERM S AND CONDITONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 
(NOT A S Y MATTER) 

ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR .ACT IDEN.I.TION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART CF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY ' A SI MATTER) 

REAL ESTATE MOR :NAZE DATED • G. 7 'HE P7 "PAL MA OLIN" 1 9, EXECUTED BY ROBERT LIST AND WIFE 

EASE T NAL, T. 15, 1 ' ' .TED BY DONALD LEE AND WIFE JUNE E ANC 'Snn 

RICHARD E. LOWE 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

T,LE CCIVINI,MENT NO304387NCT-32, EFECITVE DATE JUNE 30, 2020 

OWNER RICHARD E LOWE 
TRACTS 1 4 

YM 
DEED DATED JULY 2, 2009, RECORDED AUGUST 21, 2008 IN DEED BOOK 238, PAGE 142, OFFICIAL RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTS 

TRACT, 

DEED DATED MAY 24, 1994, RECORDED MAY 26, 1994 IN DEED BOOK ,9, PAGE 480, OFFICIAL RECORDS, FLEMING COUNT& KENTUCKY 

TRACT 2 

BEING THE SAME PROPER, CONVEYED TO RICHARD E LOWE AND DONNA LOWE HUSBAND AND WIFE FROM HOUSTON DUFF, WIDOWER, 
ET ALS, BY DEED DATED MAY 24, 1994, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK ,9, PAGE 480, FLEMING COUNT/ CERK'S OFFICE 

THIS PARCEL OF LAND IS A PORTION OF THE SHIRL, BREYER PROPER, LO.TED ON KY HWY 3304 IN FLEMING COUNTS KENTUCKY THE 
PARENT TRA

AS
CT IS ON RECORD IN DEED BOOK 144, PAGE 724 LO.TED IN THE FLEMING COUNT/ CLERKS OFFICE AND IS MORE EXACT, 

DESCRIBED FOLLOWS 

EGINNING, AA 663N PIN SETA CORNER TO THE REMAINDER OF THE SHIRLEY BREWER PROPER, AND THE LOWE PROPER, (DEED 
BC. 2CM. PAGE! THENCE WITH HE LOWE LINE FOR T. F.LOWING CALLS, THENCE N 05 DES 56 VIN . E 1069 26 FEET TO AN 
IRON RN FOUND TSCE N 00 DEG 32 MIN 15 SEC E 66813 FEET TO AN IRON PIN FOUND A CORN' LC PROPER, AND THE 
DAN° AND MG . . .. . LEG PRCPERN (DEED BO. 161, PAGE 6611, THENCE S 66 DEG 36 MIN 46 rIGH THE LINDBERG 

LINDA HAL G TED BOOK 192, PAGE Sn THENCE WGH THE MICHAEL AND LINDA HILL LINE FOR THE PT 'G CALLS THENCE S 
4 DEG 12 " , E 491 54 FEET TO AN IRO, IP SET THENCE S 81 DEG 08 MIN 53 SECS 381 21 FEET TO AN IR ON PIN SETA CORNER 

TO THE HILL 16 ' AND THE RICHARD AND D(: °  A LOVE PROPERTY (DEED B03( 119, PAGE 480); THENCE S^^ DEG 03 MIN 12 SECS 
95.1 FEET WI . LOWE UNE TO AN IRON PIN .L1 A COINER TO THE LOWE PROPERTY AND THE ROPERT  HALL PROPER, (DEED 
BO. 115, PAGE 3251 THENCE S CS DEG 40 MIN 01 SEC. E, 112.62 FEET WITH MARSHALL LINE TO AN IRON TET A CORNER TO THE 
MAST MOOR TV AND TEE MARK IV PROPERTIES AND RENTALS PEED BOO( 198, PAGE 3, AND DEED BC. ' 594), THENCE N 88 

29 SEC W,065.26 FUT VTOL THE LINE TO THE MARK IV PROPERTIES AND REAL N: SET PAGE A CORNER TO THE 
' °PDXES AND RENTALS AND THE REMAINDER TO THE BREWER PROPERTY, THEI .)__ N 86:.. ' IIN .0 SEC W, 1295 64 FEET 

WI II ,IWO LINE TO THE POINT a BEGINNING ....NG AN AREA OP 3,3581144 4 SQUARE FEET 07 11 ACES) 

THIS PAL.L OF LAND WAS SURVEL ALAN JUSTICE ENGINEERING AND SURVEYING INC 
DUNNG THE MONTH .D.EMBEF LL IRON PINS SET ARE REFAR MARKED WITH I.D. CAPS T  BASIS OF B.RING FOR THIS WAS AN 
ADJOINS. TRACT BEARING OFF T.. . ..ST SIDE OF THE MARK IV PROPERTIES AND RENTALS ,IS IS A CLASS B SURVEY AND THE 
UNADJUSTED ERROR OF CLOSURE OF THE ANDOM TRAVERSE WAS I IN 30 941 

IPTCABRrISIISTRFgE PPFAVRTDC°L'IRW-FTrOVITTBSYS TTP,0BILETTITSAEVCCZ EARBALSMPUTITL FARLSVADUBE&VDEBID 
BOOK ,9 PAGE 480 FLEMING COUNT/ CLERK S OFFICE 

BEING THE SAME PROPER, CONVEYED TO RICHARD E LOWE AND DONNA M LOWE, HIS WIFE FROM SHIPLEY BREWER, SINGLE, BY DEED 
DATED DECEMBER 30, 2002, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 213, PAGE 599, FLEMING CCUN, CLERK'S OFPCE 

TRACT NO 3 

THII . Fl OF ' IS A PORTION OF THE SHIRL, BREWER PROPER, LO.TED CN I, HWY 3301 (FLEMING- EECHBURG ROAD) IN FLEMING 
CONTY, NMI HE PARENT TRACT IS ON RECORD IN DEED BOOK 144, PAGE 724, LO.TED IN THE FLEMING COUNT( CLERK'S OFFICE AND 
IS MORE EXACTLY V ERIBED AS FOLLOWS 

BEGINNING AT AN IRON PIN FOUND A CORNER TO THE RICHARD ANO r a OWE PROPER ' D B. PAGE D THE MARK 
IV PROPERTIES (DEED BC, 1. 'AGE 3), THENCE S 02 DEG. 03MIN 06 SI, A mt a3 FEET WI IH IHE ' BROPERTIL, LiNG SAE JASON 
AND CHRISTINA Hk BOOK 20!, PAGE 565 AND DEED 8 2-- PAGE 313), THE GLEN AND , , OM MOORE PROPER TV (D.B. 196, 
PAGE 97), AND 1PROPSRTIES LINE TO AN IRON P A CORNER TO THE MA RI IROPERTIES PROPERTY AND THE 
REMAINDER OF THE 6 R PROPEF ' ED BO. PAG .1, THENCE N 89 DEG. 25 SEC, W, 1331.52 FEET FAITH THE 
BREWER LINE TO AN CORNE NE BREWER PROPER ,, 

3)00
 THE DUANE LOWE PR, IT (DOD BOOK 208, PAGE EAU 

THENCE WI. ,WE PPCPER IT FOR THE FOLLONING CALL: N Of DEG 58 A SEC . I, 93 FEET 10 ANDRON 
PIN FOUND . DEG TEC E, 3012 FEET TO AN IRON PIN FCUND A CORNER TO THF ' OWE .0nERTY AND THE 
RICHARC '. • .T.NE 'NOG EN. 86 DEG. 41 MIN. 20 SEC 

C 
1295.64 FEET WITH THE RIO- ' DC ONE LINE TO 

THE POINT W , NDCO G AN 
UREA

 Cf 1034052.6 
SQUARE

FEET (23.05 ACRES) THIS PARCEL OF LAND WAS SURVEYED BY ALAN 
JUSTICE ENGINEt . AN SURVEYING, INC DURING THE MCNTH OF APRIL 2005. ALL IRON PNS SET ARE 162 REBAR MARKED WGH 

THE BAS 7 SEARING FOR THIS SURVEY WAS A PARENT TRACT BEARING. THIS IS A CLASS A SURVEY AND THE UNADJUSTED ERROR 
OF CLOSURE OF THE RANDOM TRAVERSE WAS 1 1N 191,691. 

BEING THE SAME PROPER, CONVEYED TO RICHARD E LOWE AND DONNA M LOWE, HIS WIFE FROM SHIPLEY BREWER, SINGLE, BY DEED 
DATED JUNE 2, 2005, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 223, PAGE 231, .EMING COUNT/ CLERK'S OFFICE 

TRACT NO 4 

THIS PARCEL CF .ND IS A PORTON CF THE SHIRLEY BREWER ROPER, LOCATED ON KY 
COUNT/CLERK

 FLEMING COUNTS 
MORE

THE 
PARENT TRACT IS ON RECC. N DEED BO. 144 P. 724 LOO. IN THE .EIVING  'S OFFICE AND IS MORE EXACT, 
DESCRIBED $, FOLLOWS 

BEGINNING". .• IRON PIN FC .40 A CORNER TO THE RICHARD AND DONNALOWE PROPERTY PEED BOOK223, PAGE 231) AND THE MARK 
IV 

ER 
THENCE S 02 DEG 00 MIN 00 SEC. W, 402.42 FEET WOH ORE MARK IV PROPERTIES LINE TO AN IRON FIN 

FOLTIV ' 2, '1 PROPERTIES PROPERTY AND HE KENNY AND KAREN HUNT PROPERTY (DEED BOOK 225, PAGE 1250 
THENCE , TEAM A 0 2 32 PEET W,H .E HUM" UNE TO AN !RCN FIN FCUND A CORNER 70 THE HUNT PRO:P."91/3ND 
THE E. AFF:DER CF THE .5 G PROPER, THENCE N 04 DEG. 03 MIN. 04 SEC W,311.59 FEET WOH HE BREWER LINE TO AN IRON 
PIN SES A CORNER TO THE E. . ROPER,' AND THE LOWE PROPERTY; THENCE S MI DEG. 25 MIN. 21 SEC E 446,96 FEET W,H THE LOWE 
LINE TO THE POINT OF BEGA 6 .3 CONTAINING AN AREA OF 16600. SQUARE FEET (3.81 ACRES). 

THIS PARCEL OF D WAS SURVEYED BY ALAN JUSTICE ENGINEERING AND SURVEYING, INC DURING THE MONTH OF APRIL 2007 ALL IRON 
PINS SET ARE 1/2" REBAR MARKED WGH ID, CAPS THE BASIS OF BEARING F. THIS SURVEY WAS ALONG .E SOUTH .ST SIDE OF THE 

RICHARD AND DONNA LOWE PROPER, THIS IS A CLASS A SURVEY AND THE UNADJUSTED ERROR OF CLOSURE OF THE RANDOM TRAVERSE 
WAS 1 IN 156,346. 

BEING T. SAME PROPER, CONVEYED TO RICHARD E LOWE AND DONNA M LOWE, HIS WIFE, FROM SHIRLEY BREWER, SINGLE BY DEED 
DATED SEPTEMBER 14, 2007, AND RECORDED N DEED BOOK 232, PAGE 286, FLEMING COUNT/ CLERK'S OFFICE 

TAX ID NO 056 U601035.03 

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE 

GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR  HEFTS..R 2019, AS FOLLOWS (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 
PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER C68 00 0 035 00 
POSTED PAID $1,195 29 

ASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR .AILAS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 

(NOT A SURV, MATTER) 

EUVA0N BSZBBa swoLIDEALILESZOARBAMLARBA ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 

ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HER.FTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

AJLAIA.1,0EALAL$NRIEH Es aAla INGABI,2[BLRE
(NOT

TEAR,s1 ,0yllsmGAS,C.18 METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE 

DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS CR 0,ER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO .E EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR 
VALUE THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLIO' ROTA SURVEY MATTER) 

THE FAILURE TO CCM P, W,H THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DO.MENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 
ROTA SURVEY MATTER) 

ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN .E LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FCR TRACT IDENTI I.T. ON, AND ARE NOTE° BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY .IS POLIO' (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

MORTGAGE DA. APPL 10, 2014 IN THE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT a $91.84.80, EXECUTED BY RICHARD E LOWE SINGLE IN FAVOR OF 
CCMMUNI TT TRUST DANK, INC, RECORDED APRIL 11, 2014 IN BOOK 35, PAGE 699 ca., PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, 
KENTUOVI. (AFFECTS MOM) 
(NOT A SURVEI MATTER) 

MORTGAGE DA. SEPTEMBER 1A 2007, N THE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT a $11,501CO, aTED BY RICHARD LOWE, AND WIFE, DONNA 
M. LOWE, IN FAVOR OF SHIRLEY BREWER, WITH A MAGIRIN DATE OF APRIL 1, 2010, RECORDED SEPTEMBER 14, 2007 IN BOOK 254, PAGE 
615, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTS KEN,. (AFFECTS TRACT 4) 

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

MORTGAGE DATED APRIL 24, 1995, IN THE PRIN OPAL AMOUNT OF $10402.0, EXECUTED BY RICHARD E LOWE, AND WEE, DONNA M 
LOWE, IN FAVOR OF RALPH E OWENS, AND WIFE, JUNEW OWENS, WITH A MATURITY DARE OF APRIL 24, 1996, RECORDED MAY 5, 1.5 IN 
BOOK 121, P.319, OFF.. PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNT', KENNON. (AFFECTS WO 1) 
ROTA SURV, MATTER) 
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Westwood Professional Services, Inc.

Phone (720) 531-8350 10170 Church Ranch Way, Suite #201
Toll Free (888) 937-5150 Westminster, CO 80021
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LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-17, EFFECTIVE DATE: DECEMBER 23, 2019

OWNER: ROBERT A. LIST AND CYNTHIA G. LIST

A CERTAIN TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND LYING AND BEING IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, AND LYING ON THE WATERS OF FLEMING CREEK
AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A FENCE POST AND STONE ON THE EAST SIDE OF A FARM LANE, COMER TO EDWARD KITCHEN; THENCE WITH SAID FARM LANE
AND KITCHEN'S LINE N 31 DEG. 45' W 83 POLES AND 8 LINKS TO A FENCE POST; IN THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY OF HIGHWAY NO. 57, AND BEING
A COMER TO GEORGE WATERMAN; THENCE WITH SOUTH R/W OF SAID HIGHWAY NO. 57 S 60 DEG. 00' W 39 LINKS TO A FENCE POST, COMER
TO KELLEY AND LYING ON THE WEST SIDE. OF A FARM ROAD; THENCE WITH THE ABOVE ROAD AND KELLEY'S LINE S J1 DEG. 45' E 83 POLES AND
6 LINKS TO A FENCE POST ON THE WEST SIDE OF SAID FARM ROAD; THENCE LEAVING SAID ROAD AND WITH THE LINE OF KELLEY'S S 75 DEG. 45'
W 60 POLES 22 LINKS TO A WILD CHERRY TREE ON THE EAST SIDE OF A COUNTY ROAD; THENCE WITH THE EAST R/W OF COUNTY ROAD S 21
DEG. 45' E 12 POLES 9 LINKS TO A WILD CHERRY; THENCE S 18 DEG. 45' E 40 POLES 10 LINKS; S 18 DEG. 15' E 36 POLES 9 LINKS; S 15 DEG. 30' E 12
POLES 12 LINKS; S 19 DEG. 00' E 36 POLES 9 LINKS TO A FENCE POST; THENCE S 16 DEG. 45' E 49 POLES 23 LINKS TO A BOX ELDER ON THE
NORTH SIDE OF FLEMING CREEK S 01 DEG. 15' W 4 POLES 6 LINKS TO THREE ASH TREES ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF SAID CREEK; CORNER TO
BROOKS DILLION AND ALEXANDERS; THENCE WITH THE LINE OF ALEXANDERS S 53 DEG. 30' E 2 POLES TO DELMAR EARLS LINE IN ALL 4 POLES, 4
LINKS TO A STAKE; THENCE WITH THE LINE OF DELMAR EARLS S 60 DEG. 15' E 23 POLES 20 LINKS TO A WILLOW TREE; THENCE N 80 DEG. 30' E 22
POLES 9 LINKS; N 81 DEG. 15' E 29 POLES 9 LINKS TO A HICKORY, THENCE N 29 DEG. 15' E 4 POLES 2  LINKS; N 15 DEG. 00' E 9 POLES 9 LINKS TO
A LOCUST ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF CREEK; THENCE N 75 DEG. 30' E 10 POLES 12 LINKS; N 53 DEG. 00' E 3 POLES 7 LINKS; N 71 DEG. 45' E 4 POLES
11 LINKS  TO A FENCE POST  WEST OF A LARGE BOX ELDER; THENCE CROSSING CREEK N 03 DEG. 00 W 6 POLES 23 LINKS TO A FENCE POST ON
THE NORTH SIDE OF CREEK BY A LARGE ELM AND A ROCK FENCE; THENCE N 61 DEG. 15' E 23 POLES 7 LINKS TO A FENCE POST; THENCE N 61
DEG. 30' E 42 POLES 9 LINKS TO A STONE CORNER TO EMMONS; THENCE WITH THE LINE OF EMMONS N 02 DEG. 00' W 185 POLES 12 LINKS TO
A LARGE WILD CHERRY, CORNER TO EDWARD KITCHEN; THENCE WITH THE LINE OF EDWARD KITCHEN S 74 DEG. 00' W 149 POLES 15 LINKS TO
THE PLACE OF BEGINNING, AND CONTAINING 230 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

THERE IS EXCEPTED THEREFROM AND NOT CONVEYED HEREWITH THE FOLLOWING REAL ESTATE WHICH WAS CONVEYED TO ALGER TESTER
AND IRENE TESTER, HIS WIFE, BY DEED FROM RUSSELL ZORNES AND CATHRYN ZORNES, HIS WIFE, DATED THE 2TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1985,
AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 160, PAGE 767, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE:

A CERTAIN HOUSE AND TRACT OF LAND LYING OR SITUATED ON THE EAST SIDE OF COUNTY ROAD NO. 5038, MURPHY LANE, 0.5 MILE SOUTH
OF KY. HWY. NO.  57, THE  CARMEL ROAD, IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY AND MORE SPECIFICALLY DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A 1/2 INCH RE-BAR IN THE EAST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF MURPHY LANE, SAID POINT BEING 15 FEET FROM THE CENTER OF SAID
ROAD AND ALSO BEING A NEW COMER TO RUSSELL AND CATHRYN ZORNES, (THE PARENT TRACT), CONVEYANCE OF SAID ZORNES' PROPERTY
RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 140, PAGE 508, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE; THENCE WITH SAID ZORNES' LINE FOR THE FOLLOWING CALLS:

NORTH 73 DEG. 05 MIN. 34 SEC. EAST, 188.23 FEEL TO A 1/2 INCH RE-BAR; THENCE SOUTH 14 DEG. 38 MIN. 54 SEC. EAST, 163.68 FEET TO A 1/2
INCH RE-BAR; THENCE SOUTH 74 DEG. 05 MIN. 12 SEC. WEST, 190.94 FEET TO A 1/2 INCH RE-BAR IN THE AFORESAID RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF
MURPHY LANE; THENCE ALONG SAID RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE NORTH 13 DEG. 38 MIN. 39 SEC. WEST, 160.50 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING,
CONTAINING 0.705 ACRE.

BEING THE SAME PROPERTY, LESS THE EXCEPTION, CONVEYED ONE-HALF (1/2) TO O. TODD FRYMAN AND LISA LEE FRYMAN, HIS WIFE, AND
ONE-HALF (1/2) TO DONALD LEE AND JUNE A. LEE, HIS WIFE, BY DEED DATED MAY 17, 1990, FROM RUSSELL ZORNES AND CATHRYN ZORNES,
HIS WIFE, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 169, PAGE 489; ALSO BEING THE SAME PROPERTY, LESS THE EXCEPTION, THAT DONALD LEE AND JUNE
A. LEE, HIS WIFE, CONVEYED THEIR ONE-HALF (1/2) INTEREST TO O. TODD FRYMAN AND LISA LEE FRYMAN, BY DEED DATED FEBRUARY 17, 1995,
AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 181, PAGE 692; AND ALSO BEING THE SAME PROPERTY, LESS THE EXCEPTION, IN WHICH LISA LEE FRYMAN
CONVEYED HER ONE-HALF (1/2) INTEREST TO  O. TODD FRYMAN,  BY DEED DATED MARCH 14, 2001 AND  RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 206, PAGE
452, ALL OF RECORD IN THE FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

TAX ID NO.: 058-00-00-015.00

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1. GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

      PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 058-00-00-015.00

AMOUNT DUE: $2,260.25

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE
LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR
VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

9. REAL ESTATE MORTGAGE DATED MAY 24, 2007, IN THE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF $250,000.00, EXECUTED BY ROBERT LIST AND WIFE,
CYNTHIA LIST, IN FAVOR OF THE BANK OF KENTUCKY, INC., RECORDED JUNE 7, 2007 IN BOOK 251, PAGE 651, FLEMING COUNTY COURT
CLERK, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY; AS AMENDED BY RETAIL MODIFICATION AGREEMENT, INCLUDING MORTGAGE DATED JUNE 20, 2017,
EXTENDING THE MATURITY DATE TO JUNE 20, 2032, RECORDED JULY 21, 2017 IN BOOK 344, PAGE 171, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK,
FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.  (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

10. EASEMENT DATED JUNE 15, 1992, GRANTED BY DONALD LEE AND WIFE JUNE LEE AND TODD FRYMAN AND WIFE, LISA FRYMAN TO
FLEMING COUNTY WATER ASSOCIATION, RECORDED DECEMBER 8, 1992 IN BOOK 17, PAGE 112, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK, FLEMING
COUNTY, KENTUCKY. (SHOWN HEREON)

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-32, EFECITVE DATE: JUNE 30, 2020

OWNER: RICHARD E. LOWE

TRACTS 1-4:

QUIT CLAIM DEED DATED JULY 2, 2009, RECORDED AUGUST 21, 2008 IN DEED BOOK 238, PAGE 142, OFFICIAL RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY,
KENTUCKY.

TRACT 1:

DEED DATED MAY 24, 1994, RECORDED MAY 26, 1994 IN DEED BOOK 179, PAGE 480, OFFICIAL RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.

TRACT 2:

DEED DATED DECEMBER 30, 2002, RECORDED DECEMBER 30, 2002 IN DEED BOOK 213, PAGE 599, OFFICIAL RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY,
KENTUCKY.

TRACT 3:

DEED DATED JUNE 2, 2005, RECORDED JUNE 2, 2005 IN DEED BOOK 223,  PAGE 231, OFFICIAL RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY

TRACT 4:

DEED DATED SEPTEMBER 14, 2007, AND RECORDED SEPTEMBER 14, 2007 IN DEED BOOK 232, PAGE 286, OFFICIAL RECORDS, FLEMING
COUNTY, KENTUCKY.

THE LAND REFERRED TO IN THIS COMMITMENT IS LOCATED IN THE COUNTY OF FLEMING, STATE OF KENTUCKY, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

EXHIBIT A

TRACT NO. I:

PARCEL NO. 1: BEGINNING IN THE CENTER OF A LANE AT THE SOUTH EAST CORNER OF THE MAGOWAN FARM; THENCE WITH THIS LINE WEST
22 POLES AND 11 LINKS TO A SET STONE; THENCE S 10 W 21 POLES TO A SET STONE; THENCE S 8 E 28 POLES TO MIDDLE OF ROAD 14 LINKS
BACK FROM A SET STONE; THENCE WITH SAID LANE N 18 E 18 POLES AND 2 LINKS TO THE BEGINNING. CONTAINING THREE AND
ONE-QUARTER 0-1/4) ACRES.

NOTE: REFERENCE WAS MADE TO A CERTAIN DEED IN THIS TRACT'S CHAIN OF TITLE DATED 04-18-07, AT DEED BOOK 70, PAGE 308, FOR
CORRECTIONS TO CERTAIN CALLS IN THE IMMEDIATELY PRECEDING DEED IN THIS CHAIN.

PARCEL NO. 2: A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND LYING ON THE WATERS OF FLEMING CREEK IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY AND BOUNDED AS
FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT N.W. CORNER OF MRS. MADDOX'S HOUSE LOT & IN LINE OF JOHN CALDWELL LAND; THENCE N 86-3/4 W 51-2/10 POLES TO A
SET STONE; THENCE S 9-7/8 E 58 POLES TO A NEW STONE UNDER THE FENCE AND CORNER TO THE LANDS RETAINED BY FIRST PARTY; THENCE
A NEW LINE S 86-3/4 E 84-6/10 POLES TO CENTER OF PIKE; THENCE WITH SAME N 18 W 42-2/10 POLES TO A STAKE ON CENTER OF PIKE
CORNER TO HOUSE LOT; THENCE WITH LINES OF SAME S 85 W 28-4/10 POLES; S 4-5/8 W 21-3/10 POLES TO THE BEGINNING. CONTAINING 25
ACRES.

NOTE: REFERENCE WAS MADE TO A CERTAIN DEED IN THIS TRACT'S CHAIN OF TITLE DATED 02-19, AT DEED  BOOK 83, PAGE 255, FOR
CORRECTIONS TO CERTAIN CALLS IN THE IMMEDIATELY PRECEDING DEED IN THIS CHAIN.

BEING THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED TO RICHARD E. LOWE AND DONNA LOWE, HUSBAND AND WIFE, FROM HOUSTON DUFF, WIDOWER,
ET ALS, BY DEED DATED MAY 24, 1994, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 179, PAGE 480, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

TRACT NO. 2:

THIS PARCEL OF LAND IS A PORTION OF THE SHIRLEY BREWER PROPERTY LOCATED ON KY HWY 3304 IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY. THE
PARENT TRACT IS ON RECORD IN DEED BOOK 144, PAGE 724 LOCATED IN THE FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE AND IS MORE EXACTLY
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT AN IRON PIN SET A CORNER TO THE REMAINDER OF THE SHIRLEY BREWER PROPERTY AND THE DUANE LOWE PROPERTY (DEED
BOOK 208, PAGE 691); THENCE WITH THE LOWE LINE FOR THE FOLLOWING CALLS; THENCE N 05 DEG. 56 MIN. 32 SEC. E, 1069.26 FEET TO AN
IRON PIN FOUND; THENCE N 00 DEG. 32 MIN. 15 SEC. E, 668.13 FEET TO AN IRON PIN FOUND A CORNER TO THE LOWE PROPERTY AND THE
DAVID AND MARY LINDBERG PROPERTY (DEED BOOK 164, PAGE 664); THENCE S 88 DEG. 36 MIN. 46 SEC. E, 63,13 FEET WITH THE LINDBERG
LINE TO AN IRON PIN SET A CORNER TO THE LINDBERG PROPERTY AND THE MICHAEL HILL PROPERTY (DEED BOOK 210, PAGE 200); THENCE S
86 DEG. 20 MIN. 39 SEC. E, 834.81 FEET WITH THE HILL LINE TO AN IRON PIN SET A CORNER TO THE HILL PROPERTY AND THE MICHAEL AND
LINDA HILL PROPERTY (DEED BOOK 192, PAGE 52); THENCE WITH THE MICHAEL AND LINDA HILL LINE FOR THE FOLLOWING CALLS; THENCE S.
84 DEG. 12 MIN. 39 SEC. E 497.54 FEET TO AN IRON PIN SET; THENCE S 87 DEG. 08 MIN. 53 SEC. E, 384.21 FEET TO AN IRON PIN SET A CORNER
TO THE HILL PROPERTY AND THE RICHARD AND DONNA LOWE PROPERTY (DEED BOOK 179, PAGE 480); THENCE S 09 DEG. 03 MIN. 12 SEC. E,
954.01 FEET WITH THE LOWE LINE TO AN IRON PIN SET A CORNER TO THE LOWE PROPERTY AND THE ROBERT MARSHALL PROPERTY (DEED
BOOK 115, PAGE 325); THENCE S 08 DEG. 40 MIN 01 SEC. E, 772.62 FEET WITH MARSHALL LINE TO AN IRON PIN SET A CORNER TO THE
MARSHALL PROPERTY AND THE MARK IV PROPERTIES AND RENTALS (DEED BOOK 189, PAGE 3, AND DEED BOOK 201, PAGE 594); THENCE N 88
DEG. 17 MIN. 29 SEC. W, 865.26 FEET WITH THE LINE TO THE MARK IV PROPERTIES AND RENTALS TO AN IRON PIN SET A CORNER TO THE
MARK IV PROPERTIES AND RENTALS AND THE REMAINDER TO THE BREWER PROPERTY; THENCE N 86 DEG. 47 MIN. 20 SEC. W, 1295.64 FEET
WITH THE BREWER LINE TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING CONTAINING AN AREA OF 3,358,714.4 SQUARE FEET (77.11 ACRES).

THIS PARCEL OF LAND WAS SURVEYED BY ALAN JUSTICE ENGINEERING AND SURVEYING, INC.

DURING THE MONTH OF DECEMBER 2002. ALL IRON PINS SET AREREBAR MARKED WITH I.D. CAPS. THE BASIS OF BEARING FOR THIS WAS AN
ADJOINERS TRACT BEARING OFF THE NORTH EAST SIDE OF THE MARK IV PROPERTIES AND RENTALS. THIS IS A CLASS B SURVEY AND THE
UNADJUSTED ERROR OF CLOSURE OF THE RANDOM TRAVERSE WAS I IN 30,947.

THE ABOVE DESCRIBED PROPERTY DOES NOT HAVE ACCESS TO A PUBLIC ROADWAY AND THE SOLE MEANS OF INGRESS AND EGRESS TO THE
PROPERTY IS THROUGH PROPERTY CURRENTLY OWNED BY THE PARTIES OF THE SECOND PART AS MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED IN DEED
BOOK 179, PAGE 480, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

BEING THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED TO RICHARD E. LOWE AND DONNA M. LOWE, HIS WIFE, FROM SHIRLEY BREWER, SINGLE, BY DEED
DATED DECEMBER 30, 2002, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 213, PAGE 599, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

TRACT NO. 3

THIS PARCEL OF LAND IS A PORTION OF THE SHIRLEY BREWER PROPERTY LOCATED ON KY. HWY. 3301 (FLEMING-BEECHBURG ROAD) IN FLEMING
COUNTY, KENTUCKY. THE PARENT TRACT IS ON RECORD IN DEED BOOK 144, PAGE 724, LOCATED IN THE FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE AND
IS MORE EXACTLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT AN IRON PIN FOUND A CORNER TO THE RICHARD AND DONNA LOWE PROPERTY (DEED BOOK 213, PAGE 599) AND THE MARK
IV PROPERTIES (DEED BOOK 189, PAGE 3); THENCE S 02 DEG. 00 MIN. 00 SEC. W, 732.43 FEET WITH THE MARK IV PROPERTIES LINE, THE JASON
AND CHRISTINA HAMM LINE (DEED BOOK 201, PAGE 565 AND DEED B. 215, PAGE 313), THE GLEN AND GOLDIE MOORE PROPERTY (D.B. 196,
PAGE 97), AND THE OTHER MARK IV PROPERTIES LINE TO AN IRON PIN SET A CORNER TO THE MARK IV PROPERTIES PROPERTY AND THE
REMAINDER OF THE SHIRLEY BREWER PROPERTY (DEED BOOK 144, PAGE 724); THENCE N 89 DEG. 25 MIN. 21 SEC, W, 1337.52 FEET WITH THE
BREWER LINE TO AN IRON PIN SET A CORNER TO THE BREWER PROPERTY AND THE DUANE LOWE PROPERTY (DEED BOOK 208, PAGE 691);
THENCE WITH THE LINE OF THE DUANE LOWE PROPERTY FOR THE FOLLOWING CALLS: N 04 DEG. 58 MIN. 39 SEC. E, 763.90 FEET TO AN IRON
PIN FOUND; THENCE N 05 DEG. 56 MIN. 32 SEC. E, 30.22 FEET TO AN IRON PIN FOUND A CORNER TO THE DUANE LOWE PROPERTY AND THE
RICHARD AND DONNA LOWE PROPERTY; THENCE S 86 DEG. 47 MIN. 20 SEC. E, 1295.64 FEET WITH THE RICHARD AND DONNA LOWE LINE TO
THE POINT OF BEGINNING CONTAINING AN AREA OF 1004052.6 SQUARE FEET (23.05 ACRES). THIS PARCEL OF LAND WAS SURVEYED BY ALAN
JUSTICE ENGINEERING AND SURVEYING, INC. DURING THE MONTH OF APRIL 2005. ALL IRON PINS SET ARE  REBAR MARKED WITH
I.D. CAPS. THE BASIS OF BEARING FOR THIS SURVEY WAS A PARENT TRACT BEARING. THIS IS A CLASS A SURVEY AND THE UNADJUSTED ERROR
OF CLOSURE OF THE RANDOM TRAVERSE WAS 1 IN 192,692.

BEING THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED TO RICHARD E. LOWE AND DONNA M. LOWE, HIS WIFE, FROM SHIRLEY BREWER, SINGLE, BY DEED
DATED JUNE 2, 2005, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 223,  PAGE 231, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

TRACT NO. 4

THIS PARCEL OF LAND IS A PORTION OF THE SHIRLEY BREWER PROPERTY LOCATED ON KY. HWY. 3301 IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY. THE
PARENT TRACT IS ON RECORD IN DEED BOOK 144, PAGE 724, LOCATED IN THE FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE AND IS MORE EXACTLY
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT AN IRON PIN FOUND A CORNER TO THE RICHARD AND DONNA LOWE PROPERTY (DEED BOOK 223,  PAGE 231) AND THE MARK
IV PROPERTIES (D.B. 189, PAGE 3); THENCE S 02 DEG. 00 MIN. 00 SEC. W, 402.42 FEET WITH THE MARK IV PROPERTIES LINE TO AN IRON PIN
FOUND A CORNER TO THE MARK IV PROPERTIES PROPERTY AND THE KENNY AND KAREN HUNT PROPERTY (DEED BOOK 225, PAGE 725);
THENCE N 85 DEG. 46 MIN. 19 SEC. W, 407.32 FEET WITH THE HUNT LINE TO AN IRON PIN FOUND A CORNER TO THE HUNT PROPERTY AND
THE REMAINDER OF THE SHIRLEY BREWER PROPERTY; THENCE N 04 DEG. 03 MIN. 04 SEC. W, 377.59 FEET WITH THE BREWER LINE TO AN IRON
PIN SET A CORNER TO THE BREWER PROPERTY AND THE LOWE PROPERTY; THENCE S 89 DEG. 25 MIN. 21 SEC. E, 446,96 FEET WITH THE LOWE
LINE TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING CONTAINING AN AREA OF 166003.5 SQUARE FEET (3.81 ACRES).

THIS PARCEL OF LAND WAS SURVEYED BY ALAN JUSTICE ENGINEERING AND SURVEYING, INC. DURING THE MONTH OF APRIL 2007. ALL IRON
PINS SET ARE '1/2" REBAR MARKED WITH I.D, CAPS. THE BASIS OF BEARING FOR THIS SURVEY WAS ALONG THE SOUTH EAST SIDE OF THE

RICHARD AND DONNA LOWE PROPERTY. THIS IS A CLASS A SURVEY AND THE UNADJUSTED ERROR OF CLOSURE OF THE RANDOM TRAVERSE
WAS 1 IN 156,346.

BEING THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED TO RICHARD E. LOWE AND DONNA M. LOWE, HIS WIFE, FROM SHIRLEY BREWER, SINGLE, BY DEED
DATED SEPTEMBER 14, 2007, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 232, PAGE 286, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

TAX ID NO.: 058-00-00-035.00

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1. GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 058-00-00-035.00

      POSTED PAID: $1,195.29

2.  EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE
LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR
VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY.  (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

9. MORTGAGE DATED APRIL 10, 2014, IN THE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF $91,484.00, EXECUTED BY RICHARD E. LOWE, SINGLE,  IN FAVOR OF
COMMUNITY TRUST BANK, INC., RECORDED APRIL 11, 2014 IN BOOK 315, PAGE 698, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY,
KENTUCKY. (AFFECTS TRACT 2)

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

10. MORTGAGE DATED SEPTEMBER 14, 2007, IN THE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF $14,500.00, EXECUTED BY RICHARD E. LOWE, AND WIFE, DONNA
M. LOWE, IN FAVOR OF SHIRLEY BREWER, WITH A MATURITY DATE OF APRIL 1, 2010,  RECORDED SEPTEMBER 14, 2007 IN BOOK 254, PAGE
615, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY. (AFFECTS TRACT  4)

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

11. MORTGAGE DATED APRIL 24, 1995, IN THE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF $100,000.00, EXECUTED BY RICHARD E. LOWE, AND WIFE, DONNA M.
LOWE, IN FAVOR OF RALPH E. OWENS, AND WIFE, JUNE W. OWENS, WITH A MATURITY DATE OF APRIL 24, 1996, RECORDED MAY 5, 1995 IN
BOOK 121, PAGE 319, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY. (AFFECTS TRACT 1)

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

ROBERT A. LIST AND CYNTHIA G. LIST

RICHARD E. LOWE



DONOHOO RAPP PROPERTIES, LLC, A KENTUCKY 
LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

TITLE CCNINIAMENT NO304387NCT-28, EFFECTIVE DATE JULY 1, 2020 

OWNER DON.00 RAPP PROPERTIES, LLC, A KENTUCIA TINNED LIABILIE COMPANY 

TR.T 1 

LYING AND BEING IN FLEMING COUNT', KENTLICIA, AND DESCRIBED AND BOUNDED AS FOLLOWS, TO-WIT 

BEGINNING IN CENTER OF WILSON RUN -TURNPIKE, AND CORNER TO JORDAN, THENCE WNH THE JORDAN LINE S SIPA E 10 6 RODS TO A 
POST THENCE 62E ROOS, S 57 E 4 ROOS,S 21 RAF 584 RODS SHIM E 844 ROOS, S RPM E 64 S  68 RODS TO AN ELTA ON SOUTH 
SIDE OF BRANCH, THENCE CROSSING BRANCH N ZS% E 196 RODS TO AN ELM, THENCE S 4673E 208RODS TON POST, THENCE S 65 E 16 65 
RODS TON TH. I TO- ,ENCE E 904 RODS TON POST, CORNER TO JORD ' -ON, THENCE W,H THE DALTON LINE 
N LL E 0 18 RC ' . E S RODS TG • "OST, THENCE SKY, 493 . D. ST, THENCE S 70E L 058 RODS 

BEING THE SAME PROPEF . T:( TED TO WILLI. B GRAY AND VENICE GRAY, FROM ALICE SAUNDERS, WIDOW ET AL , BY DEED DATED 
FEBRUARY 1950, ARID RECO ' DEED B0.107, PAGE 466 FLEMING CONIN GLOMS OFFICE WILLIAM 6 GRAY DIED ON JUNE 26, 1991, 
L.VING EUNICE M GRAY - SOLE OWNER OF THE PROPERTY PURSUANT 101HE SURVIVORSHIP PROVISION IN SAID DEED EUNICE M. GRAY 
DIED TESTATE ON JU, 23, 2LLA GIVING THE EXECUTOR THE POWEF L REAL ESTATE SEE WILL RECORDED IN WILL BOOK 9, PAGE 420, 
FLEMING COUNT/ CLERK'S OF 

TR.T 2 

A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND . A BEING IN FLEMING ACUNI. KEN1UCKY, AND BEGINNING IN THE CENTER OF THE WILSON RUN 
TURNPIKE AND CORNER TO I NEWMANS TRACT, THEW T WITH THE NEWMANS LNES, S ECP EAST 27 68 RODS SOUTH 761EAST 21.92 
RODS, SOUTH 2333TEAST 22: RODS THENCE SOUTH 83.1 L.5 33 68 ROOS; SOUTH 3516. EAST 4 RODS, SOUTH 8146. EAST 18 RC. DOA 
GATE POST, THENCE SOUIN SEW .ST 46 RODS TO A POST, TT :NCE LEAVING ROADWAY, NORTH 3364' EAST 106 RODS, NOR, 11' EAST 
19 12 RODS, NOR, 10 INT .ST 206 RODS, NORTH C EAST RCOS TO A POST, CORNER TO NEWMAN, THENCE NORTH OMR WEST 
96 64 RODS TO A POST, THENCE NORTH 66. WES, 2 RODS TO AN ELM; ',ENGEM:11TH 40 WEST 452 RODS DOA WILD CHERRY, THENCE 
SOUTH 3693.  NEST 176 RODS TO A LOCUST, THENCE NOR, 3543. NEST 1176 RODS TO CENTER OF WILSON RUN ROAD, ,ENCE DOWN 
THE SAME ',RC, "ATE CENTER, SOUTH 14. WEST 11 64 ODS, SOUTH 32N. WES. RODS, SOUTH 37%. WEST 10 RODS, SOUTH 2964' 
WEST ' SO2 IH 93INT WEST 21 32 RODS TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 56 ACRES, MORE OR LESS BEI. THE SAME PROPER, 
CCNVI . a C "EUNICE GRAY HIS WIFE, FROM ESTL£ NEWSOME AND VERNA WOLLE NEWSOME, HIS NA FE, BY DEED DATED 
DECU IE-- . ED IN DUO BOOK ILL, PAGE 2 4, FLEMING COUNT( CLERICS OFEICE TMLLIATA B GR. DIED ON JUNE 26, 

OWNER OF THE PROPER, PURSUAN,0 THE SURVIVORSHIP PROVISION IN SAID DEED EUNICE M 

420, FLEXING COLIN, CLERKS OFFICE 
(ZING THE EXECUTOR THE POWER TO SELL REAL ESTATE. SEE WILL RECORDED IN WILL BOOKS, PAGE 

TRACT 3 

A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND LYING AND BEING IN FLEMING COUNT', KENTLICI,AND MORE PARTICULARLY DES.IBED AS FOLLOWS 

BEGINNING IN THE FENCE LINE OF SECOND PARTIES FARM CORNER TO HAROLD HIMES AND VVIFE AND THE PROPER, CONVEYED BY THIS 
DEED, THENCE IN A GENE.L SOUTHERLY DIRECTION FOLLOWING ,E HIMES FROPER, LI' E 20INT CC: R TO BET, HNNUN'S 
PROPER, THENCE NT AN APPROXIMATE RIGHT ANGLE FOLLOWING ,E PROPER, LINE OF BET,] " ' F. (NELL AND FIRST PARTIES 
OTHER PROPERTY WHICH IS NOT BEING CONVEYED, TO DON HAMM'S PROPER, LI., THENCE IN . IRRAL NORTHERLY DIRECTION 
FOLLOWING DON HAMM'S PROPER, LINE TO SECOND PARTIES OTHER PROPER, THENCE FOLLOWN( LCOND PARTIES OTHER PROPER, 
LINE FOLLOWIN GA GENERAL WESTER, AND NORTHWESTER, COURSE TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAININE 55 ACRES, MORE OR LESS 

GARILINER,' HSISWnFARXERED DATEMARON24ILIr79,AEDRECORDEDD'INDEEDBRCOVITU8,PAFGE 2TICO,MFLENIINGUCOUGNAWDCLERKTOOFICE 'A

WILK./ B GRAY DIED ON JUNE 26, 1991, LEAVING EUNICE M GRAY AS SOLE OWNER OF ,E PROPER, PURSUANT. THE SURVIVORSHIP 
PROVISION IN SAID DEED EUNICE M GRAY DIED TESTATE ON JULY 23, 2019, GIVING THE EXECUTOR THE POWER TO SELL REAL ESTATE SEE 
WILL RECORDED IN WILL BOOK 9, PAGE 420, FLEMING COUNT/ CLERK'S OFFICE 

TAX ID NO 059 00 00 01000 

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT ,E PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE 

1 GENERAL AVES AND ASSESSNIMTS FOR THE FIS.L YEAR 2019,AS FOLLOWS (NOTE SURVEY MATTER) 
PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER, 059-0000-010 00 
POSTED PAID: $1,42538 

2 EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NO,HOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 
(NOTN SURVEY MATTER) 

3 DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA. ENCROACHMENTS A. ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE (NOTN SURVEY MATTER) 

4 ANY LIEN CR RIGH,0 A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY 
(T :TN SURVEY MATTER) 

5 'N.I NRIERATTVIARDNENOGNAQZZTEEsQUIV ANACOAEME,LLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER CR ON THE 

6 DEFECTS B.NCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN ,E PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
NTT, SHESEOHEN,0 THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO ,E DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR 
VALU THE ESTATE CR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLIO/ (NOT A SU.. MATTER) 

7 THE FAILURE TO COMPLY NA TH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 
(NOT A SU. .MATTER) 

ANDREW WOODSON GRAHAM SHERRI GRIFFITH 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

TALE COMMITMENT NO304387NCT-20, EFFECT. DATE JULY 1, 2020 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

TELE CCNININMENT NO304387NCT 36 EFFECTIVE DATE JULY 1 2020 

OWNER DCNOHOO.PP PROPERTIES, LTC A KENTUCKY LIMITED LIABILIA COMPANY OWNER SHERRI GRIFFI, 

A CERTAIN TRACT CR PARCEL OF .ND OING AND BEING IN FLEMING COUNT', KENTUCKY ON THE NORTH SIDE OF THE MT TRACT NO 1 
.RMEL-FOXPORT ROAD AND BEING MORE P.TICU.RLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 

LO.TED ON THE BEECHBURG ROAD (ALSO KNOWN AS HUSS, PIKE AND KENTUCKY HIGHWAY NO 402) ABOUT FOUR (4) MILES NORTH.ST 
BEGINNING AT A 1. STEEL REBNR KUNO ,I1 SUMO WITH PLASTIC .P 5- - " ' "PROPER, CORNER. ROY OF FLENIINGSBURG FLEMING COUNT', KENTUCKY, AND BEING MORE PARTICU.RLY DES.IBED AS FOLLOWS, TO-WIT 

REBER (FOUND THIS SURAT, W DH ,ASTIC 6 . (TER, CORNER. ROY A WRIGHT PLS . . 'HENCE S 

CORNER TO FREDDIE P. . . H . TH SAID APPLEGATE THE FOLLONANG FOUR .LLS N 3.13.13. W DIS.NCE 
OF 21616 OAR  e 

Si 
. LW-. WITH PLASTIC .P STAMPED PROPER, CORNER, ROY A WRIGHT PLS 2808, 

THENCE S 63.35.12. W • , TO A W. STEEL REBNR EOUND THIS SURVEY) W, PLASTIC CAn sTALAPED PROPER, 
CORNER, 

CAPE CT. WRIGH . N 62.03.24. W A DISTANCE OF .3 2 TO 16.  STEEL REBAR (FOUND THIS SURVEY) WNH 
P.STC CAP AROPEF .. EN ROY A WRIGHT PLS 280S, ENS S 56•04AAW A DISTANCE Of 83 31.10 A IN' STEEL REBNR 
(FOUND 1I1 .1, P. II. . 1 PIPED PROPERA CORNER, ROY A WRIGHT PIE -- CENTER OF K 14 IN 

OR,

RIGHT LT WA  91C PG 28 THENCE WOH SAID NORTH RIGHT OF 11 j . 14 THE FIX1OWIN y IRE .LLS N 
43.3726. ' OF t708/' TO A POINT ON SURVEY (NO MONUMENT SE, . N 39.48 WA DISTANCE OF .88 TO AN 
IRON PIN LLL I IHIS SUILVEY), 'HENCE WI, A CURVE TURNING TO THE LEFT NA -  . G-  35 

WONT' 
RADII OF 1181 70 

WI, A CHG' 3F• - NG OF N 50.2121. W WI, A CHORD LENGTH OF 222 . . MONUMENT SET), THENCE N 

ARC LE . H OF . WOH A .DIUS OF 1201 70 WNH A CHORD BE . . n• 1 1 :HORDE LENGTH OF 35 65 TO AN 
R. PI sET ,IS SURVEY) IN THE WEST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 612/,' THENCE WITH SAID RIGHT OF 
WAY LI THE FOLLOWING NINETEEN .LLS N Q.5298. E ADEN . . . P011 . .3 MONUMENT SET) THENCE 

IRON EET TINT VII4.12 THENCE N26.581]'E A DINANN Cr OJ N (SET N „ THENCE N 19.05.0. EA 
DI.AN, JF A PONT CAI ARP INOMONUMEN1 SETT, T NI, CURVE TURN NG TO ,E oT WOH AN .C LENGTH 
OF 125 • WI IS OF 5 • PATH NCH= BEARING. N 25.4.12. E WOH A CHORD ENG. OF 0 A POINT ON SURVQ 
(NO M6 IF 4ENCE . sz.63.63. F A DISTANCE Of 13.83. 1( fr ON SURVEY (NO 1,1 IEN QENCE WOH A CURVE 
TURNN, . RG PP, AN . F .. 1H OF 107 87,11N AR O BWHA CHORE ;r 43.47.3. E WOHE 

PIN (SET THIS SURVEY), 114: Es.: r- A DISTANCE CO 166`•° NI PIN OE 1 THIS SURYCO, 1E6 38.14 55 

CA 159 , JAN IRON poi (sr , CORNER 10 WIC, RANDALL MEADOWS a 206, PG 5271, THENCE WOE JEWS E 
FOLLON TWO CALLS S 07. 19.49. WA DI( NOE OF 1167 89 TOM IRON PIN (SE,HIS SURVEN IN CORNER POSE 

N.
66.0209. E 

A DISTA —OF 144 38 TO THE PONT OF BE. 

THE ABOVE DESCRIBED PARCEL CON SR 5. .ES AS SURVEYED ROY A WRIGHT  SURTENING, AWE 26, SMALL 
IRON PINS SET THIS SURVEY ARE F WR WI, AN ORANGE PLASTIC NP STAMPED. RC/ A ,WRGNI PLS. MC. ALL 
BEARINGS STATED HERIN A. OF ' OR SL 'EY OF MICHAEL A ...HES PROPER, BY ROI WRIGHT RS, MAP 15, KOS, USING 
FOUND IRON PINS AS SHOWN HERE: 

THE ABOVE DES.IBED IS SUBJECT TO L RIGHT OF N . A EN °NTS WHE,ER SHOWN HEREIN IX NOT. BONG A PART 
OF THE SAME LAND CORNERED'. R( I LLER S . . NALD END WEE, BY DEED DATED 1lLY 2219]; AND 
RECORDED N DEED BOCK 134, PAGE 249, R.N. N MILLER REA ' w °ROTH', K MILLER, ON FEBRUARY 1. 197. DOROTHY 
K MILLER DIED ON JULY10,2cco, LEAVING ROSCOE N MILLER A SIN. LE ORLON ON THE DATE OF HIS DEA, CN MAR. 27, 201. ALL OF 
RECORD IN THE FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE 

TAX ID NO 060 .03-036.03 

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE 

1 GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR HE FIS.L YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS (NOTE SURVEY MATTER) 
PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 68609-60-095.09 
POSTED PAID $333 95 

2 .SEMENTS, CTN. OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR C OF PAR S IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 
(NOT N SU.. MATTER) 

.. TIE 

3 DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS N BOUNDARY LNES, A NA AN N CA MN AN AN A W A V ANEY AND 
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE (NOTN SURVEY MATTER) 

4 ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE CR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS NT DATE OF POLICY 
,NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

5 ANY AND ALL 
LAND AND ALL 

INTERE
RIGHTS P 

ST IN AND 
TONIHERETO 

OF THE WA
OT

ER, OR OIL GS, COAL METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE 
ERTAINING T (N N SURVEY MATTER) 

6 DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR 
BUT PRIOR

IF ANY, FIRST APP.RING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ING SUBSEQUENT TO ,E EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DNB.. PROPOSED INSURED AC.IRES OF RECORD, FCR 

8 ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFI.T. ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE VALUE,THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR LA ORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT SURVEY MATTER) 
CONSTRUED AS AVIV PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED IN THIS POLICY (NOTE SURVEY MATTER) 

FIG

ACV NC., COLLATERAL MORTGAGE DATED OCTOBER 2. 2019, IN THE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF $334,284 00, EXECUTED BY DON OHO° 
RAPP PROPERTIES, Lc AN OHIO LIMITED LIABILI, COMPANY, IN FAVOR CF FARM CREDIT MID-AMER., FL., A CORPORATION, WNH
MATURITY DATE OF APRIL 1, 2028, RECORDED NOVEMBER 4 2019 IN BOCK 365, PAGE 341, OFFIOAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNT', 
KENTUCKY 

..DA ERVEN MATTER) 

10 OUNT OF 143000000 EXECUTED BY DON CH 00 
aP TP2g-RWItlink, ' ',,c-I'llg GLr'Orgli rl'ADBN°4 -t4o2AVT 2'1',/(VgrAZ ALgli ID-ANWRIC4 riceee. ooKE0KATIoN, 

wwN 

MAll 'ATP OF FEBRUARY 1, 2031, RECORDEE a " 19 IN BOOK 365, PAGE 342, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING 
CON (NOTN SURVEY MATTER) 

11 COMLNROINT REAL ESTATE MORTGAGE DATED .TOBER PRINOPAL FNOUNT OF $5 . JTED BY SPENCER 
RAPP AND REBECCA RAPP, A. DONOHOO RAPP PROPERINQ LLC AN -.10 I BIT. . OF FARM .EDIT MICE-

FLON CORPORATONWNH 
MATURE

DATE Of NOVEMBER , -.RECORDED NC.. L. . :IN BOOK 365, PAGE 
329, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNT', KENTUCI, (NONA 

SUB,.
MATTER) 

,E FAILURE TO COMP, WOH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE D.UMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 
(NO- fP. SURVEY MATTER) 

8 ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFI.TION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART CF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLIO/ (NOT A SU.. MATTER) 

9 MORTGAGE DATED ANARCH 31, 202. IN WE pRINO PAL ANOUNT OF $90,000.02 ExECIRED BY ANDREW W. GRAHAM 1222/A ANDREW 
WOODSON GRAHAM, SINGLE, AND DANIELLE L HAMM S AGE) N FAVOR OF KOPLES BANK OF KENTUON, INC, WITH A MATURITI DATE 
OF APRIL), L7,1062 RECCRDED APRIL 7, 2020 I N BOCA( 369, PAGE 128, OFF ORAL PUBLIC RECCADS, FLEMING COUNTY, KENT.", 
(Nur SURVEY MATTER) 

10 MORTGAGE DATED Jar I 2014 IN RE FRINOPAL AMOUNT OF $125,0000), EXECUTED BY AWN. WOODSON GMNANI, SINGLE IN 
FAVOR OF PEOPLES BANK CA KENTUCKY, INC, WI, A MORT/DATE OF 1lLY 1, 2034, RECORDED JULY 1, 2014 N BOX 317, PAGE 665, 
OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING MUNN KEN DUO,. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

PARCEL TT 1 A CERTAIN T.CT OR BOUNDARY OF LAND LYING ON THE WATERS OF WILSON RUN IN FLEMING COUNT', KENTUCI, AND 
BOUND ' GENERALLY AS FOLLOWS ON ,E NORTH BY THE .ND OF PATRICK AY'S HEIRS AND JAMES JESSEE, ON THE .ST BY JAMES 
JESSEE -• OLD HERS ON THE SOUTH BY THE ARNOLD HEIRS AND ROBERT MARE, AND ON ,E NEST BY ,E FAY HEIRS, CONTAINING 
IN ALL • ' . 1AND 16 POLES, MORE OR LESS 

DEEDED ER .
A(' iuT A,7; s, E9, 4,oFR- E. CDBND,,DB0cKFLNH ACZET t  NIFINmISNGcouN,BY.uRJEcL,REA c,F Q,EN0LOJwITE HIS WFE, BY 

CER., IR." OR PARCEL CF .ND LYING AND BEING ON THE SOUTHEASTERN SIDE CF THE WILSON RUN BEECHBURG ROAD, BOUNDED 
AND DESCRIBED FOLLOWS, VIC BEGINNING AT A CORNER POST A,HE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE DILLSION FENCE BETNEEN LOWE 
AND CARPENER • D WHERE ,E LANDS OF ARTHUR CARPENTER... THE LANDS OF THE SAID W E LOWE THENCE NORTHWARD WNH A 
LINE RUNNING PAw;.LLELIM TH THE COUNT/ ROAD, TO WHERE THE LANDS OF NESBIT ASBURY JOINS THE LANDS OF THE SAID W E LOWE NT 
A IRECTICORNER POST ON THE EAST SIDE THEREOF, THENCE WNH THE DIVISION FENCE BETWEEN LOWE AND ASBURY IN A SOUTHSOUTHEASTERN
D ON TO THE POINT OF BEGNNING, CONTAINING 60 ACRES, MORE OR LESS 

PARCEL I' a 2 ,S BEING A PART OF THE DOWER ASSIGNED BY MARY TRIPLETT IN THE DIVISION OF THE LANDS OF G B TRIPLETT DECEASED, 
AND DESJ.I.D AS MELONS 

BEGINNING Al A STONE THEOND NEAR WE SCHOOL HOUS THENCE W, SAID ROAD N 821/$ W 554/100 POLES TON STONE IN ,E 
LINE OF I RE1T EVANS, C F TLENCE WITH HER LINE S 3-7/8W 11-6/10 POLES TON STONE, THENCE WITH A LINE OF LOT p4 OF THE 
DIVISION OF SAID LANDS  1 6 16/100 POLES TO A STONE CN THE EDGE OF THE ROAD THENCE N 1/2 VV 11-.10 POLES TO THE 
BEGINNIIC. CONTAINING FEY  E 

P., . ' BENG L01 ' OF THE LANDS CF G B TRIPLETT DECEASED, AND BEGINNING AT A SiAl. CORNER TO LOT. 
DV ISIO TO G ARNOLD NT FIG 29 ON THE PLAT CF SAID DVSIO; "BENCE 1,4TH A UNE OF SECTON 2 

N 6 , 'POLES TON TO THE DOWER TIMBER LAND, THENCE W,H A LINE OSSAME N PB T/JOV 2(1-18/100PCLES TON 
SI. LOT. SECTION . E ENST 62.84/100 POLES TON STONE N THE EDGE OF THE ROAD, CORNER 10 SAME; THENCE N 
3 AA W3 53.00 POLES TO THE BEGINNING CONTAINING MACRE. 

BEING THE SANTE REAL ESTATE CONVEYED HACKWORTH AND BONEN R HACKWCRTH, HUSBAND AND WIFE, FROM DENNIS 
LOWE, SR, ADMINISTRATOR WNH THE WIT_ ) CF THE ESTATE OF WILLIAM E LOWE, DEC.SED, BY DEED DATED JANUARY 3, 1966 
AND CF RECORD N DEED BOOK la PAGE 468 16 COUNT( CLERK'S OFF. 

TRACT NO 2 

A SMALL TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND LOCATED IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY AND BEING MORE 
PARTICU.R. DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 

A SMALL TRACT OF .ND TO.TED IN FLEMING CO, KY, ON THE WATERS OF WILSON AND BOUNDED ON THE NORTH BY ,E HUSSEY PIKE, 
ON THE .ST BY ADD SON LOWE ON THE SOUTH BY BUNIGARDNER, AND CN THE WEST BY WILSON RUN ROAD, CONTAINING 11 ACRES, 
MORE OR LESS 

BEING ,E SAME R.T ESTATE CONVEYED TO RAYMOND HACKWCRTH AND BONEN HACKWORTH, HUSBAND AND WEE, FRCNI MADISON 
LOWE AND VIOLA LOWE HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY DEED DATED OCTOBER 29, 1968 AND OF RECORD IN DEED B.K 127, PAGE 243, FLEMING 
COUNT/ CLERK'S OFFICE' 

TRACT NO 3 

NanSF ALsAFIDLLow0. sTED NEAR BEECHBURG, FLEMING COUNT', KENNICIA, WAH THE IMPROVEMENTS ,EREON AND BOUNDED AND 

P.OFL NO 1 
IT

AT A SET STONE IN THE ROAD RUNNING NA TH THE ROAD S 70 W 62 POLES TON CORNER IN SAME ROAD, THENCE 
5 20 E 66 6 POLES TO A STAKE UPON THE WEST SIDE OF A BEECH, WHICH BEECH IS A CORNER TO FIELDING GREEN AND CUBA NRBILD, 
THEN( WTH GREE . :POLES, TON SET STONE CORNER TO SAM E IN LESS DEBELL'S LNE THENCE WNH SAME N 21-12W 
648 POLES TO THE yON1AINING 25 ACRES, 2 QUARTERS AND 34 POLES, MORE OR LESS 

PARCEL NQ 2: BEONNING AT A STONE HENCE S 3112E 43 POLES TO TWO WHNE OAKS, THENCE 56W 66 POLES TON STONE HENCE N 
3,86 PORES TOA BEE. TREE MARKED , THENCE N 68E 65 POLES TO ,E BEGINNIN , CONTAINING 32-1/2 ACRES, MORE OR LESS 

SAVE AND EXCEPT AND NOT CENVEYED HEREIN, A T. 
FLEMING

 HERETOFORE CONV.ED TO MALCOLM BIGELOW AND WIFE ON OCTOBER 
6, 19S. AND Of RECORD IN DEED BOOK 116, PAGE 395,  COLIN, CLERK'S OFFICE, SAID TRACT OF .ND BEING MORE PARTCULAR, 
DESCRIBED AS MELONS: 

A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND LYING IN FLEMING COUN , KEN-T.1,, ON THE COLD SPRING ROAD AND BEGINNING NT A POST IN ,E 
FENCEGNE NEX,0 T. COLD SFRING ROAD; THENCE WNH AN EXISTNG FENCELINE AND WNH ,E LINE OF THE LAND BELONGING TO THE 
PARA OF THE SECOND PART BAG( FROM SAID ROAD 90 FEET TO A POST, THENCE FOLLOWING ANOTHER FENCELINE AND WITH ,E LAND 
OF ,E PARE CF THE SECOND PART 16 FEET TO A POST THENCE FOLLOWING ANOTHER FENCELINE AND ,E LAND OF PARE
SECOND PART 40 FEET  A POST; -THENCE IN A LINE ,AT IS PARALLEL WNH THE COLD SPRING ROAD E8 5 FEET TO A STAKE THENCE WITH 

BOVE 130 FEET i0 HE FENCEUNE DHAD FRONTS ON HE COLD SPRING ROAD HENCE 

BEING ,E SAME REAL ESTATE CONVEYED TO RAYMOND HACKWORTH AND BONEN HACKWORTH, HUSBAND AND WIFE, FROM R T FEARIN 
AND MARY GARDNER, CO-EXECUTORS OF THE ESTATE OF C H F.RIN, DECEASED, BY DEED DATED MARCH 1, 1972 AND OF RECORD IN DEED 
BOOK 133, PAGE 385, FLEMING COUNT/ CLERK'S OFFICE 

TRACT NO 4 

NIoLuTNINDALCAEsRTFA0ILNLoTwRAsCT OF LAND LYING AND BHNG IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, ON THE MD. CANNEL AND BEECHBURG TURNPIKE AND 

BEGINNING IN CENTER OF NIT .INEL REECHO. TURNPIKE, THENCE L.VING ROND WNH DR WALLINGFORD'S UNE N 87-3/8 E .16 
RODS TON POST NT END CF PICKETFENCE; THENCE N S9,1/2 W 2 ROOS TO A POST CORNER TO THOMAS POW. THENCE WITH HIS LINE S 

0-1/8W 136 96 RODS TON SET STONE TO IERS. WRIGHTMAN, AND IN MRS. TURER'S LINE, THENCE 
OD 

WI, HER LINE S 40 E 56 RODS TON 
OFPOINT NT TURN IN OLD ROAD, THENCE N 671/2 E 29.E8 ROOS 10,E, POST; THENCE S 59 E 73 12 R S TON SET STONE CN NEST SIDE 

ROAD, THENCE UP SAID ROAD N J1/2 E 1404 ROOS; N 10-1/4 E 72 RODS; AV 4 E 62.52 RODS TO ,E BEGINNING, CONTAINING ABACUS, 
AND 25 SQUARE RODS 

ALSO, A  
FOLLOWS 

CERTAIN PASSWAY OR TRACT OF LAND BEING NEAR MD. CARMEL, KENTUCKY, IN FLEMING COUNT', KY, BOUNDED GENERALLY AS 

BEGINNING HE MARSHALL TURNPKE, THENCE IN A WESTERLY DIRECTION TO THE ND OF MRS MARY A POWER, A DISTANCE OF _ 
FE. MORE Oft LEA AND LYING BETWEEN THE FARMS CF THE LATE R OBERT MARSHALL AND THE FARM OF DR NM WALLINGFORD AND 
SON, AND BONG 16 FEET WIDE SAID PASSWAY BEI. DESCRIBED IN THE DEED FROM MRS ALICE F LA N TO DR. A M WALLINGFORD 
AND SON AS FOLLOW:I-HENCE N 88 W PARALLEL ]O  MARSHALL LINE AND 16 FEET FROM IT 40 6 POLES TON PAIN DATA NEN IN ,E 
OLD POPLAR PLANS DIRT ROAD AND 16 FEET FROM MARSHALL'S CORNER REFERENCE IS MADE TO SAID LINES IN SAID DEED RECORDED IN 
DEED BOCK 60, PAGE 163, FOR MORE PARTICULAR DESCRIPTION 

BEING E SAME REAL ESTATE CONV.ED TO RAYMOND HNOWORTH AND BONEN HNOWORTH HUSBAND AND WIFE FRCNI WILLIAM T 
WALTON SPECIAL COMMISSIONER OF THE FLEMING CIRCUA COURT BY DEED DATED APRIL 20 1978 AND OF RECORD IN COMMISSIONER S 
DEED SOCK S PAGE %%FLEMING COUNT/ CLERK'S CEICE 
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LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-28, EFFECTIVE DATE: JULY 1, 2020

OWNER: DONOHOO RAPP PROPERTIES, LLC, A KENTUCKY LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY

TRACT 1:

LYING AND BEING IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, AND DESCRIBED AND BOUNDED AS FOLLOWS, TO-WIT:

BEGINNING IN CENTER OF WILSON RUN TURNPIKE, AND CORNER TO JORDAN; THENCE WITH THE JORDAN LINE S  E 10.6 RODS TO A
POST; THENCE S 62 E 4 RODS; S 57 E 4 RODS; S 21  E 5.84 RODS S  E 8.44 RODS; S  E 6.4 S  E 7.68 RODS TO AN ELM ON SOUTH
SIDE OF BRANCH; THENCE CROSSING BRANCH N  E 196 RODS TO AN ELM; THENCE S 46.75 E 20.8 RODS TO A POST; THENCE S 65 E 16.65
RODS TO A THORN TREE; THENCE S 79.75 E 9.04 RODS TO A POST; CORNER TO JORDAN, AND W.D. DALTON; THENCE WITH THE DALTON LINE
N 15 E 0.18 RODS; THENCE S  E 12.28 RODS TO A POST; THENCE S  E 48.32 RODS TO AN ANCHOR POST; THENCE S 70 E L 05.8 RODS
TO A POST, CORNER TO DALTON IN C.R. BISHOPS LINE; THENCE WITH THE BISHOP LINES N 7 E 22.12 RODS TO A POST; THENCE S 81.75 E 42.6
RODS TO A POST IN BISHOPS LINE, AND CORNER TO MRS. DORSEY; THENCE WITH HER LINE N 141/2 W 156.56 RODS TO A POST; THENCE N

 W 92.24 RODS TO A POST; CORNER TO JOHN L. ZACHARYS LAND; THENCE WITH HIS LINES S 6 W 30.92 RODS; S  W 20.6 RODS; S 11
W 19.12 RODS TO A POST; THENCE S  W 10.6 RODS TO A POST AT ROADWAY; THENCE DOWN SAME N 57.75 W 4.6 RODS; N  W 18
RODS; N  W 4 RODS; N 83.75 W 33.68 RODS; N  W 22.72 RODS; N 78 W 21.92 RODS; N 70 W 27.88 RODS TO CENTER OF WILSON RUN
ROAD; THENCE DOWN SAME S 421/2 W 2.68 RODS; S 85 W 2 RODS TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 127 ACRES 48 SQUARE RODS.

BEING THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED TO WILLIAM B. GRAY AND EUNICE GRAY, FROM ALICE SAUNDERS, WIDOW, ET AL., BY DEED DATED
FEBRUARY 1950, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 107, PAGE 465, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE. WILLIAM B. GRAY DIED ON JUNE 26, 1991,
LEAVING EUNICE M. GRAY AS SOLE OWNER OF THE PROPERTY PURSUANT TO THE SURVIVORSHIP PROVISION IN SAID DEED. EUNICE M. GRAY
DIED TESTATE ON JULY 23, 2019, GIVING THE EXECUTOR THE POWER TO SELL REAL ESTATE. SEE WILL RECORDED IN WILL BOOK 9, PAGE 420,
FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

TRACT 2:

A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND LYING AND BEING IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, AND BEGINNING IN THE CENTER OF THE WILSON RUN
TURNPIKE AND CORNER TO AVERY NEWMAN'S TRACT; THENCE WITH THE NEWMAN'S LINES, S  EAST 27.68 RODS; SOUTH  EAST 21.92
RODS; SOUTH  EAST 22.72 RODS; THENCE SOUTH  EAST 33.68 RODS; SOUTH  EAST 4 RODS; SOUTH  EAST 18 RODS TO A
GATE POST; THENCE SOUTH  EAST 4.6 RODS TO A POST; THENCE LEAVING ROADWAY, NORTH  EAST 10.6 RODS; NORTH  EAST
19.12 RODS; NORTH 10  EAST 20.6 RODS; NORTH  EAST 30.92 RODS TO A POST, CORNER TO NEWMAN; THENCE NORTH  WEST
96.64 RODS TO A POST; THENCE NORTH  WEST 7.2 RODS TO AN ELM; THENCE SOUTH 400 WEST 4.52 RODS TO A WILD CHERRY; THENCE
SOUTH  WEST 1.76 RODS TO A LOCUST; THENCE NORTH  WEST 11.76 RODS TO CENTER OF WILSON RUN ROAD; THENCE DOWN
THE SAME ITS APPROXIMATE CENTER, SOUTH  WEST 11.64 RODS; SOUTH  WEST 2 RODS; SOUTH  WEST 10 RODS; SOUTH 
WEST 18 RODS; SOUTH  WEST 21.32 RODS TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 56 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. BEING THE SAME PROPERTY
CONVEYED TO W. B. GRAY AND EUNICE GRAY. HIS WIFE, FROM ESTLE NEWSOME AND VERNA LUCILLE NEWSOME, HIS WIFE, BY DEED DATED
DECEMBER 24, 1957, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 115, PAGE 24, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE, WILLIAM B. GRAY DIED ON JUNE 26,
1991, LEAVING EUNICE M. GRAY AS SOLE OWNER OF THE PROPERTY PURSUANT TO THE SURVIVORSHIP PROVISION IN SAID DEED. EUNICE M.
GRAY DIED TESTATE ON JULY 23, 2019, GIVING THE EXECUTOR THE POWER TO SELL REAL ESTATE. SEE WILL RECORDED IN WILL BOOK 9, PAGE
420, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

TRACT 3:

A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND LYING AND BEING IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY AND MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING IN THE FENCE LINE OF SECOND PARTIES FARM CORNER TO HAROLD HIMES AND WIFE AND THE PROPERTY CONVEYED BY THIS
DEED; THENCE IN A GENERAL SOUTHERLY DIRECTION FOLLOWING THE HIMES PROPERTY LINE TO A POINT CORNER TO BETTY HANUN'S
PROPERTY; THENCE AT AN APPROXIMATE RIGHT ANGLE FOLLOWING THE PROPERTY LINE OF BETTY HAMM AND PURNELL AND FIRST PARTIES
OTHER PROPERTY WHICH IS NOT BEING CONVEYED, TO DON HAMM'S PROPERTY LINE; THENCE IN A GENERAL NORTHERLY DIRECTION
FOLLOWING DON HAMM'S PROPERTY LINE TO SECOND PARTIES OTHER PROPERTY; THENCE FOLLOWING SECOND PARTIES OTHER PROPERTY
LINE FOLLOWING A GENERAL WESTERLY AND NORTHWESTERLY COURSE TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 55 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

BEING THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED TO WILLIAM B. GRAY AND EUNICE GRAY, HIS WIFE, FROM W. BRUCE GARDNER AND GENEVA
GARDNER, HIS WIFE, BY DEED DATED MARCH 24, 1979, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 148, PAGE 241, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

WILLIAM B. GRAY DIED ON JUNE 26, 1991, LEAVING EUNICE M. GRAY AS SOLE OWNER OF THE PROPERTY PURSUANT TO THE SURVIVORSHIP
PROVISION IN SAID DEED. EUNICE M. GRAY DIED TESTATE ON JULY 23, 2019, GIVING THE EXECUTOR THE POWER TO SELL REAL ESTATE. SEE
WILL RECORDED IN WILL BOOK 9, PAGE 420, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

TAX ID NO.: 059-00-00-010.00

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1. GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

      PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 059-00-00-010.00

      POSTED PAID: $1,425.38

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE
LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR
VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

9. ADDITIONAL COLLATERAL MORTGAGE DATED OCTOBER 28, 2019, IN THE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF $334,284.00, EXECUTED BY DONOHOO
RAPP PROPERTIES, LLC, AN OHIO LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, IN FAVOR OF FARM CREDIT MID-AMERICA, FLCA, A CORPORATION, WITH A
MATURITY DATE OF APRIL 1, 2028, RECORDED NOVEMBER 4, 2019 IN BOOK 365, PAGE 347, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY,
KENTUCKY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

10. ADDITIONAL COLLATERAL MORTGAGE DATED OCTOBER 28, 2019, IN THE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF $450,000.00, EXECUTED BY DONOHOO
RAPP PROPERTIES, LLC, AN OHIO LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, IN FAVOR OF FARM CREDIT MID-AMERICA, FLCA, A CORPORATION, WITH A
MATURITY DATE OF FEBRUARY 1, 2031, RECORDED NOVEMBER 4, 2019 IN BOOK 365, PAGE 342, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING
COUNTY, KENTUCKY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

11. COMMERCIAL REAL ESTATE MORTGAGE DATED OCTOBER 28, 2019, IN THE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF $500,000.00, EXECUTED BY SPENCER
RAPP AND REBECCA RAPP, AND DONOHOO RAPP PROPERTIES, LLC, AN OHIO LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, IN FAVOR OF FARM CREDIT
MID-AMERICA, FLCA, A CORPORATION, WITH A MATURITY DATE OF NOVEMBER 1, 2039, RECORDED NOVEMBER 4, 2019 IN BOOK 365, PAGE
329, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-20, EFFECTIVE DATE: JULY 1, 2020

OWNER: DONOHOO RAPP PROPERTIES, LLC, A KENTUCKY LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY

A CERTAIN TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND LYING AND BEING IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY ON THE NORTH SIDE OF THE MT.
CARMEL-FOXPORT ROAD AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A  STEEL REBAR (FOUND THIS SURVEY) WITH PLASTIC CAP STAMPED "PROPERTY CORNER, ROY
A. WRIGHT, PLS 2808", CORNER TO MICHAEL A. HUGHES (D.B. 229, PG. 187) AND RANDALL MEADOWS (D.B. 206, PG. 527); THENCE WITH SAID
HUGHES THE FOLLOWING FIVE CALLS S  W A DISTANCE OF 905.86' TO A  STEEL REBAR (FOUND THIS SURVEY) WITH PLASTIC CAP
STAMPED "PROPERTY CORNER, ROY A. WRIGHT, PLS 2808", BY FENCE POST; THENCE S  W A DISTANCE OF 346.94' TO A  STEEL
REBAR (FOUND THIS SURVEY) WITH PLASTIC CAP STAMPED "PROPERTY CORNER, ROY A. WRIGHT, PLS 2808" BY FENCE POST; THENCE S

 W A DISTANCE OF 313.64' TO A  STEEL REBAR (FOUND THIS SURVEY) WITH PLASTIC CAP STAMPED "PROPERTY CORNER, ROY A.
WRIGHT, PLS 2808", BY FENCE POST; THENCE N  W A DISTANCE OF 69.54' TO A 1/2" STEEL REBAR (SET THIS SURVEY) AS REFERENCE
PIN WITH PLASTIC CAP STAMPED "ROY A. WRIGHT. PLS 2808"; THENCE N  W A DISTANCE OF 30.79' TO A CORNER FENCE POST,
CORNER TO FREDDIE APPLEGATE (D.B. 213, PG. 224); THENCE WITH SAID APPLEGATE THE FOLLOWING FOUR CALLS N  W A DISTANCE
OF 216.16' TO A  STEEL REBAR (FOUND THIS SURVEY) WITH PLASTIC CAP STAMPED "PROPERTY CORNER, ROY A. WRIGHT, PLS 2808";
THENCE S  W A DISTANCE OF 148.85' TO A  STEEL REBAR (FOUND THIS SURVEY) WITH PLASTIC CAP STAMPED "PROPERTY
CORNER, ROY A. WRIGHT, PLS 2808"; THENCE N  W A DISTANCE OF 153.42' TO A  STEEL REBAR (FOUND THIS SURVEY) WITH
PLASTIC CAP STAMPED "PROPERTY CORNER, ROY A. WRIGHT, PLS 2808"; THENCE S  W A DISTANCE OF 83.31' TO A  STEEL REBAR
(FOUND THIS SURVEY) WITH PLASTIC CAP STAMPED "PROPERTY CORNER, ROY A. WRIGHT, PLS 2808", 30' FROM CENTER OF KY 344 IN NORTH
RIGHT OF WAY LINE (D.B. 91C, PG. 326 & 327); THENCE WITH SAID NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF KY 344 THE FOLLOWING FIVE CALLS N

 W A DISTANCE OF 170.87' TO A POINT ON SURVEY (NO MONUMENT SET); THENCE N  W A DISTANCE OF 298.88' TO AN
IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY); THENCE WITH A CURVE TURNING TO THE LEFT WITH AN ARC LENGTH OF 435.35' WITH A RADIUS OF 1181. 70'
WITH A CHORD BEARING OF N  W WITH A CHORD LENGTH OF 432.89' TO A POINT ON SURVEY (NO MONUMENT SET); THENCE N

 E A DISTANCE OF 20.00' TO A POINT ON SURVEY (NO MONUMENT SET); THENCE WITH A CURVE TURNING TO THE LEFT WITH AN
ARC LENGTH OF 35.65' WITH A RADIUS OF 1201.70' WITH A CHORD BEARING OF N  W WITH A CHORD LENGTH OF 35.65' TO AN
IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY) IN THE WEST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF BREEZE ROAD (COUNTY ROAD NO. 1025); THENCE WITH SAID RIGHT OF
WAY LINE THE FOLLOWING NINETEEN CALLS N  E A DISTANCE OF 37.44' TO A POINT ON SURVEY (NO MONUMENT SET); THENCE
WITH A CURVE TURNING TO THE LEFT WITH AN ARC LENGTH OF 114.33' WITH A RADIUS OF 145.91' WITH N CHORD BEARING OF N 
E WITH A CHORD LENGTH OF 111.43' TO A POINT ON SURVEY (NO MONUMENT SET); THENCE N  E A DISTANCE OF 91.18' TO AN
IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY); THENCE N  E A DISTANCE OF 155.50' TO AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY); THENCE N  E A
DISTANCE OF 135.12' TO A POINT ON SURVEY (NO MONUMENT SET); THENCE WITH A CURVE TURNING TO THE RIGHT WITH AN ARC LENGTH
OF 125.48' WITH A RADIUS OF 540.32' WITH A CHORD BEARING OF N  E WITH A CHORD LENGTH OF 125.20' TO A POINT ON SURVEY
(NO MONUMENT SET); THENCE N  E A DISTANCE OF 13.83' TO A POINT ON SURVEY (NO MONUMENT SET); THENCE WITH A CURVE
TURNING LO THE RIGHT WITH AN ARC LENGTH OF 107.87' WITH A RADIUS OF 271.18' WITH A CHORD BEARING OF N  E WITHE
CHORD LENGTH OF 107.16' TO A POINT ON SURVEY (NO MONUMENT SET); THENCE N  E A DISTANCE OF 138.67' TO A POINT ON
SURVEY (NO MONUMENT SET); THENCE WITH A CURVE TURNING TO THE LEFT WITH AN ARC LENGTH OF 216.29' WITH A RADIUS OF 706.79'
WITH A CHORD BEARING OF N  E WITH A CHORD LENGTH OF 215.44' TO A POINT ON SURVEY (NO MONUMENT SET); THENCE N

 E A DISTANCE OF 137.23' TO A POINT ON SURVEY (NO MONUMENT SET); THENCE N  E A DISTANCE OF 69.32' TO AN IRON
PIN (SET THIS SURVEY); THENCE N  E A DISTANCE OF 166.35' TO AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY); THENCE N  E A DISTANCE
OF 121.46' TO A POINT ON SURVEY (NO MONUMENT SET); THENCE WITH A CURVE TURNING TO THE LEFT WITH AN ARC LENGTH OF 211.28'
WITH A RADIUS OF 846.20' WITH A CHORD BEARING OF N  E WITH A CHORD LENGTH OF 210.73' TO A POINT ON SURVEY (NO
MONUMENT SET); THENCE N  E A DISTANCE OF 134.68' TO A POINT ON SURVEY (NO MONUMENT SET); THENCE N  E A
DISTANCE OF 111.91' TO A POINT ON SURVEY (NO MONUMENT SET); THENCE WITH A CURVE TURNING TO THE RIGHT WITH AN ARC LENGTH
OF 147.42' WITH A RADIUS OF 158.03' WITH A CHORD BEARING OF N  E WITH A CHORD LENGTH OF 142.13' TO A POINT ON SURVEY
(NO MONUMENT SET); THENCE N  E A DISTANCE OF 140.94' TO AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY); THENCE N  E A DISTANCE
OF 159.46' TO AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY) CORNER TO SAID RANDALL MEADOWS (D.B. 206, PG. 527); THENCE WITH SAID MEADOWS THE
FOLLOWING TWO CALLS S  W A DISTANCE OF 1167.89' TO AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY) BY CORNER POST; THENCE N  E
A DISTANCE OF 144.38' TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

THE ABOVE DESCRIBED PARCEL CONTAINS 53.53 ACRES AS SURVEYED BY ROY A. WRIGHT SURVEYING, LLC, P.L.S. #2808, JUNE 26, 2014. ALL
IRON PINS SET THIS SURVEY ARE 1/2" X 18" STEEL RE-BAR WITH AN ORANGE PLASTIC CAP STAMPED" ROY A. WRIGHT, P.L.S. #2808". ALL
BEARINGS STATED HEREIN ARE ORIENTED PRIOR SURVEY OF MICHAEL A. HUGHES PROPERTY BY ROY A. WRIGHT, PLS, MAY 15, 2005, USING
FOUND IRON PINS AS SHOWN HEREON.

THE ABOVE DESCRIBED IS SUBJECT TO ANY AND ALL RIGHT OF WAYS AND OR EASEMENTS WHETHER SHOWN HEREIN OR NOT. BEING A PART
OF THE SAME LAND CONVEYED TO ROSCOE N. MILLER, THEN SINGLE, BY L.A. MACDONALD END WIFE, BY DEED DATED JULY 20, 1972, AND
RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 134, PAGE 249; ROSCOE N. MILLER REMARRIED HIS WIFE, DOROTHY K. MILLER, ON FEBRUARY 14, 1974; DOROTHY
K. MILLER DIED ON JULY 18, 2000, LEAVING ROSCOE N. MILLER A SINGLE PERSON ON THE DATE OF HIS DEATH ON MARCH 27, 2014; ALL OF
RECORD IN THE FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

TAX ID NO.: 080-00-00-005.00

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1. GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 080-00-00-005.00

      POSTED PAID: $333.95

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.

 (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE
LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR
VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.

 (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

9. MORTGAGE DATED MARCH 31, 2020, IN THE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF $90,000.00, EXECUTED BY ANDREW W. GRAHAM (A/K/A ANDREW
WOODSON GRAHAM, SINGLE, AND DANIELLE L. HAMM, SINGLE, IN FAVOR OF PEOPLES BANK OF KENTUCKY, INC., WITH A MATURITY DATE
OF APRIL 7, 2040, RECORDED APRIL 7, 2020 IN BOOK 369, PAGE 128, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

10. MORTGAGE DATED JULY 1, 2014, IN THE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF $125,000.00, EXECUTED BY ANDREW WOODSON GRAHAM, SINGLE, IN
FAVOR OF PEOPLES BANK OF KENTUCKY, INC., WITH A MATURITY DATE OF JULY 1, 2034, RECORDED JULY 1, 2014 IN BOOK 317, PAGE 665,
OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.  (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:
TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-36, EFFECTIVE DATE: JULY 1, 2020

OWNER: SHERRI GRIFFITH

TRACT NO. 1:

LOCATED ON THE BEECHBURG ROAD (ALSO KNOWN AS HUSSEY PIKE AND KENTUCKY HIGHWAY NO. 402) ABOUT FOUR (4) MILES NORTHEAST
OF FLEMINGSBURG, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS, TO-WIT:

PARCEL NO. 1: A CERTAIN TRACT OR BOUNDARY OF LAND LYING ON THE WATERS OF WILSON RUN IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY AND
BOUNDED GENERALLY AS FOLLOWS: ON THE NORTH BY THE LAND OF PATRICK FAY'S HEIRS AND JAMES JESSEE; ON THE EAST BY JAMES
JESSEE AND ARNOLD HEIRS; ON THE SOUTH BY THE ARNOLD HEIRS AND ROBERT WEARE, AND ON THE WEST BY THE FAY HEIRS, CONTAINING
IN ALL 121 ACRES AND 16 POLES, MORE OR LESS.

SAVE AND EXCEPT THE FOLLOWING-DESCRIBED TRACT OF LAND CONVEYED MADISON LOWE BY W. E. LOWE AND ROSA LOWE, HIS WIFE, BY
DEED DATED JANUARY 25, 1954, OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 111 AT PAGE 521, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK'S OFFICE, TO-WIT:

A CERTAIN TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND LYING AND BEING ON THE SOUTHEASTERN SIDE OF THE WILSON RUN BEECHBURG ROAD, BOUNDED
AND DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS, VIZ: BEGINNING AT A CORNER POST AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE DIVISION FENCE BETWEEN LOWE
AND CARPENTER AND WHERE THE LANDS OF ARTHUR CARPENTER JOIN THE LANDS OF THE SAID W. E. LOWE; THENCE, NORTHWARD WITH A
LINE RUNNING PARALLEL WITH THE COUNTY ROAD, TO WHERE THE LANDS OF NESBIT ASBURY JOINS THE LANDS OF THE SAID W. E. LOWE AT
A CORNER POST ON THE EAST SIDE THEREOF; THENCE WITH THE DIVISION FENCE BETWEEN LOWE AND ASBURY IN A SOUTHEASTERN
DIRECTION TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 60 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

PARCEL NO. 2: THIS BEING A PART OF THE DOWER ASSIGNED BY MARY TRIPLETT IN THE DIVISION OF THE LANDS OF G. B. TRIPLETT, DECEASED,
AND DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A STONE IN THE ROAD NEAR THE SCHOOL HOUSE; THENCE WITH SAID ROAD N 821/4 W 5 54/100 POLES TO A STONE IN THE
LINE OF HARRIETT EVANS, DECEASED; THENCE WITH HER LINE S 3-7/8 W 11-6/10 POLES TO A STONE; THENCE WITH A LINE OF LOT #4 OF THE
DIVISION OF SAID LANDS S 821/4 E 56 16/100 POLES TO A STONE ON THE EDGE OF THE ROAD; THENCE N 11/2 W 11-6/10 POLES TO THE
BEGINNING, CONTAINING FOUR (4) ACRES.

PARCEL NO. 3: BEING LOT #4 IN THE DIVISION OF THE LANDS OF G. B. TRIPLETT, DECEASED, AND BEGINNING AT A STAKE CORNER TO LOT #3
IN SECTION 2 OF SAID DIVISION, AND CORNER TO G. ARNOLD AT FIG. 29 ON THE PLAT OF SAID DIVISION; THENCE WITH A LINE OF SECTION 2
N 1 1/2 W 56-/100 POLES TO A STONE CORNER TO THE DOWER TIMBER LAND; THENCE WITH A LINE OF SAME N 82 1/4  W 74-18/100 POLES TO A
STONE CORNER TO LOT #3 SECTION 1; THENCE EAST 62-84/100 POLES TO A STONE IN THE EDGE OF THE ROAD, CORNER TO SAME; THENCE N

BEING THE SAME REAL ESTATE CONVEYED TO RAYMOND M. HACKWORTH AND BONITA R. HACKWORTH, HUSBAND AND WIFE, FROM DENNIS
LOWE, SR., ADMINISTRATOR WITH THE WILL ANNEXED OF THE ESTATE OF WILLIAM E. LOWE, DECEASED, BY DEED DATED JANUARY 3, 1966
AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 123, PAGE 468, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

TRACT NO. 2:

A SMALL TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND LOCATED IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY AND BEING MORE

PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

A SMALL TRACT OF LAND LOCATED IN FLEMING CO., KY., ON THE WATERS OF WILSON AND BOUNDED ON THE NORTH BY THE HUSSEY PIKE;
ON THE EAST BY MADDISON LOWE; ON THE SOUTH BY BUMGARDNER; AND ON THE WEST BY WILSON RUN ROAD, CONTAINING 11 ACRES,
MORE OR LESS.

BEING THE SAME REAL ESTATE CONVEYED TO RAYMOND HACKWORTH AND BONITA HACKWORTH, HUSBAND AND WIFE, FROM MADISON
LOWE AND VIOLA LOWE, HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY DEED DATED OCTOBER 29, 1968 AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 127, PAGE 243, FLEMING
COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

TRACT NO. 3:

A TRACT OF LAND LOCATED NEAR BEECHBURG, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, WITH THE IMPROVEMENTS THEREON AND BOUNDED AND
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

PARCEL NO. 1: BEGINNING AT A SET STONE IN THE ROAD RUNNING WITH THE ROAD S 70 W 62 POLES TO A CORNER IN SAME ROAD; THENCE
S 20 E 66.6 POLES TO A STAKE UPON THE WEST SIDE OF A BEECH, WHICH BEECH IS A CORNER TO FIELDING GREEN AND CLARA ARBILD;
THENCE WITH GREEN'S LINE N 68 E 63-3/4 POLES, TO A SET STONE CORNER TO SAME IN JESS DEBELL'S LINE; THENCE WITH SAME N 21-1/2 W
64.8 POLES TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 25 ACRES, 2 QUARTERS AND 34 POLES, MORE OR LESS.

PARCEL NO. 2: BEGINNING AT A STONE; THENCE S 34-1/2 E 43 POLES TO TWO WHITE OAKS; THENCE 56 W 66 POLES TO A STONE; THENCE N
34 W 86 POLES TO A BEECH TREE MARKED ; THENCE N 68 E 65 POLES TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 32-1/2 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

SAVE AND EXCEPT AND NOT CONVEYED HEREIN, A TRACT OF LAND HERETOFORE CONVEYED TO MALCOLM BIGELOW AND WIFE ON OCTOBER
6, 1956, AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 116, PAGE 395, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE, SAID TRACT OF LAND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND LYING IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, ON THE COLD SPRING ROAD AND BEGINNING AT A POST IN THE
FENCELINE NEXT TO THE COLD SPRING ROAD; THENCE WITH AN EXISTING FENCELINE AND WITH THE LINE OF THE LAND BELONGING TO THE
PARTY OF THE SECOND PART, BACK FROM SAID ROAD 90 FEET TO A POST; THENCE FOLLOWING ANOTHER FENCELINE AND WITH THE LAND
OF THE PARTY OF THE SECOND PART 16 FEET TO A POST; THENCE FOLLOWING ANOTHER FENCELINE AND THE LAND OF PARTY OF THE
SECOND PART 40 FEET TO A POST; THENCE IN A LINE THAT IS PARALLEL WITH THE COLD SPRING ROAD 178.5 FEET TO A STAKE; THENCE WITH
A LINE THAT IS PARALLEL WITH THE 90 FOOT CALL ABOVE, 130 FEET TO THE FENCELINE THAT FRONTS ON THE COLD SPRING ROAD; THENCE
WITH THE FENCELINE ON THE COLD SPRING ROAD 162.5 FEET TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING ONE-HALF ACRE, MORE OR LESS.

BEING THE SAME REAL ESTATE CONVEYED TO RAYMOND HACKWORTH AND BONITA HACKWORTH, HUSBAND AND WIFE, FROM R.T. FEARIN
AND MARY GARDNER, CO-EXECUTORS OF THE ESTATE OF C.H. FEARIN, DECEASED, BY DEED DATED MARCH 1, 1972 AND OF RECORD IN DEED
BOOK 133, PAGE 385, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

TRACT NO. 4:

ALL THAT CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND LYING AND BEING IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, ON THE MT. CANNEL AND BEECHBURG TURNPIKE AND
BOUNDED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING IN CENTER OF MT. CARMEL, BEECHBURG TURNPIKE; THENCE LEAVING ROAD WITH DR. WALLINGFORD'S LINE N 87-3/8 E 40.16
RODS TO A POST AT END OF PICKET FENCE; THENCE N 59-1/2 W 2 RODS TO A POST, CORNER TO THOMAS POWER; THENCE WITH HIS LINE S
50-1/8 W 136.96 RODS TO A SET STONE, TO MRS. WRIGHTMAN, AND IN MRS. TURNER'S LINE; THENCE WITH HER LINE S 40 E 56 RODS TO A
POINT AT TURN IN OLD ROAD; THENCE N 57-1/2 E 29.88 RODS TO A POST; THENCE S 59 E 73.12 RODS TO A SET STONE ON WEST SIDE OF
ROAD; THENCE UP SAID ROAD N 7-1/2 E 14.04 RODS; N 10-1/4 E 72 RODS; N 4-3/4 E 62.52 RODS TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 80 ACRES,
AND 25 SQUARE RODS.

ALSO, A CERTAIN PASSWAY OR TRACT OF LAND BEING NEAR MT. CARMEL, KENTUCKY, IN FLEMING COUNTY, KY, BOUNDED GENERALLY AS
FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT THE MARSHALL TURNPIKE; THENCE IN A WESTERLY DIRECTION TO THE LAND OF MRS. MARY A. POWER, A DISTANCE OF_____
FEET, MORE OR LESS, AND LYING BETWEEN THE FARMS OF THE LATE ROBERT MARSHALL AND THE FARM OF DR. A.M. WALLINGFORD AND
SON, AND BEING 16 FEET WIDE SAID PASSWAY BEING DESCRIBED IN THE DEED FROM MRS. ALICE F. GLASCOCK TO DR. A.M. WALLINGFORD
AND SON AS FOLLOWS: THENCE N 88 W PARALLEL TO THE MARSHALL LINE AND 16 FEET FROM IT 40.6 POLES TO A POINT AT A TURN IN THE
OLD POPLAR PLAINS DIRT ROAD AND 16 FEET FROM MARSHALL'S CORNER. REFERENCE IS MADE TO SAID LINES IN SAID DEED RECORDED IN
DEED BOOK 60, PAGE 163, FOR MORE PARTICULAR DESCRIPTION.

BEING THE SAME REAL ESTATE CONVEYED TO RAYMOND HACKWORTH AND BONITA HACKWORTH, HUSBAND AND WIFE, FROM WILLIAM T.
WALTON, SPECIAL COMMISSIONER OF THE FLEMING CIRCUIT COURT BY DEED DATED APRIL 20, 1978 AND OF RECORD IN COMMISSIONER'S
DEED BOOK 5, PAGE 163, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

DONOHOO RAPP PROPERTIES, LLC, A KENTUCKY

LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY ANDREW WOODSON GRAHAM SHERRI GRIFFITH



SHERRI GRIFFITH (CONTINUED) 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION (CONTINUED) 

ALL OF EON)OE TRACTS ALSO BEING THE SAME ROPER, 
MARRIED, DEED

DATEDWOR TT, MARRIED, CONV,ED ALL DEEDUNDIVIDED 
ONE-HA,  INTEREST UNTO RAYMOND M HACKWORTH,  BY DEED ARCH 9, 1994, AND RECORDED IN  B.K 181, 
PAGE 385, FLEMING COUNT/ CLERK'S OFF. 

Npag TI-10,4=0NRITs1-1AFEARNI2prHips 1A-MEIT RIsSo2NAEs NAFAAU DS,II I,MZKPZSR9r 1 AS BON,A .CKWORTH, AND RAYMOND M HACCNORTH 

TAX ID NO 069 00 00 035 00 

SCHEDULE B-11 EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT TTE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE 

GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS ROTA SURVEY MATTER) 
PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER 069-0600-035 00 
POSTED PAID $618 01 

.SEMENTS, I. OF .SEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESS. , OWNO H N BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

s. 
INTCDAONWTOBLENDXSWOULENNALC5r8NrANNI NNIAW NDN°ADD'''S AND A'  FACTS WHICH A 'NV'  AND

ANY NEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE CR HER.FTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN TTE ASSERTION OF WTICH NA CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY 

OT A SURVEY MATTER) 

= AN,LNA T ITGHNs.A ACII6 CLT,RIT, TW(JTR.BuRITT,C,A ,, CCAL METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON 

DFD1SLINIGTLS SENODVIrTANZ= S. DLAEMS . NOTD. N BAICI NSC,FE DN. NFT SJWCPCAND',9 NURJEADDCLONgESNCTUCSOFT, 
FOR VALUE, THESESTATE CR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLIO/ (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

THE FAILURE TO COMPLY W,H THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFI.T. ON. AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLIO/ (NOT A SURVEY MATER) 

RIGHT OF WAY EASEMENT DATED SPENSER IONS92, GRANTED BY RAYMOND ACKWOR, AND WIFE, BON,A ACKWORTH, 
CONVEYED TO FLEMING COUNTY WM, ASSOOA  INC, RECORDED NOVEMBER 12, 1992 IN ...T B.K PAGE OFFICIAL 
PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, BLOW]. (AFFECTS TRAC 3) 
(NOT PLOTTABLP 

0 RIGHT OF WAY EASEMENT DATED JU, 4 1.7, GRANTED BY RAYMOND HACKWORTH AND WIFE, BON. HACKWORTH, CONVEYED TO 
FLEMING COUNTY WATER ASSOCIATION, INC, RECORDED APRIL 15, 1988 IN EASEMENT BCOK 15, PAGE 627, CFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, 
FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY. (AFFECTS TRACT,) 
BIANKEiIN NATURE NOT PLOTTABLE) 

11 RIGHT OF wAy EAsEmENT DATED MAY 28, 1986, G.NTED BY ...ND HACKWOR, AND WIEn BONI, HACKWORTH, CONVEYED TO 
FLEMING COUNTY WATER ASSOCIATON, INC, RECORDED JULY 15, 1986 IN EASEMENT BOCK 15, PAGE 460, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, 
FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY. (AFFECTS TRACTS 1 A. 2) 
BLANKET IN NATLIRKNOIR_CDTABLE) 

ANDREW T. HEFLIN 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

T,LE CONNI,MENT .304387NCT-29, EFFECTIVE DATE JU, 1, 2020 

OWNER ANDREW T HEFLIN 

A CERTAIN TRACT OR PARCEL OF .ND ,ING IN FLEMING COUN,, KEN2120, AND DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS -

BEGINNING IN CENTER OF HIGHWAY NO 344, CORNER TO CARL BREEZE THENCE OUT CENTER OF HIGHWAY S 64 DEGREES 00' E 989 5 FT 
TO CORNER TO NOLAN MILLER WHENCE L.VING HIGHWAY WITH HIS LINT N 50' E 158 0 FT TO CENTER OF CCUNN ROAD 
THENCE CUT CENTER Of COUNTY ROAD N.27 DEGREES 25.E. MO FEET, THENCE N DEGREES 16 DEGREES 05' E 150 OFT, THENCE N 31 DEGREES II' E 
145.0 EC THENCE N. 51 DEGREES 47' E 12 0 PT, THENCE N. 39 DEGREES CO E 247 6 FT TO CORNER TO DONALD MEADOWS THENCE 
LEAVING COUNTY ROAD WOH HIS UNE N34 7 DEGREES W W.15 05 FT, TOPOST THENCE N.07 DEGREES 22' E 16 805 FT TO POST CORNER 
TO WALTER MATTINGLY. THENCE W,H HIS LINE N. ES DEGREES 40 W.1337 2 FT, TO POST CORNER TO D E FOXWCRTILY THENCE WI, HIS 
LINK G IS DEGREES 50 2105 0 FT TO POST CORNER TO CARL BREEZE THENCE WIN HIS UN S 71 DEGREES E 525 6 FT TO POST 
THENCE S. 25 DEGREES AD W 380 8 FT TO CENTER CF HIGHAN NO. 344 THE BEGINNING CONTAINING 92 255 ACRES 

NTT NIALTSAA ERALI.7,2, M 'AAD'D TCTDN'Ilj Dr1 rr D'01%ANA9DPITIDGDCMDIANNCIDEARKTOERNCEDIERISAPSNOAAPTNES 
HAD THEIR MARRIAGE DISSCLVED BY THE FLEMING CIRCUG COURT IN 1997, CIVIL ACTION NO 97-CI-00094 

TAX ID NO 069 00 00 002 00 

SCHEDULE B-11 EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT TTE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE 

GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019AS FOLLOWS (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 
PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER 0690000-002 00 

POSTED PAID $963, 

.SEMENTS, .. OF SEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESS. NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

IDSZTAONTORENTSWOUINOISCL0-NEONgASARINNIAW NDN°ADDA'NTS AND A'  FACTS WHICH A 'NV'  AND

ANY UEN CR RIG. TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FCR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFCRE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUa LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY. 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

HE LAND ME.LIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON 
AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. MO,A SURVEY MATTER) 

DA VADC1rD,InDIBSEOUVINL Ng 12 EA VT grE F?EOPTNTNPLR I OBIOSCLTE DATE f TPEACZASFEDDN IN8NRUACONESCMCOFT, 
FOR VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THERE'ON,G0NERED BY THIS POLIO' (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

THE FAILURE TO COMP. WGH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

ANY REFEREED ES TO ACR.GE IN THE .ND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FCR TRACT CATION ON. AND ARE NOT TO BE 
COLISTRLED AS ANY 5 r OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY GIG POLIO' (NOT A SURVEYMATTER) 

, AIL C;WORATAnT,0°RFDSEIDIDU2TI .ED'0 W DDN' D,OANT4NPWALA'2FILONECALAUTINDC RECORDS 

RICK HORD AND TERESA HORD 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

T,LE COMMITMENT NO304387NCT-35, EFFECT, DATE JULY 1, 2020 

OWNER RICK HORD AND TERESA HCRD 

A TRACT OF .ND CN THE WATERS OF TURK. RUN AND CILI THE ILAT .RILAEL AND FLEMINGSBURG ROAD IN FLEMING COUNT', KENTUCIN 
AND BOUNDED AS FOLLOWS 

BEGINNING AT A POINT IN THE FLEMINGSBURGAIT .RILAEL ROAD CORNER TO GEO WATTS, GIENCE WGH WATTS S 22 30' E 39 40 CHS TO 
CCRNER OF CHAS MARSHALL, THENCE WIN MARSHALL N 51 E 26 02 CHS TO A PASSWAY AND CORNER T BRCE HINTON, THENCE N 16 W 
18 40 CHS, THENCE N 1030 E 93 CHS, THENCE S 26,3 15, THENCE N 30'W 2 78, THENCE N 89. 18, 123 CHS, THENCE N 4830'W 1 21 
CHS, THENCE N TY 30. W 3 02 CHS, THENCE N 16 38' W 4 65 CHS TO A POINT IN THE MT CARMEL ROAD, THENCEWITH THE ROAD S 30' 
W 9 CHS. 57615 W12 CH5.5 7330,V 2.MICH5. ',THE BEGINNING. SAID TRACT CONTAINING 0082 ACRE. 

AND AN EASEMENT. THE BARN RETAINED AND DESCRIBED IN DEED BOOK 177, PAGE 600, FLEMING COUNT/ COURT RECORDS 

LESS AND EXCEPT T.T CERTAIN TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND CONWINING 5 4176 ACRES CONVEYED BY JAMES THOMAS ES.NI AND MARY 
LEWIS ESHAM, HUSBAND AND WIFE. TO LLOYD T SHINDLEBOWER AND JANE SHINDLEBOWER, HUSBAND AND WIFE. DATED SEPTEMBER 8, 
1993, RECORDED IN DEED BCOK 177, PAGE 600, FLEMING CCUNN CCURT RECORDS 

TAX ID NO 069 00 06024 00 

SCHEDULE B-11 EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE 

GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE EIS..,FAR 2019,AS FOLLOWS (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER 069-00-00-024 00 

POSTED PAID $566 08 

EASEMENTS, C.110 OE. SEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTR) 

3 04EpAcrg rCORNRUCAILNwcurgygn$, NcrARTsAGILDAMENCROACHILAENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 

4 ANY UEN CR RIG. TOA LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FCR 
IS 
LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFCRE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 

FOR ANY a  THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

V ANDANELNALEMnIGHDsADDTAC„ANLI6 O ,I4,„ WA,M ,ORuOL,GmA An. METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER CR ON 

DAVADJ SDNIOTDILSEOUVINIANENADUgla DIDADIEF?EOFTUGNPRIORIOSUHE AM FaE PEAMSEDINENRUACONESYETCOFT, 
FOR VALUE, THE ESTATE OR IN TEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

THE FAILURE TO COMP. WGH THE TERMS AND COLIDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

ANY REFERENCES TO ACR.GE IN THE .ND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FCR TRACT IDENTIFI.TION ON. AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY GIG POLIO' (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

RICK HORD AND TERESA HORD 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

T,LE COMMITMENT NO304387NCT-22, EFFECT, DATE JULY 1, 2020 

OWN 
LESLIE LGZLER, MARRIED, AS TORN UNDIVIDED ONE-HALF (12) INTEREST KELLEY SLANG MARRIED, AS TORN UNDIVIDEDUNDIVIDEDCNE-HALF 

(102) TEREST 
A CERWIN TR.T CR PARCEL OF LAND, LYING AND BEING IN FLEMING COUNT', KENTUCI, BCUNDED AND DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS, 
TO-WIT 

BEGINNING IN TN CENTER OF THE BEECHBURGFLEMINGSBURG ROAD AND CORNER TO LAUDE BREWER, THENCE WGH HIS LNES, S 12-3/4 
DEGREES WEST 37 RODS TO A POST, THENCE S 33 DEGREES WES$21 7 RODS TO A POST, THENCE S 30 DEGREES W 14 72 RODS ,OA POST AT 
WEST END OF WATER GAP, THENCE GROSSING BRANCH SOUTH 70 DEGREES E 1.16 RODS TO A HON, LOCUST, THENCE S 11-1/2 WEST 34 
RODS TO A POST, THENCE SOUTH 30 DEGREES W 4 ROOS ,OA POST, THENCE S 15 DEGREES W 11 RODS ,OA POST, THENCE S 11 DEGREES 
W 27 6 RODS TO A POST, THEN. SOUTH 83-1/2 DEGREES E 1542 RODS ,OA POST, THENCE N 7 DEGREES E 104 RODS TO THE CENTER OF 
THE ABOVE ROAD, THENCE OUT SAME WGH ITS MEANDERS N 80-1/4 DEGREES W 48 48 RODS, N 83-1/2 DEGREES W 51 57 RODS, N 69-3/4 
DEGREES W 30 76 RODS TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 981 ACRES MORE OR LESS 

ULD,TRUH ,',-7(DL EN/ N2HDUDErrelZT=e NTAJI,N LILA2 2FLEI ND- DLTEVEM Jr/ ?rinjAM D/rEDDI-uENTID"Gr6AEN=OEO' 

$069lcr CF RECORD IN D B 129, PAGE 71, FLEMING COUNN CLERKS OFFICE AND WHICH IS MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS 

IN 
CERTA TRACT OF REAL ESTATE SITUATED ON THE FLEMINGSBURG-BEECHBURG ROAD IN FLEMING CCU., KENTUO,, AND DESCRIBED 

AS FOLOWS 

BEG, • AIG IN THE CENTER OF SLE FLEMINGSBURG-BEECHBURG ROADWAY AND CORNER TO RAYMOND HACKWORTH'S LAND, GIENCE 
LEAV NE NEAD WGH HIS LINE S 6 DEG 30' W 140 FEET TO A STAKE CCRNER TO EUGENE D.RING'S LAND, THENCE WITH HIS LINE N 80 
DEG,:: G.30 6  TO A STAKE, GIENCE N 6 DEG 30' E ',FEET TO THE CENTER OF ROAD, THENCE °UTNE SAME S 80 DEG 20' E GO FEET 
TO GE BE. 4.4446, CONTAINING 0 54 ACRE 

THU" IS ALSO EXCEPTED AND NOT CCILIVEYED HEREBY A CERTAIN TRACT CF .ND CONVEYED TO JAMES HIGGINS AND RUTH ANN 
HIGONS, HUSBAND AND WEE, BY DEED FROM HELEN DEARING, WIDOW, 

PA 
DATED THE 19TH DAY OF AUGUST 993 AND OF RECORD IN D B 

177, PAGE 06, FLEMING OUNT/ CLERKS OFFICE, AND WHICH IS MORE RTICU.R, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 

A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND LYING AND BEING IN FLEMING COUNN KENTUCKY BOUNDED AND DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS, TO-WIT 

BEGINNING AT A CORNER POST IN THE PROPER, LINE OF JAL. HIGGINS AND FOLLOW NG THE LINE CF HGGINS' PROPER", N 170.01 TO 
A CORNER POST, TTENCE AT AN APPROXIMATE 15" . 9 ' ONG THE PROPER, LINE  OF RAYMOND HACKWOATIALS LAND ,A 

sATpApILT,,l'AV:JA,,,WErlY,VZ8Zfr,t'pliS uft'F',IETgrARRTONTS°rTOND-r'gIVLIZI,V-IIIATZ 
ONE-HALF ACRE MORE OR LESS 

THERE IS FUR TTER EXCEPTED AND NOT CONVEYED A TRACT OF AND CONVEYED TO NEIL DARE, SINGLE FROM KENNETH C DEARING AND 
D.RING, HUSBAND MO WIFE, BY DEED DATED THE 24TH DAY OF AUGUST 2007, AND OF RECCRD IN DEED BOOK 23Z PAGE 

114, NEMING COUNT/ CLERK'S OFFICE AND MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 

A CERTAIN PARCEL OR TRACT OF LAND LYING CR SITUATED ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF I, HWY NO 3301, BEECHTREE PIKE (FORMERLY 
BEECHBURG-FLEMINGSSURG ROAD), LOCATED APPRCEIMATELY 1 7 MILES EAST OF KY. HWY. NO 57, THE FLEMINGSBURG TOT CARMEL 
ROAD, IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUOCY AND MORE SPECIFICALLY DES.IBED AS FOLLOWS: 

BEGINNING AT A CORNER POST IN THE SM. RIGHT-CF-WAY LINE OF KY HWY NO 3901, SAID POINT BEING 30 FEET FROM THE CENTER 
OF TTE ROM AND AN DrISTING COMMON CORNER TO RUTH ANN HIGGINS (DEED BOP( 129, PAGE 71) AND KENNETH C DARING, ET U, 
THE PARENT TRACT WEED 80. 17E PAGE 650); THENCE WITH THE LINE CF SAID HIGGINS AND ALONG AN !CASTING FENCE SOUTH 5 DEG 
01 MIN 4 3 SEC WEST, PASSING A W IN. REBAR AND CAP (SET WITNESS CORNER) AT 5.02 FEET AND PASSING ANOTHER A INCH RE,R 
AND CAP (SET WITNESS C.NER) AT 10136 FEET (5.02 FEET+ 103.34 FEED, F. A TOTAL DISTANCE OF 113.13 FEET OA CORNER POST SAID 
PONT A CORNER TO AFORESAID HIGGINS PROPER", AND ANOTHER RUTH ANN HIGGINS PROPERTY (DEED BOOK 177, PAGE 49D, HENCE 
WITH LATTER SAID VEGGIES' LINES FOR THE FOLLOWING TWO (2) ,LLS 

(1) SOUTH 3 DEG. 51 MIN. 28 SEC EAST, PASSING A 1,9 INCH REBAR AND ,P (SET WITNESS CORNER) AT ,4300 FEET FORA TOTAL 
D]STANCE OF 147.03 FEET TOA CORNER POSY, 

(2) 'THENCE NORTH 00 DEG. 3 6 MIN. 28 SEC EAST, 141 93 FEN T° A 15 INCH REPEL. AND CAP GEN IN THE UNE CE RAYMO
HACIONORTH (DEED BOO! 123, PAGE 468 AND DEED BOOK 181, PAGE 385, TRACTS NO. 2 AND NO 33 THENCE WTH THE LI CF 
RAGEK.TH SOUTH 5 DEG. 43 MIN IS SEC WEST, PASSIL, THE COMMON CORNER CF HAOONCRTH AND 44.4. , 411 (DEED BOOK " OE
PAGE 83) Al 1156. CO FEETAND PASSING AA IN. REAR.' . CET 0. (SET WITNESS CORNER) IN THE 14 , , FEET (1,6 
FEE, 317 74 FEET), FOR A TOTAL DISTANCE Cr 1487 74 EET TO A COTN 66 POST, THENCE CCN . WITH THY OF 

THENCE WITH NEW DIVISION LINES Of THE PARENT - EACT FOR THE FOLLOWING TWO121.LLS 

) 
ISTANCE O 

NORTH 
.3.09 F 
I DEG. 4 

MIN. 49 SEC 
 

NAT, EET 
E,T 

PAEXISTING 
SSING A 64 INCH

LIN, 
REBAR AND CAP (SET W,NESS CORNER) AT 1048 09 FEET FOR A TOTAL 

DISTANCED TOA POST I FENCE 

TH THENCE NORTH 16 DEG 33 MIN 44 SEC EAST 72410 FEET TO A 14$ INCH REBAR AND GP (SET) IN AFORESAID RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, 
ENCE W,H THE RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE (COMMONWEALTH CF .NTUGEY, RAW DEED BOGIE 91 C 472 AND 474) FOR THE FOLLOW NG TEN 

(10) CALLS 

(1) 24 78 FEET ALONG THE ARC OF A CURVE TO TTE RIGHT TO A POINT. FEET RIGHT CF KY 3301 CENTERLINE STATION 90 + 75, WITH 
SAID CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF 5690 00 FEET AND A CHORD SOU, 81 DEG 18 MIN 12 SEC EAST, 24]0 FEET, 

(2) THENCE NORTH 8 DEG 49 NI IN 18 SEC .ST 15 00 FEET TO A POINT, FEET RIGHT OF KY 3301 CENTERLINE STATION 9075, 

(3) THENCE 94 32 FEET ALONG THE ARC OF A CURVE TO THE RIG. TO A POINT OF .RVE (P C), W,H SAID CURVE HAVING A .DIUS CF 
5705 00 FEET AND A CHORD SCUTH 80 DEG 42 MIN. ,] SEC .ST 94 31 FEET, 

THENCE SOUTH 80 DEG MIN 00 SEC EAST 30 70 FEET TO A POINT 25 FEET RIGHT OF KY 3301 CENTERLINE STATION 92+00, 
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION (CONTINUED)

ALL OF THE ABOVE TRACTS ALSO BEING THE SAME PROPERTY IN WHICH BONITA R. HACKWORTH, MARRIED, CONVEYED ALL HER UNDIVIDED
ONE-HALF ON) INTEREST UNTO RAYMOND M. HACKWORTH, MARRIED, BY DEED DATED MARCH 9, 1994, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 181,
PAGE 385, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

BONITA R. HACKWORTH REFERRED TO HEREIN IS ONE AND THE SAME PERSON AS BONITA HACKWORTH, AND RAYMOND M. HACKWORTH
REFERRED TO HEREIN IS ONE AND THE SAME PERSON AS RAYMOND HACKWORTH.

TAX ID NO.: 069-00-00-035.00

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1.  GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

      PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 069-00-00-035.00

      POSTED PAID: $618.01

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.

  (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.

  (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON
THE LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD,
FOR VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.

  (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY.  (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

9. RIGHT OF WAY EASEMENT DATED SEPTEMBER 18, 1992, GRANTED BY RAYMOND HACKWORTH AND WIFE, BONITA HACKWORTH,
CONVEYED TO FLEMING COUNTY WATER ASSOCIATION, INC., RECORDED NOVEMBER 12, 1992 IN EASEMENT BOOK 17, PAGE 15, OFFICIAL
PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.  (AFFECTS TRACT 3)

(NOT PLOTTABLE)

10. RIGHT OF WAY EASEMENT DATED JULY 24, 1987, GRANTED BY RAYMOND HACKWORTH AND WIFE, BONITA HACKWORTH, CONVEYED TO
FLEMING COUNTY WATER ASSOCIATION, INC., RECORDED APRIL 15, 1988 IN EASEMENT BOOK 15, PAGE 627, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS,
FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.  (AFFECTS TRACT 1)

(BLANKET IN NATURE, NOT PLOTTABLE)

11. RIGHT OF WAY EASEMENT DATED MAY 28, 1986, GRANTED BY RAYMOND HACKWORTH AND WIFE, BONITA HACKWORTH, CONVEYED TO
FLEMING COUNTY WATER ASSOCIATION, INC., RECORDED JULY 15, 1986 IN EASEMENT  BOOK 15, PAGE 460, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS,
FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.  (AFFECTS TRACTS 1 AND 2)

(BLANKET IN NATURE, NOT PLOTTABLE)

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-29, EFFECTIVE DATE: JULY 1, 2020

OWNER: ANDREW T. HEFLIN

A CERTAIN TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY AND DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:-

BEGINNING IN CENTER OF HIGHWAY NO. 344, CORNER TO CARL BREEZE; THENCE OUT CENTER OF HIGHWAY, S. 64 DEGREES 00' E. 989.5 FT.
TO CORNER TO NOLAN MILLER. THENCE LEAVING HIGHWAY WITH HIS LINE, N. 42 DEGREES 50' E. 158.0 FT, TO CENTER OF COUNTY ROAD.
THENCE OUT CENTER OF COUNTY ROAD N. 27 DEGREES 25' E. 298.0 FEET; THENCE N. 16 DEGREES 05' E. 150.0 FT; THENCE N. 31 DEGREES 11' E.
145.0 FT; THENCE N. 51 DEGREES 47' E. 312.0 FT; THENCE N. 39 DEGREES 00' E. 247.6 FT. TO CORNER TO DONALD MEADOWS. THENCE
LEAVING COUNTY ROAD WITH HIS LINE N. 4 7 DEGREES 00' W. 15 6. 5 FT., TO POST. THENCE N. 07 DEGREES 22' E. 1680.5 FT, TO POST CORNER
TO WALTER MATTINGLY. THENCE WITH HIS LINE N. 85 DEGREES 40' W. 1337 2 FT, TO POST CORNER TO D.E. FOXWORTHY. THENCE WITH HIS
LINE, S. 19 DEGREES 50' W. 2105.0 FT, TO POST CORNER TO CARL BREEZE. THENCE WITH HIS LINE, S. 71 DEGREES 17' E. 525.6 FT, TO POST.
THENCE S. 25 DEGREES 40' W. 380.8 FT, TO CENTER OF HIGHWAY NO. 344. THE BEGINNING. CONTAINING 92.255 ACRES.

BEING THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED TO ANDREW T. HEFLIN AND DIANA F. HEFLINE BY DEED FROM MELVIN LYNCH AND MARJORIE
LYNCH, DATED FEBRUARY 12, 1982, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 153, PAGE 697, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE. THE SECOND PARTIES
HAD THEIR MARRIAGE DISSOLVED BY THE FLEMING CIRCUIT COURT IN 1997, CIVIL ACTION NO. 97-CI-00094.

TAX ID NO.: 069-00-00-002.00

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1. GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

   PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 069-00-00-002.00

   POSTED PAID: $963.15

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.

   (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.

   (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5.  ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON
THE LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD,
FOR VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.

   (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

9. MORTGAGE DATED JUNE 24, 2016, IN THE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF $110,234.65, EXECUTED BY ANDREW T. HEFLIN, UNMARRIED, IN FAVOR
OF FARM CREDIT MID-AMERICA, FLCA, A CORPORATION, RECORDED JUNE 30, 2016 IN BOOK 334, PAGE 72, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS,
FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-35, EFFECTIVE DATE: JULY 1, 2020

OWNER: RICK HORD AND TERESA HORD

A TRACT OF LAND ON THE WATERS OF TURKEY RUN AND ON THE MT. CARMEL AND FLEMINGSBURG ROAD IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY,
AND BOUNDED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A POINT IN THE FLEMINGSBURG-MT CARMEL ROAD CORNER TO GEO WATTS; THENCE WITH WATTS S 27  30' E 39.40 CHS. TO
CORNER OF CHAS. MARSHALL; THENCE WITH MARSHALL N  E 26.02 CHS. TO A PASSWAY AND CORNER TO BRICE HINTON; THENCE N  W
18.40 CHS.; THENCE N  30' E 93 CHS.; THENCE S  W 3.15; THENCE N  30' W 2.78, THENCE N  18' W 1.23 CHS.; THENCE N  30' W 1.21
CHS.; THENCE N  30' W 3.02 CHS.; THENCE N  38' W 4.65 CHS. TO A POINT IN THE MT. CARMEL ROAD; THENCE WITH THE ROAD S  30'

AND AN EASEMENT TO THE BARN RETAINED AND DESCRIBED IN DEED BOOK 177, PAGE 600, FLEMING COUNTY COURT RECORDS.

LESS AND EXCEPT THAT CERTAIN TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND CONTAINING 5.4176 ACRES CONVEYED BY JAMES THOMAS ESHAM AND MARY
LEWIS ESHAM, HUSBAND AND WIFE, TO LLOYD T SHINDLEBOWER AND JANE SHINDLEBOWER, HUSBAND AND WIFE, DATED SEPTEMBER 8,
1993, RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 177, PAGE 600, FLEMING COUNTY COURT RECORDS

TAX ID NO.: 069-00-00-024.00

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1.   GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

 PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 069-00-00-024.00

       POSTED PAID: $566.08

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.

   (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.

   (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON
THE LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD,
FOR VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.

   (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY.  (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-22, EFFECTIVE DATE: JULY 1, 2020

OWNER: LESLIE LITZLER, MARRIED, AS TO AN UNDIVIDED ONE-HALF (1/2) INTEREST, KELLEY SMITH, MARRIED, AS TO AN UNDIVIDED ONE-HALF
(1/2) INTEREST

A CERTAIN TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND, LYING AND BEING IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY BOUNDED AND DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS,
TO-WIT:

BEGINNING IN THE CENTER OF THE BEECHBURG-FLEMINGSBURG ROAD AND CORNER TO CLAUDE BREWER, THENCE WITH HIS LINES, S 12-3/4
DEGREES WEST 37 RODS TO A POST; THENCE S 33 DEGREES WEST 21.7 RODS TO A POST; THENCE S 30 DEGREES W 14.72 RODS TO A POST AT
WEST END OF WATER GAP; THENCE CROSSING BRANCH SOUTH 70 DEGREES E 1.16 RODS TO A HONEY LOCUST; THENCE S 11-1/2 WEST 3.4
RODS TO A POST; THENCE SOUTH 30 DEGREES W 4 RODS TO A POST; THENCE S 15 DEGREES W 11 RODS TO A POST; THENCE S 11 DEGREES
W 27.6 RODS TO A POST; THENCE SOUTH 83-1/2 DEGREES E 154.2 RODS TO A POST; THENCE N 7 DEGREES E 104 RODS TO THE CENTER OF
THE ABOVE ROAD; THENCE OUT SAME WITH ITS MEANDERS N 80-1/4 DEGREES W 48.48 RODS; N 83-1/2 DEGREES W 51.57 RODS; N 69-3/4
DEGREES W 30.76 RODS TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 98.1 ACRES MORE OR LESS.

THERE IS EXCEPTED AND NOT CONVEYED HEREBY A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND CONVEYED TO JAMES. E. HIGGINS AND RUTH ANN HIGGINS,
HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY DEED FROM EUGENE DEARING AND HELEN DEARING, HUSBAND AND WIFE, DATED THE 30TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER,

1969, AND OF RECORD IN D.B. 129, PAGE 71, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE, AND WHICH IS MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS:

A CERTAIN TRACT OF REAL ESTATE SITUATED ON THE FLEMINGSBURG-BEECHBURG ROAD IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, AND DESCRIBED
AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING IN THE CENTER OF THE FLEMINGSBURG-BEECHBURG ROADWAY AND CORNER TO RAYMOND HACKWORTH'S LAND; THENCE
LEAVING THE ROAD WITH HIS LINE S 6 DEG. 30' W 140 FEET TO A STAKE, CORNER TO EUGENE DEARING'S LAND; THENCE WITH HIS LINE N 80
DEG, 20' W 170 FEET TO A STAKE; THENCE N 6 DEG. 30' E 140 FEET TO THE CENTER OF ROAD; THENCE OUT THE SAME S 80 DEG. 20' E 170 FEET
TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 0.54 ACRE.

THERE IS ALSO EXCEPTED AND NOT CONVEYED HEREBY A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND CONVEYED TO JAMES HIGGINS AND RUTH ANN
HIGGINS, HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY DEED FROM HELEN DEARING, WIDOW, DATED THE 19TH DAY OF AUGUST, 1993 AND OF RECORD IN D.B.
177, PAGE 496, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE, AND WHICH IS MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND LYING AND BEING IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY BOUNDED AND DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS, TO-WIT:

BEGINNING AT A CORNER POST IN THE PROPERTY LINE OF JAMES HIGGINS AND FOLLOWING THE LINE OF HIGGINS' PROPERTY N 170.01 TO
A CORNER POST; THENCE AT AN APPROXIMATE 45" ANGLE E 120.0' ALONG THE PROPERTY LINE OF RAYMOND HACKWORTH'S LAND TO A
STAKE; THENCE AT ANOTHER APPROXIMATE 90' ANGLE S 143.0' ALONG THE PROPERTY LINE OF HELEN DEARING TO A STAKE; THENCE AT AN
APPROXIMATE 90" WEST 147.0 FEET ALONG THE PROPERTY LINE OF HELEN DEARING TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING AND CONTAINING
ONE-HALF ACRE, MORE OR LESS.

THERE IS FURTHER EXCEPTED AND NOT CONVEYED A TRACT OF LAND CONVEYED TO NEIL DARE, SINGLE, FROM KENNETH C. DEARING AND
MARILYN J. DEARING, HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY DEED DATED THE 24TH DAY OF AUGUST, 2007, AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 232, PAGE
114, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE AND MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

A CERTAIN PARCEL OR TRACT OF LAND LYING OR SITUATED ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF KY. HWY. NO. 3301, BEECHTREE PIKE (FORMERLY
BEECHBURG-FLEMINGSBURG ROAD), LOCATED APPROXIMATELY 1.7 MILES EAST OF KY. HWY. NO. 57, THE FLEMINGSBURG-MT. CARMEL
ROAD, IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY AND MORE SPECIFICALLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A CORNER POST IN THE SOUTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF KY. HWY. NO. 3301, SAID POINT, BEING 30 FEET FROM THE CENTER
OF THE ROAD AND AN EXISTING COMMON CORNER TO RUTH ANN HIGGINS (DEED BOOK 129, PAGE 71) AND KENNETH C. DARING, ET UX,
THE PARENT TRACT (DEED BOOK 178, PAGE 650); THENCE WITH THE LINE OF SAID HIGGINS AND ALONG AN EXISTING FENCE SOUTH 5 DEG.
01 MIN. 4 3 SEC. WEST, PASSING A  INCH REBAR AND CAP (SET WITNESS CORNER) AT 5.02 FEET AND PASSING ANOTHER  INCH REBAR
AND CAP (SET WITNESS CORNER) AT 108.36 FEET (5.02 FEET+ 103.34 FEET), FOR A TOTAL DISTANCE OF 113.13 FEET TO A CORNER POST, SAID
POINT A CORNER TO AFORESAID HIGGINS PROPERTY AND ANOTHER RUTH ANN HIGGINS PROPERTY (DEED BOOK 177, PAGE 496); THENCE
WITH LATTER SAID HIGGINS' LINES FOR THE FOLLOWING TWO (2) CALLS:

(1) SOUTH 3 DEG. 51 MIN. 28 SEC. EAST, PASSING A  INCH REBAR AND CAP (SET WITNESS CORNER) AT 143.00 FEET, FOR A TOTAL
DISTANCE OF 147.00 FEET TO A CORNER POST;

(2) THENCE NORTH 88 DEG. 3 6 MIN. 28 SEC. EAST, 141.93 FEET TO A  INCH REBAR AND CAP (SET) IN THE LINE OF RAYMOND M.
HACKWORTH (DEED BOOK 123, PAGE 468 AND DEED BOOK 181, PAGE 385, TRACTS NO. 2 AND NO. 3); THENCE WITH THE LINE OF
HACKWORTH SOUTH 5 DEG. 43 MIN. 15 SEC. WEST, PASSING THE COMMON CORNER OF HACKWORTH AND BRIAN HUNT (DEED BOOK 193,
PAGE 83) AT 115 6. 00 FEET AND PASSING A  INCH REBAR AND CAP (SET WITNESS CORNER) IN THE LINE OF HUNT AT 1473.74 FEET (1156.00
FEET+ 317.74 FEET), FOR A TOTAL DISTANCE OF 1487. 74 FEET TO A CORNER POST; THENCE CONTINUING WITH THE LINE OF SAID HUNT
NORTH 84 DEG. 00 MIN. 23 SEC. WEST, 803. 73 FEET TO A  INCH REBAR AND I.D. CAP STAMPED R. A. WRIGHT, L.S. 2808 (FOUND), SAID
POINT A COMMON CORNER TO HUNT AND JASON L. PLANCK (DEED BOOK 221, PAGE 324); THENCE WITH THE LINE OF SAID PLANCK NORTH
83 DEG. 27 MIN. 23 SEC. WEST, 146.13 FEET TO A  INCH REBAR AND CAP (SET) AT THE NORTH BASE OF A FIFTEEN (15) INCH WILD CHERRY;
THENCE WITH NEW DIVISION LINES OF THE PARENT TRACT FOR THE FOLLOWING TWO (2) CALLS:

(1) NORTH 1 DEG. 45 MIN. 49 SEC. EAST, PASSING A  INCH REBAR AND CAP (SET WITNESS CORNER) AT 1048.09 FEET, FOR A TOTAL
DISTANCE OF 1053.09 FEET TO A POST IN AN EXISTING FENCE LINE;

(2) THENCE NORTH 16 DEG. 33 MIN. 44 SEC. EAST 724.10 FEET TO A  INCH REBAR AND CAP (SET) IN AFORESAID RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE;
THENCE WITH THE RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE (COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY, R/W DEED BOOK 91 C, 472 AND 474) FOR THE FOLLOWING TEN
(10) CALLS:

(1) 24.78 FEET ALONG THE ARC OF A CURVE TO THE RIGHT TO A POINT 40 FEET RIGHT OF KY. 3301 CENTERLINE STATION 90 + 75, WITH
SAID CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF 5690.00 FEET AND A CHORD SOUTH 81 DEG. 18 MIN. 12 SEC. EAST, 24.78 FEET;

(2) THENCE NORTH 8 DEG. 49 MIN. 18 SEC. EAST, 15.00 FEET TO A POINT 25 FEET RIGHT OF KY. 3301 CENTERLINE STATION 90+75;

(3) THENCE 94.32 FEET ALONG THE ARC OF A CURVE TO THE RIGHT TO A POINT OF CURVE (P.C.), WITH SAID CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF
5705.00 FEET AND A CHORD SOUTH 80 DEG. 42 MIN. 17 SEC. EAST, 94.31 FEET;

(4) THENCE SOUTH 80 DEG. 15 MIN. 00 SEC. EAST, 30.70 FEET TO A POINT 25 FEET RIGHT OF KY. 3301 CENTERLINE STATION 92+00;

(5) THENCE SOUTH 9 DEG. 45 MIN. 00 SEC. WEST 5.00 FEET TO A POINT 30 FEET RIGHT OF KY. 3301 CENTERLINE STATION 92+00;

(6) THENCE SOUTH 80 DEG. 15 MIN. 00 SEC. EAST, 515.00 FEET TO A POINT 30 FEET RIGHT OF KY. 3301 CENTERLINE STATION 97+ 15;

(7) THENCE SOUTH 9 DEG. 45 MIN. 00 SEC. WEST, 10.00 FEET TO A POINT 40 FEET RIGHT OF KY. 3301 CENTERLINE STATION 97+15;

(8) THENCE SOUTH 80 DEG. 15 MIN. 00 SEC. EAST, 35.00 FEET TO A POINT 40 FEET RIGHT OF KY. 3301 CENTERLINE STATION 97+50:

(9) THENCE NORTH 9 DEG. 45 MIN. 00 SEC. EAST, 10.00 FEET TO A POINT 30 FEET RIGHT OF KY. 3301 CENTERLINE STATION 97+50;

(10) THENCE SOUTH 80 DEG. 15 MIN. 00 SEC. EAST, 21.12 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; CONTAINING 38.15 ACRES, OR WHICH IS
SUBJECT TO ALL EASEMENTS, RESTRICTIONS OR COVENANTS OF RECORD. THIS DESCRIPTION WAS PREPARED IN CONJUNCTION WITH A
CLASS  SURVEY, FIELD COMPLETED IN AUGUST, 2006 BY WILLIAM T. (TOMMY) CARPENTER, PLS 2380. A PLAT DEPICTING THAT
SURVEY (DRAWING NO. 06-018) IS ON FILE IN PLAT CABINET NO. 3, SLIDE NO. 224, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE. THE  INCH X 24 INCH
REBARS SET THIS SURVEY BEAR A ONE (1) INCH DIAMETER ORANGE PLASTIC I.D. CAP STAMPED W.T.C., PLS 2380 AT PROPERTY CORNER AND
W.T.C., 2380-WIT.COR. AT WITNESS CORNERS. THE BEARINGS STATED HEREIN ARE REFERENCED TO THE MAGNETIC MERIDIAN NOTED ON
SAID PLAT.

BEING A PART OF THE SAME REAL ESTATE CONVEYED KENNETH C. DEARING AND MARILYN J. DEARING, HUSBAND AND WIFE, FROM HELEN
DEARING, WIDOW, BY DEED DATED THE 1ST DAY OF MARCH, 1994, OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 178, PAGE 650, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S
OFFICE.

SAVE AND EXCEPT THAT TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND IN DEED DATED OCTOBER 24, 2016, RECORDED OCTOBER 27, 2016 IN BOOK 261, PAGE
588, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEING A 4.012 ACRE PARCEL OF PROPERTY LYING ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF KY HWY 3301 (BEECHTREE PIKE) APPROXIMATELY 1.6 MILES EAST
OF KY HWY 57 (MOUNT CARMEL ROAD), IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A  IRON PIN AND CAP FOUND (WTC 2380) AT THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY OF KY HWY 3301 (BEECHTREE PIKE)
(COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY DB 91 C PG 473) CORNER TO NELL DARE DB 232 PG 114 AND KELLEY SMITH & LESLIE LITZLER DB 258 PG
734; THENCE LEAVING THE RIGHT OF WAY ALONG THE DARE LINE  A DISTANCE OF 416.921 TO AN IRON PIN AND CAP SET;
THENCE CONTINUING ALONG THE DARE LINE  114.41' TO AN IRON PIN & CAP SET NEW CORNER TO SMITH & LITZLER; THENCE
LEAVING THE DARE LINE ALONG THE NEW DIVISION LINE OF SMITH & LITZLER  A DISTANCE OF 580.29' TO AN IRON PIN AND
CAP SET; THENCE CONTINUING ALONG SAID NEW LINE  A DISTANCE OF 36.65' TO AN IRON PIN AND CAP SET NEAR THE WEST
END OF A POND; THENCE  A DISTANCE OF 132.13' TO AN IRON PIN AND CAP SET IN THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY OF KY
HWY 3301; THENCE ALONG THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY OF KY HWY 3301  E A DISTANCE OF 224.68' TO A POINT 25' RIGHT OF
CENTERLINE STATION 87+71.70; THENCE CONTINUING WITH THE RIGHT OF WAY ALONG A CURVE TURNING TO THE RIGHT WITH AN ARC
LENGTH OF 178.30' A RADIUS OF 5705.00' AND A CHORD BEARING AND DISTANCE OF  178.29' TO A POINT 25' RIGHT OF
CENTERLINE STATION 89+50; THENCE  W A DISTANCE OF 15.00' TO A POINT 40' RIGHT OF CENTERLINE STATION 89+50; THENCE
ALONG A CURVE TURNING TO THE RIGHT WITH AN ARC LENGTH OF 100.22' A RADIUS OF 5690.00' AND A CHORD BEARING AND DISTANCE
OF  100.22' TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING CONTAINING 4.012 ACRES ACCORDING TO THE SURVEY BY TRAVIS A. MCGLONE PLS
3919 OF BUFFALO TRACE SURVEYING, LLC 7/19/2016 (FIELD SURVEY COMPLETED ON 7/18/2016 WITH A TOPCON 236W TOTAL STATION
HAVING AN UNADJUSTED TRAVERSE CLOSURE OF 1:35,494).

SHERRI GRIFFITH (CONTINUED)

ANDREW T. HEFLIN

RICK HORD AND TERESA HORD

RICK HORD AND TERESA HORD



RICK HORD AND TERESA HORD (CONTINUED) 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION (CONTINUED) 

ALL IRON PIN AND CAPS SET WERE ," X 18" REBAR WITH A YELLOW PLASTC CAP STAMPED "TMCGLONE PLS 3919" 

BEARINGS COORDINATED TO THE ," IRON PIN AND CAPS POUND (W -C 2380) WEST LINE OF NEIL DARE DB 232, PAGE 114 

PROPER, SUBJECT TO ALL LEGAL RIGHT OF WAYS, EASEMENTS OF RECORD AND UNRECCRDED CONVEYANCES 

PRO
TUO01 DB 
PERTY SUBJECT. THE EXISTING RIGHT OF WAY FOR KY HWY 3301 (BEECHTREE PIKE) FOR BENEFIT OF THE COMMONWEALTH OF 

KEN 91 C PG 473 

BEING A A012 ACRE 
PORN DEED BOOK 258, 

TION CF THE PROPAGPER, CONVEYED TO KELLEY SMI, & LESLIE UTZLER BY DEED RECORDED IN THE FLEMING 
CCUNTY CLERICS OFFICE I E 74 

TAX ID NO 059-00-00-005 00 

SCHEDULE BNI EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT ,E PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE 

GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FIS.L YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 
PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER 059-00-00-005 00 

POSTED PAID $1,637 34 

EASEMETS, MAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAMS CF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

1ONR.AACIA$..FJag,sw. u.ALU1 s.3,Nr AR-srAZILARTM ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURV, AND 

ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN BY LAW FCR S , 
SHOWN

OR CR HEREA 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTIONIMPOSED OF WHICHBY A C ELAIMANTRVICES IS LABOR TH BY EMATERIAL PUBLICHERETOFORE FTRECORDS AT DATE OF 

POER FURNISHED, EXCEPT
LICY 

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

AAILLTIERILI_RI0HMSPNRARAIN IH°GATLZ-ROITTAP5LTARILATTERr 
E,LLIC ORES, AND 0,ER LA INE.LS IN, UNDER CR ON THE 

DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMB.NCES, ADVERSE C.4. OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APP.RING IN ,E PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRICK TO ,E DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED AC.IRES OF RECORD FOR 
VALUE, THE ESTATE CR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE HEREON, COVERED BY THIS FOLIC/ (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

THE 
LURE

 TO COMPLY PATH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE D.UMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 
(NOT A S Y MATTER) 

ANY REFERENCES TO A.EAGE IN THE .ND DES.IBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR CT DENTIFI.TION CNLY AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART a  COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS FOLIC/ ur SURV, MATER) 

RIGHT OF WAY EASEMENT DATED MAY 2$19868 GRANTED BY HELEN D.RING AND KENNETH DEARING, TO FLEMING COUNT/ WATER 
SSOCATION, INC, ECORDED., 18,1986 IN OOK PAGE 456, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNT6 KENTUCI, 

(BLANKET IN NATURE NOT PLOT,BLE) 

LYLE B. UTTERBACK AND VICKIE UTTERBACK 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

TITLE CCNIMITMENT NO304387NCT-37, EFFECT. DATE JUL 2020 

BEGINNING AT A POINT CORNER CF COUNT/ ROAD AND OM. PROPER-. THENCE NORTH 9 DEG .ST 160 7 FEET TO A STAKE, THENCE 
NORTH 64 DEG .ST 227 6 FEET TO A STAKE THENCE SOUTH 9 DEG 55 WEST 284 FEET TO A STAKE, THENCE NORTH 83 DEG 30' WEST 102 
FEET TO THE BEGINNING, AND CONTAINING 0 94ACRE 

TOGETHER PATH AN EASEMENT,. ,E PURPOSE OF INGRESS AND EGRESS ACROSS ,E JOHN AND DERMA F UTTERBACK PROPER, 
WHICH IS MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS - 

THERE IS A 20 F.T WIDE .SEMENT FOR THE PURPOSE OF ACCESS ,ROUGH THE LAND OF JOHN UTTERBACA THE CENTER CF SAID 
.SEMENT BEGINS NORTH 9 DEG EAST A DISTANCE OF 10 0 FEET FROM THE NCRT.ESTER, CORNER OF S. LOT, THENCE NORTH 64 
DEG .ST A DISTANCE OF 227 6 FEET TO A PONT 10 0 FEET FROM THE NOR,EASTER, CORNER OF SAID LOT 

BEING A PORTION OF THE LAND CONVEYED TO.. UTTERBA. AN DORNIA F UTTERBACK. HIS WIFE, FROM L L EMMONS AND THERESA 
EMMONS, HIS WIFE, AND WILLIAM B MINEER AND JANICE MINEER, HIS WIFE, BY DEED DATED THE 26TH DAY OF MARCH, 1973, AND 
RECORDED IN D B 135, PAGE 753, FLEMING COUNT/ COURT CLERK'S OFFICE 

TAX ID NO 069 00 00 030 00 

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT ME PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE 

1 GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FCLLOWS (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 
PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER 069-00-00-030 00 

POSTED PAID $929 57 

2 .SEMENTS, CLAIMS OF ...NTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS a  IN POSSESS. NOT SHOW, BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 
NOT SURV, MATTER) 

3 Or&sl. , FJAACIg r0OMRU,T ,swou. EALgLs.M3,N HICARsTAZI,FIAARJr.FA.,) ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 

4 A
CR ANYSUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION 
NY IAN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES LABCR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 

OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE a
(Nur A SURVEY MATTER) 

5 LZAZI6RIAIL ILNIZE75sTITRRAIAN,RITNOGALZ.EWcATEAROXvOWL,,AGA757,r,ORAL. METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE 

6 DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR 0,ER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HERECF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECCRD, FOR 
VALUE ,E ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS FOLIC/ (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

7 THE FAILURE TO COM P, W,H THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DO.MENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 
(Nur SURVEY MATTER) 

8 ANY REFERENCES TO AGE. IN THE .ND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT DENTIFI.TION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED ASA./ PART OF TX COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURV, MATER) 

9 QUIT CLAIM AND BOUNDARY LINE AGREEMENT DA. MAY Z 2000 BY A. NAN N AKAN AVVBETWEEN D .../ S 
UTTERBACK, HIS WIFE AND LYLE B. UTT.PA a AND JACKIE LITTERA., HIS WIFE AND MT CAUL EL VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPARTMENT INC, 
RECORDED IINE  2006 IN BOX 227, PAGE 572, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECCADS, FLEMING COUN KENTUCI, 

(AFFECTS SUBJECT PROPER, UNABLE TO PLOW (DOCUMENT DES.IBES A SURVEY PLAT RECORDED AT .BINET 2, SLIDE 185 WAS NOT 
FURNISHED NT THE TIME Cf SURVEY) 

10 RIGHT OF WAY MAY 29 1997, GANES. BY LYLE B UTTERBACK AND MCKIE UTTERBACA HIS WIFE AND JOHN A UTTERBA. AND 
DAXDTANII. UTTER., GT RCTE MAIMING MINTY WATER ASSOCIATION, INC, RECORDED JUNE 4, 1997 IN BOOK PAGE 597, OFFICAL 

PUBLIC RECOF 0.715 KENTUCKY. (SHOWN HEREON) 

11 GSEMEN T DATED MAY I ' 98,9 AN TED BY JOHN UTTERBA. AND DOR MA F UTTERBACK TO LYLE UTTERBACK AND VICKIE UTTER BACK. 
RECCADED MAY 21,1981 I BrOM ' eAGE 96, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING CCU.. KENTUCKY. 
(DOES NOT AFFECT SUBJECT PROPER,- NOT PLOTTED) 

DANNY MINEER, AS TO AN UNDIVIDED ONE-THIRD (1/3) 
OWNER ,LE B UTTERBACK AND VICKIE UTTERBACK 

WY 57 AND X E EAST SIDE CARPENTER ROAD NEAR THE INTEREST, DARRELL MINEER AND KAREN MINEER, HIS WIFE, AS BEING A 46 82 ACRE TRACT OF .ND LOCATED ON ,E SCUTH SIDE OF I, H 
TOWN OF MOUNT CARMEL, IN FLEMING CCU.. KENTUCI, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED NS TO AN UNDIVIDED ONE-THIRD (1/3) INTEREST, JAMES MINEER 
BEGINNING AT AN IRON PIN & CAP SET CORNER TO J.N ANTHONY UTTERBACK LYLE B. UTTERBACK DB 185, PG 68A IN THE LINE OF AND RUBY MINEER, HIS WIFE, AS TO AN UNDIVIDED ONE-THIRD 
JAMES & RUBY MIN EER DB 245 PG 20 AND THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF LYLE B MORE UTTERBACK DB ISZ PAG 

THENC
EGCE WITH THE 

UTTER.. LINE A 04-.54 E MAP TO AN IRON PIN & CAP SET N. CORNER TO UTTERBACK TRACTS 2 X WAH THE NEW (1/3) INTEREST 
DIVISION UNE OF UTTERBACK TRACTS 2 Al N 59-59-5] ETAS... TONY IRON FIN Al GP SET NEW CORNER TO UTTERPACK CTS  & 3, 
THENCE CONTINUING WITH THE NEW DIVISICIJ UNE OF U -FLEABAG( TRACTS 203 N 24-.10W 269.83. TO AN IRON FIN Al GP SETNEW LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 
CORNER TO UTTERPACX TRACTS 103; THENCE S 59-41-26W (PASSING AN RCN FIN 0 GP SET AT 239.609A TOTAL DISTANCE OF 265 50' 
TO A POINT IN THE CENTERLINE 6 CARPENTER ROAD NEW COINER TO UTTER.. TRACTS 2 Al X 'DANCE NON SAID ROAD N CO-15-43 E 
13347'; THENCE MN TINUING WITH SAID ROAD ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT WAVING A RADIUS CF 731.50' AND A GCAD BEARING AND TITLE COMMITMENT NO304387NS-27, EFFECT. DATE JULY 1, 2020 
DISTANCE CF N 06-36-35 W 16551'; THENCE N 18-11-24 W 18192'; THENCE ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT HAVING A RADIUS OF 2479.73.
AND A GOLD BEARING AND DISTANCE CENTS-43-1,AS TO A PONT IN SAID ROAD NEW CORNER TO UTTERBACK TACTS'S, Z 
THENCE ALONG THE NEW DIVISICN LINE CF TRACTS I X 2 :• .0.08 E (PASSING AN RCN PIN COP SET AT 20.80. AND AT TOXICO) A 

ff.IITTgrOnTR ROASS)=E5T, El 'AVIrE5DNIVERIHAIN RILTIVIRREVRTRLDI= 
MINEER

' ' Or 7.VI I(F3).TTEPTOTAL DISTANCE OF 1863.66' TOA Se IRON FIN Al CAP FOL. IILLIAMS 316)AT THE SCUTHWEST COINER OF ROGER STEVEN UTTERBACX 
DB TEX PG SSA THENCE W TH UTIERBACK LINE N 74-S0.17 .S80. MA It• RCN FIN GP FOUND (WILLIAMS LS SIX AT THE SOUTH 
EAST CORNER OF UTTERBACK DB 188, PG 558 ON TE WEST ' OF AA CARP GNE IN THE LINE OF ROSCOE MOAN MILLER CDB 2 PG 190 BEGINIoRGYY 7 CORA. TO JW enewmAN'S CCRNER, ,ENCE PATH SAME N 1 ' 1/4 E 32 56 RODS TO A POST IN LINE OF 
THENCE W,H ,E MILLER AND MINEER LINE S 03-46-33 W 8 NG AN IRON PIN Al GP SET AT 304.31)A TOTAL DISTANCE OF MARI' TO 
AN IRON PIN A .P SET IN THE LINE OF 2'1ES & RUBY MINI '8 OS PG 190 THENCE WITH THE MINEER LINE N 86-.43W 844 77' 'LOAN MARI ILE N,H ALHE 4.03 ' LI TTLETCN'S LINE S 5 W 23 44 EGOS TO ,  ETC CCRNER TO TRACT NO 2, THENCE WMH SAME N 85 
IRON RN & .P SET CCRNER TO a MINOR, A . 7 CONTINUING WITH THE MINEER UNE S 12-22-54 W 541.72' TO AN ISM, 24, MS TO ONG OF MT BaCHBORG .RNPIKE, THENCE A E .J8 RODS TO CORNER OF HGDGIAN; THENCE W,H 
PIN & .P SET CORNER TO UTTER 87 8 " • UR. TH EN .7.7 7.815.37 W 61666' TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING CONANING 46 82 ACRES SAME 9 0, E 48 44 ROOS TO THE BEG I G, CONTAINING SO ACRES. SUBJECT TO I .IIT a PASSWAY FOR TRACTS NO. AND X AND .0 
ACCCRDING TO THE SURVEY 75 1 " PM .4 9 CF BL LO TRACE SURVEYING LLC 3/21/2013 THE IIIRNPI RE BEING THE SAME PRO. . - ' CONVEYED DESERT CLUMP AND AXE. CRUMP, HIS WIFE FROM EVERETT E Ia. AND RUBY 

BEARINGS COCRDINATED TO KEN1Uli 9 WE PLANE COORDINATE SYSTEM NAD 83 NOR, ZONE ALL IRON PIN & .PS SET WERE ," X 
18" REBAR WITH AN ORANGE PLASTC n STAMPED "T MCGLONE PLS 3919" 

ALL MAG NAILS SET WERE 2-1/4" WITH A 1.12" BRASS WASHER STAMPED "T MCGLONE PLS 3919" 

PROPER, SUBJECT TO ALL LEGAL RIGHT OF WAYS, EASEMENTS OF RECORD AND UNRECCRDED CONVEYANCES 

PROPER, SUBJECT TO ALL UTILITIES 

PROPER, SUBJECT TO EXISTNG RIGHT OF WAY FCR .RPENTER ROAD FOR BENEFIT OF THE FLEMING COUNT/ FS.L COURT ORDINANCE 
ORDER 05-005, PUBLISHED 1/262005 (40' TOTAL RMI) 

PROPER, SUBJECT TO AN UNDIVIDED INTEREST TOW C.RY .NE AS RECORDED IN DB 185, PG 684 

ARID 

LEWIS, HIS WIFE, BY DEED DATED MARCH IA 1961, AND RECCADED IN DEED 800K 119 PAGE 545, FLEMING COUNT' CLERIC'S ma. SALLY 
MINE. (ONE AND THE SORE AS SALLY MINEER) HAVING COW/EYED ANY INTEREST GE HAD IN THE PROPERTY TO DANNY W. MINEER 

(ONE A. HS SAME AS DANNY MINEERY BY QUITCLAIM DEED DATED AUGUST 11, 2005, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOX 22A PAGE 5,12, 
FLEMING COUNT' CLERKS CfACE 

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT ME PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE 

GENERAL TAXES AND ESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 
PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 0.80-80-031.03 

POSTED PAID $370 23 

2 .SEMENTS, CLAMS OF ...NTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAMS a  IN POSSESS. NOT SHOW, BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 
NOT SURV, MATTER) 

04Ep oN A$0FUa swoOLI DAILLIstE300AMLIGLLILARFA ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURV, AND 

ANY LIEN OR RIGHT. A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETCFORE OR HER.FTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY 
NO A SURV, MATTER) 

JIMAIAL,, ,ODALAL$NZHUs $1,1,14I NGATIL Z r,,3F,5nTEAR,s10413mGAAS, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE 

DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS CR 0,ER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO ,E EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF,  PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FCR 
VALUE THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLIO' (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

THE FAILURE TO CCM P, W,H THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN ,E LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FCR TRACT IDENTIFI.TION ON, AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDEDIRVELIS POLIO/ (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

NOTCE OF JUDGMENT LIEN DATED OCTOBER 7 2019 AGAINST DAR -LL A MINEER, DEBTOR, BY JOHN DEERE FINANCIAL F S B F/K/A FPC 
FINANCJW F S B, CREDMOR, IN THE AMC.. Sc $50,040.77, PT. 7. MED OCTOBER 7, 2019 IN BOOK 28, PAGE 320, OFFIC. PUBLIC 
RECORDS, FLEMING CCU.. KENTUCKY (I T SUP Of MATT 

NOTICE  OFJUDGMENTLEN DATED SEPTEMBEF 0- 3018, A.INST - MNEER, DEFENDANT BY CAVALRY S. I, Lc PLANTFF, IN THE 
AMOUNT OF $40,38, RECORDED OCTOBER 1 I IN BOCA 2 F . HJ9, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNT', KENTUCI, 

NOT A SURV, MATTER) 

JAMES CALVIN ROBINSON AND MARY MICHELLE ROBINSON 
LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

T,LE CCIMNI,MENT NO304387NC030, EFFECTIVE DATE JULY 1, 2020 

OWNER JAMES CALVIN ROBINSON AND MARY MICHELLE ROBINSCN 
A CERTAIN TRACI OR PARCEL OF LAND LANGAN° BEING IN FLEMING COUNM, SENNOWC ABOUT 5 MILES NORTHEAST OF FLEMINGSBURG 
ON ,E VIGRA EL TURNPIKE ROAD AND BANG M ORE PARTI.LARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 

BEGINNING AT AN IRON PIN (SETT. SURVEY) CORNER TO THOMAS SKAGGS pA 165, PG 2933 SAID POINT ALSO BEING IN THE SOUTH 
R/W OF KY. 57, 30 FEET FROM THE CENTER OF SAID KY. 57; THENCE `NTH SAID SKAG(S PROPERTY UNE SOU. 26 DEGREES 39 MINUTES 44 
SECONDS EAST, 290.78 FEET TO AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY); THENCE NOON 80 DEGREES 40 MINUTES 33 REGGAE'S WEST 213.65 FEET 
TO AN RCN FIN (SET THIS SURVEY); THENCE NOITH 21 DEGREES 04 MINUTES 02 SECONDS WEST, 186.72 FEET TO AN IRON PIN (SET THIS 
SURVEY); THENCE NORTH 70 DEGREES 33 MINUTES 10 SECONDS EAST, SACO FEET TO THE PONT OF BEGINNING. 

HSASSU'R=F P S2SPRPA8'ACFPWC°HNAIAINOSRPAITEPCPAS 
AS

TEZP' ESD PP F 'OPA'ERV RA.  1U1 A238•01329A 
ALLIRON

P NS SS

BEING PART OF THE SAME PROPER, CONVEYED JAMES .LVIN RCBINSON AND MARY ELLE  , FROM MARK A 
FOLLMER, SINGLE BY DEED DATED THE 29TH DAY OF AUGUST 1997, AND RECORDED INMIC DEEHD BOOKOBINS. 190, PAGEHIS WEE 655, FLEMING CCUN, 
CLERK'S OFFICE 

AND 

BEGINNING AT A STAKE UPON THE CENTER a ,E TURNPIKE, THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF THE NUTS FARM, THENCE WITH THE CENTERS 
THE 

 
5-12 W 8 PCLES, S 65 W 52-3/4 POLES TOA CORNER OF TOLL HOUSE LOT, THENCE WITH A LINE OF SAME SR, E 284/2 POLES 

TO A TOADS  THENCE  36 W 8 0 POLES TO A SET STONE, CORNER TO LOT NO 2, THENCE WI, THE LIEN OF SAME S E 1 7-1/2 
PCLES TO A SET STONE, CORNER TO SAME AND ALSO TO MARSHALL THENCE W,H HIS LINE N 49-1/4 E 3,1/3 POLES TO A STONE, CORNER 
TO FOXWORTHY, THENCE WITH HIS AND COOK'S LINE N 28-1/4 W 157-1/4 POLES TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 53 ACRES. 

BEING THE SAME PROPER, CONVEYED MARK A FOLLMER AND DEBBIE A FOLLMER, HIS WIFE, FROM JEAN W DENNY, GUARDIAN FOR 
LAN. WAT. BY DEED DATED FEBRUARY 22, 1988, RECORDED IN DB 165, PAGE 162, AND THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED MARK A 
FOLLMER, SINGLE FROM DEBBIE A FCLLMER, SINGLE, BY DEED DATED JULY14, 1995, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOCK 183, PAGE b, ALL CF 
RECORD IN THE FLEMING COUNT/ CLERK'S CFFICE 

TAX ID NO 069 00 00 023 00 

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT ME PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE 

GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FCR THE FIS.L YEAR 2019,AS FOLLOWS (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 
PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER .9-00-00-023 0 

POSTED PAID 

$71168 

.SEMENTS, CLAWS OF ...NTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT.. . BY ,E PUBLIC RECORDS 
(NOT A SURV, MATTER) 

04EAoN A$0FUa swoLIDDALLIstE300AMLIGLLILARFA ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURV, AND 

ANY LIEN OR RIGHT. A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETCFORE OR HER.FTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY 
NO A SURV, MATTER) 

ANY AND AU_ INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER. OR OIL GAS, COAL METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE 
LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING ,ERETO (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS CR 0,ER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO E EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOE BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FCR 
VALUE THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED By MIS FO . OT A SURVEY MATTER) 

THE FAILURE TO CCM P, W,H THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 
(NOT A SURV, MATTER) 

ANV REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN TX LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FCR TIGCT IDENTIFI.TION ON, AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY ,IS POLIO/ (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

OOFTGAGE DATED NOVEMBER 7,3013, IN TOD INCIPAL AMOUNT OF $12,000.00, EXECUTED BY MG,' MICHELLE COR  NS. MARRIED, 
AANA MES CAM. ROBINSON, HER HUSE. ' YVOR OF COM UNIT( TRUST PANK, INC,WITH A MATURITY D. OF NOVEMBER 7, 

202 C01 m7 nrcEmBER ^ 3 IN . E 181, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, KM NOG( 
.... . A SU TITER) 

10 . TGAGE " Er 7, THE Pr   "OUNT OF $102,71100, EXECUTED BY JAMES GUM ROBINSON AND MARY 
M ,MLLE FIUSe. N ' CON)MUNI, TRUST BANK, INC, W. A MATURITY DATE OF APRIL 21, 2023, 
RECORDED DECEMBER .2013 y .00K . 758, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING CWNIY, KENTUGS. 
(NOT A SURVG MATTER) 
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Westwood Professional Services, Inc.

Phone (720) 531-8350 10170 Church Ranch Way, Suite #201
Toll Free (888) 937-5150 Westminster, CO 80021

westwoodps.com
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123 Mission Street, Fl 18
San Francisco, CA 94105
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DATE:
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION (CONTINUED)

ALL IRON PIN AND CAPS SET WERE ½" X 18" REBAR WITH A YELLOW PLASTIC CAP STAMPED ''T.MCGLONE PLS 3919".

BEARINGS COORDINATED TO THE ½" IRON PIN AND CAPS FOUND (WTC 2380) WEST LINE OF NEIL DARE DB 232, PAGE 114.

PROPERTY SUBJECT TO ALL LEGAL RIGHT OF WAYS, EASEMENTS OF RECORD AND UNRECORDED CONVEYANCES.

PROPERTY SUBJECT TO THE EXISTING RIGHT OF WAY FOR KY HWY 3301 (BEECHTREE PIKE) FOR BENEFIT OF THE COMMONWEALTH OF
KENTUCKY DB 91 C PG 473.

BEING A 4.012 ACRE PORTION OF THE PROPERTY CONVEYED TO KELLEY SMITH & LESLIE LITZLER BY DEED RECORDED IN THE FLEMING
COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE IN DEED BOOK 258, PAGE 734.

TAX ID NO.: 059-00-00-005.00

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1.  GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

 PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 059-00-00-005.00

       POSTED PAID: $1,637.34

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE
LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR
VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

9. RIGHT OF WAY EASEMENT DATED MAY 28, 1986, GRANTED BY HELEN DEARING AND KENNETH DEARING, TO FLEMING COUNTY WATER
ASSOCIATION, INC., RECORDED JULY 18, 1986 IN BOOK 15, PAGE 456, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.

(BLANKET IN NATURE, NOT PLOTTABLE)

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-37, EFFECTIVE DATE: JULY 1, 2020

OWNER: LYLE B. UTTERBACK AND VICKIE UTTERBACK

BEING A 46.82 ACRE TRACT OF LAND LOCATED ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF KY HWY 57 AND THE EAST SIDE OF CARPENTER ROAD NEAR THE
TOWN OF MOUNT CARMEL, IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT AN IRON PIN & CAP SET CORNER TO JOHN ANTHONY UTTERBACK & LYLE B. UTTERBACK DB 185, PG 684, IN THE LINE OF
JAMES & RUBY MINEER DB 245 PG 290 AND THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF LYLE B. & VICKIE UTTERBACK DB 152, PAGE 626; THENCE WITH THE
UTTERBACK LINE N 04-46-54 E 236.61' TO AN IRON PIN & CAP SET NEW CORNER TO UTTERBACK TRACTS 2 & 3; THENCE WITH THE NEW
DIVISION LINE OF UTTERBACK TRACTS 2 & 3 N 59-59-57 E 165.79' TO AN IRON PIN & CAP SET NEW CORNER TO UTTERBACK TRACTS 2 & 3;
THENCE CONTINUING WITH THE NEW DIVISION LINE OF UTTERBACK TRACTS 2 & 3 N 24-42-10 W 269.83' TO AN IRON PIN & CAP SET NEW
CORNER TO UTTERBACK TRACTS 2 & 3; THENCE S 59-41-26 W (PASSING AN IRON PIN & CAP SET AT 239.60') A TOTAL DISTANCE OF 265.50'
TO A POINT IN THE CENTERLINE OF CARPENTER ROAD NEW CORNER TO UTTERBACK TRACTS 2 & 3; THENCE WITH SAID ROAD N 03-15-43 E
133.47'; THENCE CONTINUING WITH SAID ROAD ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT HAVING A RADIUS OF 731.50' AND A CHORD BEARING AND
DISTANCE OF N 06-36-35 W 265.54'; THENCE N 18-34-24 W 181.92'; THENCE ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT HAVING A RADIUS OF 2479.73'
AND A CHORD BEARING AND DISTANCE OF N 16-43-15 W 5.11' TO A POINT IN SAID ROAD NEW CORNER TO UTTERBACK TRACTS 1 & 2;
THENCE ALONG THE NEW DIVISION LINE OF TRACTS 1 & 2 N 65-47-08 E (PASSING AN IRON PIN & CAP SET AT 20.00' AND AT 1000.00') A
TOTAL DISTANCE OF 1863.66' TO A ½" IRON PIN & CAP FOUND (WILLIAMS 316) AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF ROGER STEVEN UTTERBACK
DB 188, PG 558; THENCE WITH UTTERBACK LINE N 74-50-17 E 235.80' TO A ½" IRON PIN & CAP FOUND (WILLIAMS LS 316) AT THE SOUTH
EAST CORNER OF UTTERBACK DB 188, PG 558 ON THE WEST SIDE OF JM CLARY LANE IN THE LINE OF ROSCOE NOLAN MILLER CDB 7 PG 198;
THENCE WITH THE MILLER AND MINEER LINE S 03-46-33 W (PASSING AN IRON PIN & CAP SET AT 384.31') A TOTAL DISTANCE OF 1384.31' TO
AN IRON PIN & CAP SET IN THE LINE OF JAMES & RUBY MINEER DB 245 PG 290; THENCE WITH THE MINEER LINE N 85-49-43 W 844.77' TO AN
IRON PIN & CAP SET CORNER TO UTTERBACK & MINEER; THENCE CONTINUING WITH THE MINEER LINE S 12-22-54 W 541.72' TO AN IRON
PIN & CAP SET CORNER TO UTTERBACK & MINEER; THENCE N 88-15-37 W 616.66' TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING CONTAINING 46.82 ACRES
ACCORDING TO THE SURVEY BY TRAVIS A. MCGLONE PLS 3919 OF BUFFALO TRACE SURVEYING LLC 3/21/2013.

BEARINGS COORDINATED TO KENTUCKY STATE PLANE COORDINATE SYSTEM NAD 83 NORTH ZONE. ALL IRON PIN & CAPS SET WERE ½" X
18" REBAR WITH AN ORANGE PLASTIC CAP STAMPED "T. MCGLONE PLS 3919."

ALL MAG NAILS SET WERE 2-1/4" WITH A 1-1/2" BRASS WASHER STAMPED "T. MCGLONE PLS 3919."

PROPERTY SUBJECT TO ALL LEGAL RIGHT OF WAYS, EASEMENTS OF RECORD AND UNRECORDED CONVEYANCES.

PROPERTY SUBJECT TO ALL UTILITIES.

PROPERTY SUBJECT TO EXISTING RIGHT OF WAY FOR CARPENTER ROAD FOR BENEFIT OF THE FLEMING COUNTY FISCAL COURT ORDINANCE
ORDER 05-005, PUBLISHED 1/26/2005 (40' TOTAL RMI).

PROPERTY SUBJECT TO AN UNDIVIDED INTEREST TO JM CLARY LANE AS RECORDED IN DB 185, PG 684.

AND

BEGINNING AT A POINT CORNER OF COUNTY ROAD AND CRUMP PROPERTY; THENCE NORTH 9 DEG. EAST 160.7 FEET TO A STAKE; THENCE
NORTH 64 DEG. EAST 227.6 FEET TO A STAKE; THENCE SOUTH 9 DEG. 55' WEST 284 FEET TO A STAKE; THENCE NORTH 83 DEG. 30' WEST 102
FEET TO THE BEGINNING, AND CONTAINING 0.94 ACRE.

TOGETHER WITH AN EASEMENT·FOR THE PURPOSE OF INGRESS AND EGRESS ACROSS THE JOHN AND DERMA F. UTTERBACK PROPERTY
WHICH IS MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:-

THERE IS A 20 FOOT WIDE EASEMENT FOR THE PURPOSE OF ACCESS THROUGH THE LAND OF JOHN UTTERBACK, THE CENTER OF SAID
EASEMENT BEGINS NORTH 9 DEG. EAST A DISTANCE OF 10.0 FEET FROM THE NORTHWESTERLY CORNER OF SAID LOT; THENCE NORTH 64
DEG. EAST A DISTANCE OF 227.6 FEET TO A POINT 10.0 FEET FROM THE NORTHEASTERLY CORNER OF SAID LOT.

BEING A PORTION OF THE LAND CONVEYED TO JOHN UTTERBACK AN DORMA F. UTTERBACK, HIS WIFE, FROM L. L. EMMONS AND THERESA
EMMONS, HIS WIFE, AND WILLIAM B. MINEER AND JANICE MINEER, HIS WIFE, BY DEED DATED THE 26TH DAY OF MARCH, 1973, AND
RECORDED IN D.B. 135, PAGE 753, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK'S OFFICE.

TAX ID NO.: 069-00-00-030.00

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1.  GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 069-00-00-030.00

      POSTED PAID: $929.57

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE
LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR
VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

9. QUIT CLAIM AND BOUNDARY LINE AGREEMENT DATED MAY 2, 2006, BY AND BETWEEN JOHN ANTHONY UTTERBACK AND TAMMY S.
UTTERBACK, HIS WIFE AND LYLE B. UTTERBACK AND VICKIE UTTERBACK, HIS WIFE AND MT. CARMEL VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPARTMENT, INC.,
RECORDED JUNE 2, 2006 IN BOOK 227, PAGE 572, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.

          (AFFECTS SUBJECT PROPERTY - UNABLE TO PLOT) (DOCUMENT DESCRIBES A SURVEY PLAT RECORDED AT CABINET 2, SLIDE 185 WAS NOT
FURNISHED AT THE TIME OF SURVEY.)

10. RIGHT OF WAY DATED MAY 23, 1997, GRANTED BY LYLE B. UTTERBACK AND VICKIE UTTERBACK, HIS WIFE AND JOHN A. UTTERBACK AND
TAMMY UTTERBACK, HIS WIFE TO FLEMING COUNTY WATER ASSOCIATION, INC., RECORDED JUNE 4, 1997 IN BOOK 17, PAGE 597, OFFICIAL
PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.  (SHOWN HEREON)

11. EASEMENT DATED MAY 7, 1981, GRANTED BY JOHN UTTERBACK AND DORMA F. UTTERBACK TO LYLE UTTERBACK AND VICKIE UTTERBACK,
RECORDED MAY 21, 1981 IN BOOK 14, PAGE 96, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.

(DOES NOT AFFECT SUBJECT PROPERTY - NOT PLOTTED)

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-27, EFFECTIVE DATE: JULY 1, 2020

OWNER: DANNY MINEER, AS TO AN UNDIVIDED ONE-THIRD (1/3) INTEREST, DARRELL MINEER AND KAREN MINEER, HIS WIFE, AS TO AN
UNDIVIDED ONE-THIRD (1/3) INTEREST, JAMES MINEER AND RUBY MINEER, HIS WIFE, AS TO AN UNDIVIDED ONE-THIRD (1/3) INTEREST

BEGINNING AT A WALNUT, CORNER TO J.W. HARDYMAN'S CORNER; THENCE WITH SAME N 12-1/4 E. 32.56 RODS TO A POST IN LINE OF
SAME AND CORNER TO GARRETT MINEER; THENCE WITH HIS LINE S 85 E 197.6 RODS TO A POST, CORNER TO JOHN CLARA. AND BERNARD
MARTIN; THENCE WITH MARTIN'S AND LITTLETON'S LINE S 5 W 39.44 RODS TO A STONE, CORNER TO TRACT NO. 2; THENCE WITH SAME N 85
W 248.04 RODS TO CENTER OF MT. CARMEL-BEECHBURG TURNPIKE; THENCE N 5 E 5.08 RODS TO CORNER OF HARDYMAN; THENCE WITH
SAME S 87 E 48.44 RODS TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 50 ACRES. SUBJECT TO RIGHT OF PASSWAY FOR TRACTS NO. _ AND 3, AND 4 TO
THE TURNPIKE. BEING THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED ELBERT CRUMP AND AUDREY CRUMP, HIS WIFE, FROM EVERETT E. LEWIS AND RUBY
LEWIS, HIS WIFE, BY DEED DATED MARCH 18, 1961, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 118, PAGE 545, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE. SALLY
R. MINEER (ONE AND THE SOME AS SALLY MINEER) HAVING CONVEYED ANY INTEREST SHE HAD IN THE PROPERTY TO DANNY W. MINEER
(ONE AND THE SAME AS DANNY MINEER), BY QUITCLAIM DEED DATED AUGUST 11, 2005, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 224, PAGE 447,
FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1.  GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

      PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 069-00-00-031.00

      POSTED PAID: $370.23

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE
LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR
VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

9. NOTICE OF JUDGMENT LIEN DATED OCTOBER 3, 2019, AGAINST DARRELL A. MINEER, DEBTOR, BY JOHN DEERE FINANCIAL F.S.B. F/K/A FPC
FINANCIAL, F.S.B., CREDITOR, IN THE AMOUNT OF $50,040.77, RECORDED OCTOBER 7, 2019 IN BOOK 28, PAGE 320, OFFICIAL PUBLIC
RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

10. NOTICE OF JUDGMENT LIEN DATED SEPTEMBER 26, 2018, AGAINST KAREN MINEER, DEFENDANT, BY CAVALRY SPV I, LLC, PLAINTIFF, IN THE
AMOUNT OF $4,015.38, RECORDED OCTOBER 1, 2018 IN BOOK 27, PAGE 508, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-30, EFFECTIVE DATE: JULY 1, 2020

OWNER: JAMES CALVIN ROBINSON AND MARY MICHELLE ROBINSON

A CERTAIN TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND LYING AND BEING IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, ABOUT 5 MILES NORTHEAST OF FLEMINGSBURG
ON THE MT. CARMEL TURNPIKE ROAD AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY) CORNER TO THOMAS SKAGGS (D.B. 165, PG. 293), SAID POINT ALSO BEING IN THE SOUTH
R/W OF KY. 57, 30 FEET FROM THE CENTER OF SAID KY. 57; THENCE WITH SAID SKAGGS PROPERTY LINE SOUTH 26 DEGREES 39 MINUTES 44
SECONDS EAST, 290. 78 FEET TO AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY); THENCE NORTH 80 DEGREES 40 MINUTES 33 SECONDS WEST, 213. 65 FEET
TO AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY); THENCE NORTH 21 DEGREES 04 MINUTES 02 SECONDS WEST, 185.72 FEET TO AN IRON PIN (SET THIS
SURVEY); THENCE NORTH 70 DEGREES 33 MINUTES 10 SECONDS EAST, 156.00 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

THE ABOVE DESCRIBED PARCEL CONTAINS 0.909 ACRES AS SURVEYED BY ROY A. WRIGHT, L.S. #2808, FEBRUARY 23, 1998. ALL IRON PINS SET
THIS SURVEY ARE 1/2" RE-BAR WITH AN ORANGE PLASTIC CAP STAMPED "PROPERTY CORNER, R.A. WRIGHT, L.S #2808".

BEING PART OF THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED JAMES CALVIN ROBINSON AND MARY MICHELLE ROBINSON, HIS WIFE, FROM MARK A.
FOLLMER, SINGLE, BY DEED DATED THE 29TH DAY OF AUGUST, 1997, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 190, PAGE 655, FLEMING COUNTY
CLERK'S OFFICE.

AND

BEGINNING AT A STAKE UPON THE CENTER OF THE TURNPIKE, THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF THE NUTE FARM; THENCE WITH THE CENTER OF
THE PIKE S 45-1/2 W 8 POLES; S 65 W 52-3/4 POLES TO A CORNER OF TOLL HOUSE LOT; THENCE WITH A LINE OF SAME S 29 E 28-1/2 POLES
TO A STAKE; THENCE S 36 W 84-1/10 POLES TO A SET STONE, CORNER TO LOT NO. 2; THENCE WITH THE LIEN OF SAME S 42-1/2 E 137-1/2
POLES TO A SET STONE, CORNER TO SAME AND ALSO TO MARSHALL; THENCE WITH HIS LINE N 49-1/4 E 34-1/3 POLES TO A STONE, CORNER
TO FOXWORTHY; THENCE WITH HIS AND COOK'S LINE N 28-1/4 W 157-1/4 POLES TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 53 ACRES.

BEING THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED MARK A. FOLLMER AND DEBBIE A. FOLLMER, HIS WIFE, FROM JEAN W. DENNY, GUARDIAN FOR
LANDY WATTS, BY DEED DATED FEBRUARY 22, 1988, RECORDED IN D.B. 165, PAGE 162; AND THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED MARK A,
FOLLMER, SINGLE, FROM DEBBIE A. FOLLMER, SINGLE, BY DEED DATED JULY 14, 1995, AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 183, PAGE 44, ALL OF
RECORD IN THE FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

TAX ID NO.: 069-00-00-023.00

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1.  GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 069-00-00-023.00

      POSTED PAID: $711.68

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE
LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR
VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

9. MORTGAGE DATED NOVEMBER 7, 2013, IN THE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF $42,000.00, EXECUTED BY MARY MICHELLE ROBINSON, MARRIED,
AND JAMES CALVIN ROBINSON, HER HUSBAND, IN FAVOR OF COMMUNITY TRUST BANK, INC., WITH A MATURITY DATE OF NOVEMBER 7,
2028, RECORDED DECEMBER 19, 2013 IN BOOK 313, PAGE 181, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

10. MORTGAGE DATED APRIL 21, 2008, IN THE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF $102,711.00, EXECUTED BY JAMES CALVIN ROBINSON AND MARY
MICHELLE ROBINSON, HUSBAND AND WIFE, IN FAVOR OF COMMUNITY TRUST BANK, INC., WITH A MATURITY DATE OF APRIL 21, 2023,
RECORDED DECEMBER 19, 2013 IN BOOK 261, PAGE 258, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

RICK HORD AND TERESA HORD (CONTINUED)

LYLE B. UTTERBACK AND VICKIE UTTERBACK

DANNY MINEER, AS TO AN UNDIVIDED ONE-THIRD (1/3)
INTEREST, DARRELL MINEER AND KAREN MINEER, HIS WIFE, AS
TO AN UNDIVIDED ONE-THIRD (1/3) INTEREST, JAMES MINEER
AND RUBY MINEER, HIS WIFE, AS TO AN UNDIVIDED ONE-THIRD
(1/3) INTEREST

JAMES CALVIN ROBINSON AND MARY MICHELLE ROBINSON



JASON SCHWARTZ 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

TELE COMMEMENT NO304387NCT-25, EFFECTIVE DATE MA 1, 2020 

OWNER JASON SCHWARTZ 

BEING A 8913 
ACR,RACT

LOCATED AT THE END OF SAUNDERS ROAD NEAR PL....9LE IN FLEMING COUNT: KENTUCKY AND BEING 
MORE PARTICI, DESCRIBED AS AT

BEGINNING Al W• :IN PIN 8 .P FOUND (WRIGHT 28081 ON THE NOR, SIDE OF SAUNDERS ROAD CORNER TO OIHEL L ICE 8 DORA 

THENCE COITIM . . . , . :::(SPY 8 DSOS TRACTS 1 & 2 S88. 252(KW A D . . 11 TO AN IRON PIN & 
CAP SET; THENCE SR7. 30 tsw TO AN IRCN PN& CAP SET, THENCE NI33. 12.00 . 12 WHITE OAK PAINTED 
AT ACM A TOTAL ' . . . . IN 8 CAP SET, THENCE N85.14321N A DI STA,L . TO AN IR. PIN & CAP 
SET; THENCE S1P4E JO W . . . IRON PIN 8 S THENCE S32°S3.43•W A DST, . IN 12' TO A 12 DOULE 
CEDAR (PAIN1ID . S33,941 . . f 40 9! TO AN F.O PIN & CAP SET, THENCE SS3.18.33-W A DIS1ANCE CF 67 20 TB O 
AN IRON PIN 8 . S54. 50 ANCE OE 118IX TO AN IRON PIN & CAP SET, THENCE SS4, 222S5V A DISTANCE OF 
1309%10 AN I . . . MIN A DISTANC 0 265 22 TO AN IRON PIN & CAP SET A, 10 DOUBLE HON, 

ALL IRON PIN & GPS SET WERE 14.  X16. ItLPAR WITH AN ORANGE PLASTIC CAP STAMPED,. MCGLONE PLS 

BEAR, S COORDINATED TO THE KENN W: STATE PLANE COORDINATE SYSTEM AIZ (SINGLE ZONE) WAD 83) PER CAPS OBSERVATIONS ON 
DAIL. SURVEY 32/20, 

PROPER, SUBJECT TO ALL LEGAL RIGHT OF WAYS, EASEMENTS OF RECORD AND UNRECORDED CONVEYANCES 

PROPER, UBJEC.0 EXISTNG RIGHT OF WAY OF SAUNDERS ROAD FOR BENEFIT OF ,E FLEMING COUNTY FISCAL COURT (ORDINANCE 
OS- Xfil 

TR. MARKED WITH 3 ORANGE HORIZONAL PAINTED LINES BEING A PORTION OF THE PROPER, CONVEYED TO 0,EL L JR & DORA 
J. COMP( AND MAROA D & AEN D FIELDS  D A.HE COUNT: CLRK'S IN B.K 19, 
PAGE 372. ALSO BEING A PORT ON OF THE SAME PROPER , EEDR CONVEYEDRECORDED TO OTHEL L CO FLEMINGOKSA, JR, SINGLEE, FROM OFFICE DOW JEANDEED COOKSEN ET 
AL BY DEED DATED THE 7, DAY OF APRIL 20,, AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOCK 263, PAGE 679, FLEMING COUNT: CLERK'S OFFICE 

TAX ID N. C81-00-20-042 00 

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT ,E PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE 

GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS OT A SURVEY MATT

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER 081-00-00-042 0 

POSTED PAID $444 65 

EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CANS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

IILISSPB=N IG.E=BHOE3WC=EISCLOSEF.(NGVATZEYTAAT$BB0 FHCRCIACHMFHTS 
AND

A'  FACTS WHICH A 
SURVEY AND

ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY AW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE CR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY 
(NOTA SURVEY MATTER) 

TIIDA'ATIDAIML$PHRIGPLESPBRVAIN INCIGATP.TnIL.TARSLTABITTTERr 
MEALLIC ORES, AND 0,ER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE 

DEFECTS, UENS, NCUMBANCES, ADVERSE c.f. OR OTHER MATT., IF ANY, FIRST APPARING IN ,E PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSECUEN.0 THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO ,E DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED AC.IRES OF RECORD, FOR 
VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

THE 
LURE

 TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITONS OF THE DOCUMENTSINSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 
(NOT A S Y MATTER) 

ANY REFERENCES TO A.EAGE IN THE LAND DESONBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFIATION CNA AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART CF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY qvur A SURVEY MATS:* 

MORTGAGE.. MAY 34 IN -HE AMO CF $1 CO3.CO, BY SC.ART IN 
AVOR OF PEOPLES BONK CF KENTUCKY, INC,2017, RECORDEDPRINOPAL M. 31, 20, NU  BO. 63,342, PAGE 67EXECUTEDS, OFFIC.EON PUB. RECORDS, FLEMING 
COUNT:, KENTUCKY 

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

DONALD EUGENE YOUNG AND SHARON K. YOUNG 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

TELE COMMEMENT NO304387NCT-33, EFFECTIVE DATE MA 1, 2020 

OWNER DONALD EUGENE YOUNG AND SHARON K YOUNG 
TR.T 1 

TWO TRACTS OF AND SITUATED IN FLEMING COUNT: KENTUCKY, ON THE WATERS OF WILSON RUN AND BEGINNING AT A SET STONE ON 
THE WEST SIDE OF WILSON NANAN ASNALSON R. BRANCH, CORNER TO RAC) No.3 IN LOUIS BOWER LINE (Now ROE JOHNSON), 

THENCE WITH SAID LINE UP THE ROAD AND BRANCH N 81 3/4W 706 CHS TO A SET STONE CORNER TO SAID JOHNSON, THENCE S 77-1/4 E 
5 25 CHS TO A SET STONE ON THE WEST BANK OF THE ROAD AND BRANCI-LCORNER TO&J ' , THENCE N 873/4 E 10 89 CHS TO A SET 

etTCCH°SRITIARACAFETTECMISLITHIP&IEV IESIOAFATNE ' FrAD,HTZHICEITLI '.N' 6A7G2RI1Ja AINiCHWHNNHEH.FI 
OF THE FEN, .. "AMP THENCE WITH SAID JOHNSON SINE CROSSING THE . ,NTNUNG WON AE LINE OF LIZZIE 

ATTER S 2 E 1196 WS TO THE eLk_ . CONI NINO ACCORDING TO THE OL 'EF'' . POLES 'NOM WHICH ,ERE IS 
EXCEPTED T6/0 SMALL TR.TS SOLD BY E P CARPENTER TO LOUIS BONER ON OCTOBER 23, , . T RECORD IEED BOOK 81, PAGE 
394, FLEMING COUNT! COURT CLERKS OFFICE 

LESS AND EXCEPT 

BEGINNING AT A BUNCH OF SWAMP ASH BUSHES SANDING JUST AT TLE FORK OF GRADE OF TURN.' uENCE WEH THE OLD LINE OF 
BOWER (NOW JOHNSON) N 82-1/2 E 28 POLES, S 77 E 21 POLES, N 87 E 33 POLES TO A STONE IN THE IN,  . ,ENCE N 3 W 1 3 POLES TO 
THE CENTER OF THE TURNPIKE, THENCE FOLLOWING GENERALLY THE CENTER OF THE TURNPIKE S 8,1/2 W 26.12 POLES, N 75W 28 POLES, N 
85 W 14 POLES, N 74 W 28 POLES, S 5,12 W 67 POLES TO 'A POINT IN THE PIKE IN TLE LINE OF SAID CARPENTER. THENCE S 2E 1 POLE TO 
THE BEGINNING CCNAINING 1 ACRE AND 35 POLES 

AND, LESS AND EXCEPT 

BEGINNING AT A SAKE ON THE SOUTHAST BANK OF JOSEPHUS EARLS ROAD, CORNER TO THE AND OWNED BY JOHNSON, ,ENCE WITH 
THE GENEAL COURSE OF THE OLD WORN FENCE S 25 W 27 2 POLES TO THE JUNCTION OF TLE FENC, 

EE
S 87 E 20 POLES TO A SAKE 

ON THE S E SIDE OF THE BRANCH, THENCE DOWN TLE BANCH N 7-1/2 WE 267 POLES TO A STAKE NE TI HE CENTER OF THE ROAD THENCE
28W 5 7 POLES TO THE BEGINNING CONTAINING 2 ACRES, 2 QUARTERS AND 2 POLES LEAVING THE NET  AMOUNTCONVAED TO C.RLES G 
CARPENTER 70 AC2ES AND 18 POLES 

AND ALSO, LESS AND EXCEPT 

BEGINNING IN HE WILSON RUN ROAD, CORNER TO BER,ORDAN IN THE LINE OF CARPENIER, THENCE WITH JORDAN LINES 50 E 17.16 
POLES  

A 
O A PON T N THE LAND LEADING TO ED NONDS PROPER, (NOW WM, ERIN E ANDREWS); THENCE S 25 E POLES, S 39 E 12 POLES,

1/4E 10 POLES, S 54 E 4 16 POLES TO THE CORNER OF I.THERINE ANDREWS; THENCE \MTH CNE OF SAME S 86-1/2 E 34 8 POLES TO A 
POST, THENCE N 1/ E 105 POLES TO MRS. PRATHER'S LE (NOW LANDRETH ANDREWS); 'HENCE WOW HIS UNE N 76 1/2 W 31 72 POLES, 
THENCE N 58 W 5 POLES TO AN E. TREE HENCE S 35 W 3.2 POLES TOA SET STONE; THENCE N 86 MB W1332 POLES TO HE CENTER OF 
THE ON RUN ROAD, T-IENCE DOWN THE CENTER OF SAME S 14W 11.64 PCUS S 32-1/2 W 2 POLES, S 31-314 W 10 POLES, S 29-12 W 18 
POLES, S 23-1/2 W 24 POLES, S 86-1/2 W 2 POLES TO THE BEGINNING. CONTAINING %ACRES AND 48 POLES, WHICH DEED IS OF RECORD IN 
DEED BOOK 93, PAGE 226, FLEMING CCU., COURT CLERKS OFFICE LEAVING 34 ACRES AND 10 POLES HEREBY CONVEYED TO SECOND 
PARN 

LOATED CN THE WILSON RUN ROAD IN FLEMING COUNA, AND DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 

BEGINNING AT A POST IN LINE OF MEDLA BOWN, THENCE N 6-1/2 W 12654 RODS TOA SAKE 2 FEETWEST OF A LOCUST; THENCE N 8,1/2 
W 29 04 RODS TO A STONE IN WALKER KIDWELL'S (NOW ASA 165KAGGS) LINE ,ENCE WI, HIS LINES S 21W 3 12 RODS TOA BLACK WALNT 

REE, THENCE S 2  4 RODS TO A POST ,ENCE S 6 E  RODS, THENCE S 7 75 F 296 RODS TO A POST THENCE S 8-1/4 E 27 4 RODS,, 
1-1/2 E 20 RODS TOA POST THENCE LEAING KIDWELL'S (NOW SAGGQ UNE AND WITH HE BROWN LINEN 81-1/4 E 4988 RODS TO THE 
BEGINNING, CONTAINING 37 87 .RES 

BEING THE SAME AND CONVEYED BUELL B YOUNG FROM GEORGE D FISHER AND ADDIE L FISHER BY DEED DATED SEPTEMBER 3, 1964, SAME 
BEING OF RECORD IN D B 122, PAGE 219, FLEMING CCUN A CLERK'S OFPCE NEM INGSBURG, KENTUCKY 

TAX ID NO 059 00 00 01200 

SCHEDULE B-11 EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFEC.HE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE 

GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019,AS FOLLOWS (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 
PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER 059 FOR THE 012 00 

POSTED PAID $695 40 

AS AE
CANS OF ASEAENTS AND RIGHTS OR CANS OF PARTIES IN POSSESS. NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 

(Nur SURVEY MATTER) 

INBBJAACIgalraa swouNNDALLN,EVICARsA&yrLABn ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS MICH A SURVEY AND 

ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY AW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER URNISHED, EXCEPT 
FCR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY 

(Not A SURVEY NATTER) 

ITIL'A'ATIPIAtHRTIGIRLFTSST;EIIRLIIAPrN°GATI2HLaIIrr II

I64TFAR9LTVIABBLG.AS4,C,TI2. EALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE 

ATACIESUSBS.UETLI HESEFF.T/EFDAL HEREOF, O FPRR IICIIE TTOFRISLE [FIAT HPP'PLOPAOSEDARNHSIRENDACPUHBES 'FRECCREIS EgEL 
VALUE. AE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

THE FAILURE TO COM PA WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DO,MENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 
(Nur A SURVA MATTER) 

ANY REFERENCES TO ACRAGE N THE ANIL ESCR BEE N SCHEE E A S FOR TRACT IL ENT F .T ON ON.. ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUE: AS ANY PART OF TLE COVERAGE AFFORE EIL BY TH S PO C NOT A SURVEY MATTER 

RC.IIIIIZVAEBISMOT TATHTN LCI YELPCOFTEDHAr5 H ' 98E8TIAEAHSELLIAENHEOCLIKHH5P.ET3%F CALIHPUBTPLGHREP ,;2 
COUNTY, KENTUCKY IL OCUMENT WAS NOT FURN SHE: A,HE T ME OF SURVEY 

MICHAEL HILL AND BARBARA L. HILL 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

TELE COMMITMENT NO304387NCT-23, EFFECT. DATE MA20, 2020 

OWNER MICHAEL HILL AND BARBARA L HILL 

TRACT NO 1  A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND SEUATED AND BEING ON THE WATERS CF FLEMING IL NNNAA N NUPON THE 
NORTH SIDE OF THE ROAD OPPOSEE THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF TLE ORCHARD AND CORNER TO THE AND HERETOFORE CONVEYED TO 
NANA CORY. THENCE WITH HER LINE S 20-1/4E 26 POLES TOA SET STONE A,HE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF TLE ORCHARD, THENCE S 
83-1/2 E 12 6 POLES TOA SET STONE AT HE BARS OF THE SABLE, THENCE S 18-1/8 E 35 8 POLES TOA SET STONE IN THE WOODS, THENCE N 

9-3/4 E 54 POLES TOA SET STONE IN THE CENTER OF THE OLD CLOVER ROAD, ALSO IN THE LINE OF THE NASH FARM, THENCE DIVIDING 
THE ROAD EQUALL 

OLD 
8-3/4 E 65 3 POLES TO A SAKE CORNER TOJON APENTER, 

OF
I, HIS UNE WEST 129 1 POLES TO A SAKE 

IN A DRAN IN TLE  STRODE AND, THENCE N 92-1/4 POLES TO A SET STONE E OF THE POND IN THE CENTER OF THE FENCE THENCE N 
69-3/4 E 246 POLES TO THE BEGINNING, CONTANING 50 CARES. THERE IS EXCEPTED AND NOT CONVEYED IN THE ABOVE BOUNDARY A 
PASSWAY FEET WIDE HERETOFORE SOLD TO C S NORTON 

TRACT NO 2  BEGINNING AT A SET STONE UPON THE NOR, SIDE OF HE ROAD OPPOSITE THE NE CORNER OF THE ORCHARD AND 
CORNER TO T-IE LWD CONVEYED TO MRS LULA K CALDWELL THENCE NATH HER LINE S 20-1/4 E 21 POLES TO A Si STONE AT THE SW 
CORNER OF THE OR. En° '80 • ." •, A nOLES TO A SET STONE Ai HE BARS OF THE S": 34E I, S 18-1/8 E 35 8 POLES 
TOA SET STONE IN THE '29. 5 . ) 54 POLES TO: NE 'ONE IN THE OLD CLOSE., .0,, A., NINE LINE OF THE NASA 
FARM, ,ENCE DIVIDING SAID ROAD EQUALL. r MEANDERS N 113. 3/4 W POLES TO A LPN, ENCE N 22.1/a W 49-1/4 POLES TO A 
STAKE, CORNER IONE HOME TRACT OF MRS BE  STRODE, 'HENCE N 10.1,0 N126 POLES, THENCE WI, LINE CF SAME ALONG NORTH 
SIDE OF THE ROAD S EI-3/4W 67 POLES TO THE BE NNING, CCNTAINING 26A( "ES. 

133E ABOVE DESCMFTON IS INTENDED TO INCLUDE LOTS NO 11 AND 12 AS DESCRIBED ON A PAT WHICH IS RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 
133, A . E N34, AND FURTHER IS INTENDED TO INCLUDE A STRIP OF LAND DICEPTED OUT OF DEED TOWENDELL L ARLS AND JUDY L EARLS, 
HIS WIF FROM CU  E JONES AND CHESTER .1 JONES, DATED NOVEMBER 14, 1977, RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 144, PAGE 766, SAID 
STRIP E'./INCA BEEN EXCEPTED CUT OF LOT NO 6, ON PAT RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 133, PAGE 784, AND IS 16 FEET IN WIDTH 
COMA' ONG IN THE CENTER OF THE MATTO( PIKE AND EXTENDING, 15 DEG E 150 FEET ALONG THE BOUNDARY LINE OF LOT NO 5 AS 
SHOW THE AFOREMENTIONED:ELY( ALL 
OF RECORD IN T-IE FLEMING COUNTY CLERKS OFFICE) 

PAGE zcErjaF,R0T<:z lo AS DESCRIBED ON PLATS RECORDED N DEED BOOK 133, 

TAX ID NO:058-00-0,033 00 

SCHEDULE B-11 EXCEPTIONS' 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFEC.HE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE 

GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISAL YEAR 2019,AS FOOWS (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 
PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER CS8-00-00-033 0 

LL 

POSTED PAID $1,074 14 

ASEAENTS, CLANS OF ASEAENTS AND RIGHTS OR CANS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY HE PUBLIC RECORDS 
(NOT A SURVA MATTER) 

E=BpAcN g rCZIFREa swouNNDAQN,E300ARsBAGELNAAABEA ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 

ANY LIEN OR RIGHT. A LIEN IMPOSED BY AW FOR SERVICES, ABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HERAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY 
(NOT A SURVA MATTER) 

L94,,yDAIA,DIDALAL$Z HErSs 4NRA.L4D8ENGALJIWBZBNAAbATEAR.s,20:v . ,,AAi .,, BL. ',MANIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE 

DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CuI. CR 0,ER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATACHING SUBSEQUENT TO HE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR 
VALUE THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SLIRVEYMATIER) 

THE FAILURE TO COMP, WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DO,MENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 
(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN TLE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFI.TION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY ,IS POLICE' (NOT A SURVA MATTER) 
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Westwood Professional Services, Inc.

Phone (720) 531-8350 10170 Church Ranch Way, Suite #201
Toll Free (888) 937-5150 Westminster, CO 80021
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LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-25, EFFECTIVE DATE: JULY 1, 2020

OWNER: JASON SCHWARTZ

BEING A 89.13 ACRE TRACT LOCATED AT THE END OF SAUNDERS ROAD NEAR PLEASUREVILLE IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY AND BEING
MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A  IRON PIN & CAP FOUND (WRIGHT 2808) ON THE NORTH SIDE OF SAUNDERS ROAD CORNER TO OTHEL L. JR & DORA
JEAN COOKSEY AND MARCIA D. & CARMEN D. FIELDS DB 219, PG 372 AND CORNER TO JAMES W. & RUBY F. MINEER DB 133 PG 720; THENCE
CROSSING SAUNDERS ROAD  A DISTANCE OF 38.31' TO A  IRON PIN & CAP FOUND (WRIGHT 2808) CORNER TO JONAS E. &
MARTHA SCHWARTZ AND JONATHON E. SCHWARTZ DB 250 PG 230 PARCEL II; THENCE ALONG THE SCHWARTZ LINE  A
DISTANCE OF 85.80' TO A  IRON PIN & CAP FOUND (WRIGHT 2808); THENCE CONTINUING ALONG THE SCHWARTZ LINE  A
DISTANCE OF 550.17' TO A  IRON PIN & CAP FOUND (WRIGHT 2808); THENCE  A DISTANCE OF 453.69' TO A  IRON PIN &
CAP FOUND (WRIGHT 2808); THENCE  (PASSING A REFERENCE IRON PIN & CAP SET AT 969.57') A TOTAL DISTANCE OF 1308.44' TO
A  IRON PIN & CAP FOUND (WRIGHT 2808); THENCE  A DISTANCE OF 73.29' TO A  IRON PIN & CAP FOUND (WRIGHT 2808);
THENCE  A DISTANCE OF 81.11' TO  IRON PIN & CAP FOUND (WRIGHT 2808); THENCE  A DISTANCE OF 153.01' TO

 IRON PIN & CAP FOUND (WRIGHT 2808); THENCE  E A DISTANCE OF 193.51' TO A  IRON PIN & CAP
FOUND (WRIGHT 2808); THENCE  A DISTANCE OF 71.61' TO A  IRON PIN & CAP FOUND (WRIGHT 2808); THENCE  A
DISTANCE OF 289.85' TO A  IRON PIN & CAP FOUND (WRIGHT 2808); THENCE  A DISTANCE OF 31.36' TO A  IRON PIN & CAP
FOUND (WRIGHT 2808) CORNER TO LARRY & DONNA SMITH DB 222 PG 106 AND NEW CORNER TO COOKSEY & FIELDS TRACTS 1 & 2;
THENCE ALONG THE NEW LINE OF COOKSEY & FIELDS TRACTS 1 & 2  A DISTANCE OF 544.13' TO AN IRON PIN & CAP SET;
THENCE CONTINUING ALONG THE NEW LINE OF COOKSEY & FIELDS TRACTS 1 & 2  A DISTANCE OF 485.11' TO AN IRON PIN &
CAP SET; THENCE  A DISTANCE OF 488.09' TO AN IRON  CAP SET; THENCE  (PASSING 12" WHITE OAK-PAINTED
AT 4.00') A TOTAL DISTANCE OF 1003.73' TO AN IRON PIN & CAP SET; THENCE  A DISTANCE OF 273.00" TO AN IRON PIN & CAP
SET; THENCE  A DISTANCE OF 45.21' TO AN IRON PIN & CAP SET; THENCE  A DISTANCE OF 170.12' TO A 12" DOUBLE
CEDAR (PAINTED); THENCE  A DISTANCE OF 40.99' TO AN IRON PIN & CAP SET; THENCE  A DISTANCE OF 67.20' TO
AN IRON PIN & CAP SET; THENCE  A DISTANCE OF 118.00' TO AN IRON PIN & CAP SET; THENCE  A DISTANCE OF
130.99' TO AN IRON PIN & CAP SET; THENCE  A DISTANCE OF 265.22' TO AN IRON PIN & CAP SET AT A 10" DOUBLE HONEY
LOCUST; THENCE  A DISTANCE OF 215.95' TO AN IRON PIN & CAP SET NEW CORNER TO COOKSEY & FIELDS TRACTS 1 & 2 IN
THE LINE OF GARY & GLENNA TURNER AND GARY LEE II & JAMIE TURNER DB 227 PG 189; THENCE ALONG THE TURNER LINE 
(PASSING A REFERENCE IRON PIN & CAP SET AT 722.17') A TOTAL DISTANCE OF 1657.41' TO A  IRON PIN & CAP FOUND (WRIGHT 2808)
CORNER TO DARRELL & KAREN MINEAR AND JAMES & RUBY MINEER DB 245 PG 290; THENCE ALONG THE MINEER LINE  A
DISTANCE OF 305.02' TO A  IRON PIN & CAP FOUND (WRIGHT 2808) CORNER TO MINEER DB 133 PG 720; THENCE ALONG THE MINEAR
DB 133 PG 720 LINE  A DISTANCE OF 563.90' TO A  IRON PIN & CAP FOUND (WRIGHT 2808); THENCE CONTINUING ALONG THE
MINEER DB 133 PG 720 LINE  A DISTANCE OF 503.20' TO A  IRON PIN & CAP FOUND (WRIGHT 2808); THENCE  A
DISTANCE OF 22.35' TO A  IRON PIN & CAP FOUND (WRIGHT 2808); THENCE  A DISTANCE OF 344.38' TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING CONTAINING 89.13 ACRES ACCORDING TO THE SURVEY BY TRAVIS A. MCGLONE PLS 3919 OF BUFFALO TRACE SURVEYING LLC
3/29/2017 (FIELD SURVEY COMPLETED ON 3/29/2017 AS A RURAL CLASS SURVEY)

BEARINGS COORDINATED TO THE KENTUCKY STATE PLANE COORDINATE SYSTEM KY1Z (SINGLE ZONE) (NAD 83) PER GPS OBSERVATIONS ON
DATE OF SURVEY 3/3/2017.

PROPERTY SUBJECT TO ALL LEGAL RIGHT OF WAYS, EASEMENTS OF RECORD AND UNRECORDED CONVEYANCES.

PROPERTY SUBJECT TO EXISTING RIGHT OF WAY OF SAUNDERS ROAD FOR BENEFIT OF THE FLEMING COUNTY FISCAL COURT (ORDINANCE
05-005).

TREES MARKED WITH 3 ORANGE HORIZONTAL PAINTED LINES. BEING A PORTION OF THE PROPERTY CONVEYED TO OTHEL L. JR. & DORA
JEAN COOKSEY AND MARCIA D. & CARMEN D. FIELDS BY DEED RECORDED AT THE FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE IN DEED BOOK 219,
PAGE 372. ALSO BEING A PORTION OF THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED TO OTHEL L. COOKSEY, JR., SINGLE, FROM DORA JEAN COOKSEY, ET
AL BY DEED DATED THE 7TH DAY OF APRIL, 2017, AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 263, PAGE 679, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

TAX ID NO.: 081-00-00-042.00

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1.  GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

 PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 081-00-00-042.00

      POSTED PAID: $444.65

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE
LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR
VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

9. COMMERCIAL MORTGAGE DATED MAY 30, 2017, IN THE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF $165,000.00, EXECUTED BY JSON SCHWARTZ, SINGLE, IN
FAVOR OF PEOPLES BANK OF KENTUCKY, INC., RECORDED MAY 31, 2017 IN BOOK 342, PAGE 675, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING
COUNTY, KENTUCKY.

   (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-33, EFFECTIVE DATE: JULY 1, 2020

OWNER: DONALD EUGENE YOUNG AND SHARON K. YOUNG

TRACT 1:

TWO TRACTS OF LAND SITUATED IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, ON THE WATERS OF WILSON RUN AND BEGINNING AT A SET STONE ON
THE WEST SIDE OF WILSON RUN ROAD AND WILSON RUN BRANCH, CORNER TO TRACT NO. 3 IN LOUIS BOWER LINE (NOW ROE JOHNSON);

THENCE WITH SAID LINE UP THE ROAD AND BRANCH N 81 3/4 W 7.06 CHS. TO A SET STONE CORNER TO SAID JOHNSON; THENCE S 77-1/4 E
5.25 CHS. TO A SET STONE ON THE WEST BANK OF THE ROAD AND BRANCH CORNER TO SAME; THENCE N 87 3/4 E 10.89 CHS. TO A SET
STONE IN THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE INTERSECTION OF A SMALL BRANCH AND WILSON RUN, A CORNER TO SAID JOHNSON; THENCE
WITH HIS LINE N 32 E 4.62 CHS. TO A SET STONE ON THE S.E. SIDE OF THE ROAD; THENCE S 26-1/4 W 6.76 CHS. TO A POINT AT THE JUNCTION
OF THE FENCE, CORNER TO SAME; THENCE WITH SAID JOHNSON'S LINE, CROSSING THE ROAD AND CONTINUING WITH THE LINE OF LIZZIE
CARPENTER HEIRS, IN ALL AND S 87-1/2 E 16.42 CHS. TO A POINT, CORNER TO SAME; THENCE WITH ANOTHER LINE OF SAME N 5 E 25.3 CHS.
TO A SET STONE, CORNER TO THE ABOVE MENTIONED CARPENTER LINE AND IN TRIPLETT'S LINE; THENCE WITH SAME N 88-1/4 W 9.29 CHS.
CROSSING THE WILSON RUN ROAD AND BRANCH TO A POINT CORNER TO DONALDSON; THENCE WITH HIS LINE N 87-1/2 W 10.5 CHS. TO A
TURN IN THE FENCE; THENCE S 80 W 22.02 CHS. TO A POST CORNER TO SAID DONALDSON AND TRACT NO. 3; THENCE WITH A LINE OF THE
LATTER S 2 E 11.96 CHS. TO THE BEGINNING. CONTAINING ACCORDING TO THE OLD DEED 74 ACRES AND 15 POLES. FROM WHICH THERE IS
EXCEPTED TWO SMALL TRACTS SOLD BY E. P. CARPENTER TO LOUIS BOWER ON OCTOBER 23, 1917 AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 81, PAGE
394, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK'S OFFICE.

LESS AND EXCEPT:

BEGINNING AT A BUNCH OF SWAMP ASH BUSHES STANDING JUST AT THE FORK OF GRADE OF TURNPIKE; THENCE WITH THE OLD LINE OF
BOWER (NOW JOHNSON) N 82-1/2 E 28 POLES, S 77 E 21 POLES, N 87 E 33 POLES TO A STONE IN THE BRANCH; THENCE N 3 W 1.3 POLES TO
THE CENTER OF THE TURNPIKE; THENCE FOLLOWING GENERALLY THE CENTER OF THE TURNPIKE S 84-1/2 W 26-1/2 POLES, N 75 W 28 POLES, N
85 W 14 POLES, N 74 W 28 POLES, S 54-1/2 W 6.7 POLES TO A POINT IN THE PIKE IN THE LINE OF SAID CARPENTER; THENCE S 2 E 1 POLE TO
THE BEGINNING. CONTAINING 1 ACRE AND 35 POLES.

AND, LESS AND EXCEPT:

BEGINNING AT A STAKE ON THE SOUTHEAST BANK OF JOSEPHUS EARLS ROAD, CORNER TO THE LAND OWNED BY JOHNSON; THENCE WITH
THE GENERAL COURSE OF THE OLD WORN FENCE S 25 W 27.2 POLES TO THE JUNCTION OF THE FENCE; THENCE S 87 E 20 POLES TO A STAKE
ON THE S.E. SIDE OF THE BRANCH; THENCE DOWN THE BRANCH N 37-1/2 W 26.7 POLES TO A STAKE IN THE CENTER OF THE ROAD; THENCE N
28 W 5.7 POLES TO THE BEGINNING. CONTAINING 2 ACRES, 2 QUARTERS AND 2 POLES. LEAVING THE NET AMOUNT CONVEYED TO CHARLES G.
CARPENTER 70 ACRES AND 18 POLES.

AND ALSO, LESS AND EXCEPT:

BEGINNING IN THE WILSON RUN ROAD, CORNER TO BERT JORDAN IN THE LINE OF CARPENTER; THENCE WITH JORDAN LINE S 50 E 17.16
POLES TO A POINT IN THE LAND LEADING TO EDMONDS PROPERTY (NOW KATHERINE ANDREWS); THENCE S 25 E 34 POLES, S 39 E 12 POLES, S
32-1/4 E 10 POLES, S 54 E 4.16 POLES TO THE CORNER OF KATHERINE ANDREWS; THENCE WITH A LINE OF SAME S 86-1/2 E 34.8 POLES TO A
POST; THENCE N 4-1/ E 105 POLES TO MRS. PRATHER'S LINE (NOW LANDRETH ANDREWS); THENCE WITH HIS LINE N 76-1/2 W 31.72 POLES;
THENCE N 58 W 5 POLES TO AN ELM TREE; THENCE S 35 W 3.2 POLES TO A SET STONE; THENCE N 86 1/2 W 13.32 POLES TO THE CENTER OF
THE WILSON RUN ROAD; THENCE DOWN THE CENTER OF SAME S 14 W 11.64 POLES S 32-1/2 W 2 POLES, S 37-3/4 W 10 POLES, S 29-1/2 W 18
POLES, S 23-1/2 W 24 POLES, S 86-1/2 W 2 POLES TO THE BEGINNING. CONTAINING 36 ACRES AND 48 POLES, WHICH DEED IS OF RECORD IN
DEED BOOK 93, PAGE 226, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK'S OFFICE.  LEAVING 34 ACRES AND 10 POLES HEREBY CONVEYED TO SECOND
PARTY.

TRACT 2:

LOCATED ON THE WILSON RUN ROAD IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY AND DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A POST IN LINE OF MEDLEY BROWN; THENCE N 6-1/2 W 126.54 RODS TO A STAKE 2 FEET WEST OF A LOCUST; THENCE N 84-1/2
W 29.04 RODS TO A STONE IN WALKER KIDWELL'S (NOW ASA SKAGGS) LINE; THENCE WITH HIS LINES S 21 W 43.12 RODS TO A BLACK WALNUT
TREE; THENCE S 2-1/2 E 4 RODS TO A POST; THENCE S 6 E 16 RODS; THENCE S 7.75 F 29.6 RODS TO A POST; THENCE S 8-1/4 E 27.4 RODS, S
1-1/2 E 20 RODS TO A POST; THENCE LEAVING KIDWELL'S (NOW SKAGGS) LINE AND WITH THE BROWN LINE N 81-1/4 E 49.88 RODS TO THE
BEGINNING, CONTAINING 37.87 ACRES.

BEING THE SAME LAND CONVEYED BUELL B. YOUNG FROM GEORGE D. FISHER AND ADDIE L. FISHER BY DEED DATED SEPTEMBER 3, 1964, SAME
BEING OF RECORD IN D. B. 122, PAGE 219, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE, FLEMINGSBURG, KENTUCKY.

TAX ID NO.: 059-00-00-012.00

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1.  GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 059-00-00-012.00

      POSTED PAID: $695.40

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE
LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR
VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY.  (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

9. RIGHT OF WAY EASEMENT DATED JULY 25, 1987, GRANTED BY DONALD EUGENE YOUNG AND SHARON K. YOUNG, CONVEYED TO FLEMING
COUNTY WATER ASSOCIATION, INC., RECORDED APRIL 5, 1988 IN EASEMENT BOOK 15, PAGE 623, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING
COUNTY, KENTUCKY.  (DOCUMENT WAS NOT FURNISHED AT THE TIME OF SURVEY)

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-23, EFFECTIVE DATE: JULY 20, 2020

OWNER: MICHAEL HILL AND BARBARA L. HILL

TRACT NO. 1 A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND SITUATED AND BEING ON THE WATERS OF FLEMING CREEK, BEGINNING AT A SET STONE UPON THE
NORTH SIDE OF THE ROAD OPPOSITE THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF THE ORCHARD AND CORNER TO THE LAND HERETOFORE CONVEYED TO
NANCY B. CORYELL; THENCE WITH HER LINE S 20-1/4 E 26 POLES TO A SET STONE AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE ORCHARD; THENCE S
83-1/2 E 12.6 POLES TO A SET STONE AT THE BARS OF THE STABLE; THENCE S 18-1/8 E 35.8 POLES TO A SET STONE IN THE WOODS; THENCE N

69-3/4 E 54 POLES TO A SET STONE IN THE CENTER OF THE OLD CLOVER ROAD, ALSO IN THE LINE OF THE NASH FARM; THENCE DIVIDING
THE ROAD EQUALLY S 18-3/4 E 65.3 POLES TO A STAKE CORNER TO JON CARPENTER; THENCE WITH HIS LINE WEST 129.1 POLES TO A STAKE
IN A DRAIN IN THE OLD STRODE LAND; THENCE N 92-1/4 POLES TO A SET STONE E OF THE POND IN THE CENTER OF THE FENCE; THENCE N
69-3/4 E 24.6 POLES TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 50 CARES. THERE IS EXCEPTED AND NOT CONVEYED IN THE ABOVE BOUNDARY A
PASSWAY 15 FEET WIDE HERETOFORE SOLD TO C. S. NORTON.

TRACT NO. 2 BEGINNING AT A SET STONE UPON THE NORTH SIDE OF THE ROAD OPPOSITE THE N.E. CORNER OF THE ORCHARD AND
CORNER TO THE LAND CONVEYED TO MRS. LULA K. CALDWELL; THENCE WITH HER LINE S 20-1/4 E 21 POLES TO A SET STONE AT THE S.W.
CORNER OF THE ORCHARD; THENCE S 83-1/2 E 13.6 POLES TO A SET STONE AT THE BARS OF THE STABLE LOT; THENCE S 18-1/8 E 35.8 POLES
TO A SET STONE IN THE WOODS; THENCE N 69-3/4 E 54 POLES TO A SET STONE IN THE OLD CLOSED ROAD, ALSO IN THE LINE OF THE NASH
FARM; THENCE DIVIDING SAID ROAD EQUALLY AS IT MEANDERS N 18-3/4 W 5.7 POLES TO A TURN; THENCE N 22-1/4 W 49-1/4 POLES TO A
STAKE, CORNER TO THE HOME TRACT OF MRS. ELIZA STRODE; THENCE N 10-1/8 W 12.6 POLES; THENCE WITH LINE OF SAME ALONG NORTH
SIDE OF THE ROAD S 69-3/4 W 67 POLES TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 26 ACRES.

(THE ABOVE DESCRIPTION IS INTENDED TO INCLUDE LOTS NO. 11 AND 12 AS DESCRIBED ON A PLAT WHICH IS RECORDED IN DEED BOOK
133, PAGE 784, AND FURTHER IS INTENDED TO INCLUDE A STRIP OF LAND EXCEPTED OUT OF DEED TO WENDELL L. EARLS AND JUDY L. EARLS,
HIS WIFE FROM CLARENCE E. JONES AND CHESTER J. JONES, DATED NOVEMBER 14, 1977, RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 144, PAGE 766; SAID
STRIP HAVING BEEN EXCEPTED OUT OF LOT NO. 6, ON PLAT RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 133, PAGE 784, AND IS 16 FEET IN WIDTH
COMMENCING IN THE CENTER OF THE MATTOX PIKE AND EXTENDING S 15 DEG. E 150 FEET ALONG THE BOUNDARY LINE OF LOT NO. 5 AS
SHOWN ON THE AFOREMENTIONED PLAT, ALL

OF RECORD IN THE FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.)

THERE IS EXCEPTED FROM THE FOREGOING LOTS NO.'S 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9 AND 10 AS DESCRIBED ON PLATS RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 133,
PAGE 785 AND DEED BOOK 132, PAGE 311, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

TAX ID NO.: 058-00-00-033.00

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1.  GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 058-00-00-033.00

      POSTED PAID: $1,074.14

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE
LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR
VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

JASON SCHWARTZ

DONALD EUGENE YOUNG AND SHARON K. YOUNG MICHAEL HILL AND BARBARA L. HILL



JAMES W. MINEER AND RUBY F. MINEER 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

TQLE CCNIMITMENT NO304387NCT, 6, EFFECTIVE DATE JULY 20, 2020 

OWNER JAMES, MINEER AND RUBY F MINEER 

TR.T 1 

LII"OV/S 
OF 0 ACRES OF LAND MORE OR LESS, LOCATED SOUTHEAST OF ,E TOWN OF MT .RMEL KENTUCKY, BOUNDED GENERAL, AS 

ON THE NOR, BY ,E LAND OF GILMER RIGDON, EAST AND WEST BY THE LANDS OF GARRET MINEER AND ON THE SOU, BY ,E MARY 
GODDARD LANDS, CONTAINING 70 ACRES, MORE OR LESS TOGETHER W,H A PASSWAY TO THE STATE HIGHWAY, SAID PASSWAY BEING 
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 

MRS MATILDA CLARY'S PASSWAY FROM RIGDON'S PASSWAY AT WEBB LINE AND MINEER CORNER TO RIGDON'S GARDEN 
WAYS

SAID 
PASSWAY TO BE 18 FEET WIDE, SAID PASS,. IS TO BE FENCED BY RIGDON STARTING AT RIGDON'S GARDEN CORNER (N 

or
TO 

MRS CLARY'S LINE SEE M B 32, PAGE 486, FLEMING COUNT( COURT CLERK'S OFFICE AND ALL 0,ER PAS... OR RIGHT OF WAYS THAT 
ARE APPURTENANT TO THIS TRACT OF LAND TO REACH THE HIGHWAY IN CONNECTION WI, SAID LANDS 

BEING THE 
S

PROPER, CONVEYED TO GRANTORS BY DEED FROM AL. FOXWORTHY, ET AL DATED 29 APRIL 1983, RECORDED IN DEED 
BOOK 156, PAGE 22 

SAVE AND EXCEPT THAT TRACT CF PARCEL OF LAND  DEED DATED NOVEMBER 15, 1993, RECCRDED NOVEMBER 19, 993 IN BCOK ,8, 
PAGE 226, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COLIN,N KEN71.10CT AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 

BEGINNING AT A POINT IN THE NOR, PROPERTY LNE OF GRANTORS, BEING THE LINE BETWEEN GRANTORS A. MILLER, BEING SOD FEET 
EAST OF THE GRANTORS' PRCPERTY CORNER AND MA. CLARY RD, "FARCE METH MILLERS LINE S 80 DEG 40' 04 78" E 321 6626 FEET TO AN 
IRON POST, THENCE LEAVING MILLERS LINE W0H NEW DIVIDING LINE OF GRANTERS S 10 DEG 29' 53 59" W, 145 575 FEET TO AN IRON 
POST THENCE N 78 DEG 31' 39 21" W 291 8734 FEET TO A POINT IN THE CENTER OF A GRAVEL FARM ROAD, THENCE N 2 DEG 03' 5862" W 
136 8249 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 9811 ACRES 

THE GRANTORS ALSO GRANT TO THE GRANTEES A 20 FOOT EASEMENT RUNNING W0H THE EXISTING DRIVEWAY FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
INGRESS AND EGRESS TO THE ABOVE DESCRIBED LOT 

BEING PART OF ,E SAME ROPER, CCNVEYED JAMES W MINEER AND RUBY MNER, FROM CARL BURKHOLDER AND ROSETTA 
BURKHCLDER. HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY DEED DATED FEBRUARY 12, 1985, RECORDED MN ND B 159, PAGE 622, FLEMING CCU., CLERK'S 
OFFICE 

TAX ID NO 069-00-00-012 00 

TR.T 2 

A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND LOCATED IN FLEMING COUNN, KENTUCI, ABOUT 1 MILE EAST OF MT CARMEL, NEAR THE MAYSVILLE AND MT 
.RMEL TURNPIKE ROAD AND BOUNDED AS FOLLOWS - 

BCUNDED ON THE WEST BY THE LANDS OF GEORGE A CLARY, CN THE NCRTH BY ,E LANDS OF GARRETT MINEER, ON THE EAST BY THE 
LANDS OF HARRY HCNEYFELT AND CN THE SCUTH BY THE LANDS CF SILAS POLLITT AND CONTAINING ABOUT 25 ACRES, MORE OR LESS 

TAX ID NO 081 00 00 007 00 

SCHEDULE Bell EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT ,E PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE 

1. GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL.. 2019, AS FOLLOWS (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER 069-00-00-012 00 (FACT 1) 

POSTED PAID $344)1 

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER 081-0600-007 00 (FACT 2) 

POSTED PAID $11810 

2 EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLANS CF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

IIZTGHTAOFZRHILLI.SWCCILITDISOLOSE"NOVAWEYMAATF."41 
ENCROACHMENTS

AND A'  FACTS WHICH A 
SURVEY

AND

ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FCR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE CR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF MICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY 

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

TILLTILIDiI_RIGITTSPERVAIN ON"GATHERDT.(XTARSLCU.21.TERCIA 
METALLIC ORES, AND 0,ER MINERALS IN, UNDER CR ON THE 

DEFECTN UENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN ,E PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTAGEING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRICR TO ,E DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR 
VALUE, THE ESTATE CR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THRECN, COVERED BY THIS PLI  (NOT A URV, ATTER) 

THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITONS OF THE D.UMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 

(NOT A SURVEY ATTER) 

ANY REFERENCES TO A.EAGE IN THE LAND DES.IBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT I E TIFI.TION CNLY AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLIO( ur SURV, ATTER) 

RIGHT CF WAY EASEMENT DATED MAY 27, 1997, GRANTED BY JAMES W MINEER AND RUBY F MINEER, HUSBAND AND WIFE, TO FLEMING 
COUNT( W ATER

(SHOWSSN 
AOCIATI , INC, RECORDED JUNE 4, 1997 IN BOOK 17, PAGE 591, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING CO.., 

KENTUCKY HEREOON 

EULA GRACE SKAGGS 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

TQLE CCNIMITMENT NO304387NCT-3 9, EFFECTIVE DATE FEBRUARY 24, 2021 

OWNER EULA GRACE SKAGGS 

TR.T 1 

BEING A 0 867 ACRE TRACT OF LAND LOCATED SOUTHEAST OF HWY 57 AND CN THE NORTHEAST SIDE OF KY HY. 344 (FOXPORT ROAD) 
IN FLEMING CO.., KENTUCKY AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 

BEGINNING AT AN IRON PIN & CAP SET • 0  2 THE NORTH RIGHT OF 1.4. OF KY HEW 344 CORNER TO ROSCOE N MILLER DB 1, PG 162 
AND CORNER TOJULIUS R & RAMONA MAY DB ,0 PG 16 THENCE ALONG THEMA,' LINE N 52-52-, TOAN IRON PIN & CAP SET 
CORNER TO MILLER, THENCE CCNINUING ALOES THE' . '3 73.27.5R E ROAN IRON PIN & C. SET NEAR THE WEST SIDE OF A 

AV AWAN UE WGEORGEJR , 8 0, CC 5 DB132 PG fq TIERCE AL0- 0 3,38. UE2807-14-45 W30317. TO 
A POINT CORNER TO MILLER AND SKAGGS,. ORTH F . OF AMUR )/ HWY 344, 

THENCE ALONG THE NORTH RIGHT CF WAY Cif .. 7.34.02 W , FERENCE II . CAP SET AT 1989-1 A TOTAL 
DISTANCE OF 295 68 TO ,E PONT DE BIGINNIE . . 086IACRES C. OF ' . TO THE 2 T IS A .C.ME PLS 3919 
OF BUFFALO TRACE SURVEYING EEC 5/30/2014 IPELD SURVEY COMPLEXE, ON 5/1604 WITH AN UNADJUSTED p ERSE CLOSURE 
OF 1 19 963) ALL IRON PIN & 0. 1SSETWERE 40818 REBAR WITH AN ORANGE PLASTIC CAPSTAMPEO T. MCGLONE PLR 3RA 

%8IH2RETRAD4NATED TO THE ," IRON PIN & .PS FOUND (WRGHT 28.) MICHAEL A & HEATHER DAWN HUGHES DB 229 PG 187, 

PROPER, SUBJECT MALL LEGAL RIGHT OF WAYS, EASEMENTS OF RECORD AND UNRECCRDED CONVEYANCES 

PROPER, SUBJECT MALL UTLITIES 

PROPER, SUBJECT. ANY EXISTING RIGHT OF WAY FOR KY HY. 344 FOR BENEFIT OF ,E COMMONWEAL, OF KENTUCKY (NO 
REFERENCE FOUND) 

BEING THE SAME PROPER, CONVEYED TO EU. GRAY SKAGGS, SINGLE, FROLLI THE ESTATE OF ROSCCE N MILLER BY DEED DATED THE 17-. 
DAY CF JUNE, 201 4, AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 253, PAGE 592, FLEMING COLN, CLERK'S OFFICE 

TAX ID NO 080 00 00 012 00 

FIRST T.CT 

THE FOLLOWING PARCEL °ELAND LYING ON THE WATERS OF NOR, FORK OF LICKING RIVER IN FLEMING COLN, KENTUCI, 

BEGINNING AT A SET STONE IN THE CCUN, ROAD AT JAMES WILLIAMS CORNER THENCE S WITH HIS LINE G WALLINGFORD TO A 
CORNER IN LAND BELONGING TO JOHN CASSIDY THENCE WITH SAID LINE TO THE LINE OF WILLIAM HARNE S THENCE WITH SAID 

I83LIENfIrCrfkran FAMSCFLATREMS' SD"
WN SAID CREEK TO THE CCUN, ROAD THENCE DOWN SAID COUNTY ROAD TO THE 

SECOND TRACT 

BEGINNING AT A CORNER OF THE LINE CF A MEADOW'S LINE, ,ENCE S W0H LINE OF DAWSON'S POWER TO COLIN, ROAD, ,ENCE WI, 
COLN, ROAD TO M.DOW'S LINE, THENCE., HIS LINE TO ,E BEGINNING, CONTAINING 16ACRES, MORE OR LESS 

BEING THE SAME PROPER, CONVEYED TO FIRST PARTIES BY RICHARD L HINTCN, MATTER COMMISSIONER OF THE FLEMING CIRCUIT 

OCIHN 
D"D DATED JANUARY 31, 1955 AND OF RECORD IN COMMISSIONERS DEED BOOK 4, PAGE 400, FLEMING COLN, CLERK'S 

TAX ID NO 081 40 00 001 0 

SCHEDULE Bell EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE 

1 GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2020, AS FOLLOWS (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

TRACT 1 

TAX ID 080-00-00-012 00 

2020 TAXES POSTED PAID $3030 

TAX ID 081-40-00-001 00 

2020 TAXES POSTED PAID $15173 TALE AMOUNT $15483) 

2 .SEMENTS, CLANS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLANS OF PARTIES IN POSSESS. NOT SHOW, BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 

(Nur SURV, MATTER) 

3 IlD, GsIGRTFACITN„ GONRHZ swouHrgyg ,ENN,&18rCARsLRGz&y NAARn ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS MICH A SURVEY AND 

4 ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABCR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF MICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE CF POLICY 

(Nur SURVEY MATTER) 

5 LANDAIA DDAIATILNITRJr&4N4g INGJTH,OFOTLO ,Wc&rTARa vOLL,,GACROAL. METALLIC CRES, AND OTHER LA INE.LS IN, UNDER OR ON THE 

6 DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR 0,ER MATTERS, IF NY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEECF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECCRD, FOR 
VALUE ,E ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEEON, BUT  BY THIS POLIO( (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

7 THE FAILURE TO COM PLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOOIMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 

(Nur SURV, MATTER) 

8 ANY REFERENCES TO ACR.GE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFI.TION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF ,E COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLIO( (NOT A SURV, MATTER) 

RANDALL MEADOWS AND WILLA MEADOWS 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

TQLE COMMITMENT NO 304387NCT- 40, EFFECT. DATE FEBRUARY 24, 2021 

OWNER RANDALL MEADOWS AND WILLA MEADOWS 

A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND LYING AND BEING IN FLEMING COUNTS, KENTLION NEAR MT .RMEL ON THE NORTH SIDE OF KY 324 AND 
BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FCLLOWS 

BEGINNING AT AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY) 
CENTER); THENCE 

JULIUS R. MAY (0.B. 160, PG 14 AND 
WAY LINE THEFOLLOWING 

 FIVEN THE 
NOR, RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF KY 324 (30' FROM CENTER), THENCE )04114 INESNID KY 328RIGNIT OF  LINE ,E  CALLS 
17344 FEET ALONG AN ARC TO THE LEFT HAVING A RADIUS OF 1231 33 FEET THE CHORD OF WHICH IS NOR, 40 DEGREES 55 MINUTES 11 

SECONDS WEST, ,8 30 FEE,0 AN IRON PIN (SET ,IS SURVFA THENCE NORTH DEGREES 30 MINI —FS 05 SEGO' .'s EF,  1997 FEE,0 
AN IR CN PIN (SET THIS SURVEY), THENCE NORTH DEGREES 12 MINUTES 43 SECONDS WEST 10( i FEET TC (2 . 7 O• 3EN (SET THIS 
URVEY), THENCE SOUTH 42 DEGREES 33 MINUTES 49 SE.. WEST 2001 FEET, AN IRON PIN ISE (THIS SURVIVE, IHI • .. E NORTH 50 

DEGREES 06 MINUTES 50 SECONDS WEST 40567 FEET RI 3 • .ION PIN WET PRIOR SURVEY) CORNER -.FREDDY ' B 210 PG 
22, THENCE W0H APPLEGATE NOR, 38 DEGREES 42X • . . - • SECONDS EASE MI 60 FEET TO AN IRON PIN (SET THIS e. 7 . . ("OMER 

SOUTH 55 D. e 52 MINUTES 48 SECONDS E . '" T 2 . SET THIS SURVIVE THENCE NORII streiS 43 
MINUTES 3158... ',EAST 313.39 FEET. . ' ' ' . NORTH 19 DEGREES 40 MINUTES 52 ee. LENDS EAST 

h . SOUTH 6 DEGREES 24 MINUTES 19 SECONDS IVEST 1000 FEET
AP0IN7INNTFSIEr F. . ED  Ere I  THENCE WhH THE CENTER OF SAID PASS WAY NORTH 84 DEGREES 
41 MINUTES 39 7 3 ,, T TO AN IRON PIN (ET THIS SURVEY) BY POST THENCE SOUTH 7 DEGREES 56 MINUTES 41 

MT DS . rf‘S- 19 'S"'ClIESTESSLER179 )9aM °A3SI PIRDOjNUIPELN' AriNKSTUCR'Vr h 'ANYC7OFUt 
THREE

MINUTES 25 SETH ' 3 FEE,0 AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY) THENCE SOU, 44 DEGREES 58 MINUTES 05 SECONDS WEST 
301, FEE,0 THI POI . . ENG 

THE ABOVE DESCRIBED PA N ISS A A VEYED BY ROPY A WRIGHT L.S..29313, MAY 15, 2006 ALL IRON PINS SET 
THIS SURVEY AND G (IOR S. TY ARE ," RE-BAR W0H (RUNGE PIAS11C CAP STAMPED "PROPER, 
CORNER. RA WRIGHT, I' 3 3 -  ALL W0NESS IRON PINS SET THIS SURVEY ARE Ye RE.PAR WITH AYE  PLASTIC CAP 
STAMPED "WITNESS CORN . 3 (NT, LS .2808" ALL BEARINGS STATED HEREIN ARE REFERRED TO MAGNETIC MERIDIAN AS 
ORIENTED TO SEPTEMBER 2), EL :YOE FREDDY APPLEGATE PROPER-A/BY HE SURVEYOR. 

BEING THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED MICHAEL A HUGHES AND HEATHER DAWN HUGHES, HIS WIFE, FROM NALL LENGACHER AND MARY 
LENGACHER, HIS WIFE, BY 0 ED DATED THE]FN DAY OF NOVEMBER 2006 AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 229, PAGE 187, FLEMING COUNT( 
CLERK'S OFF. 

TAX ID NO 080 00 00 005 01 

SCHEDULE Bell EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE 

GENE.L TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2020, AS FOLLOWS (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

TAX ID 080-00-00-0, 01 

POSTED PAID $1,57649 

.SEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLANS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOW, BY T. PUBLIC RECORDS 

(NOT A SURV, MATTER) 

04M NOIScrE)Ma swoMEILLIAESZO ARsr== ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 

ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY 

(NOT A SURV, MATTER) 

(INAIAFg EA (AL IF IZ HTs 44ya,  TNGAr60,0FZF XTEAR.s 0 ,Rv0..,AGAASi .,CRCA L. META LLI C ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE 

DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS CR 0,ER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO ,E EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR 
VALUE THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLIO( (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

THE FAILURE TO COOP, WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOOIMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN ,E LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FCR TRACT IDENTIFI.TION ON, AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY ,IS POLIO' (NOT A SURV, MATTER) 
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Westwood Professional Services, Inc.

Phone (720) 531-8350 10170 Church Ranch Way, Suite #201
Toll Free (888) 937-5150 Westminster, CO 80021
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LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-26, EFFECTIVE DATE: JULY 20, 2020

OWNER: JAMES W. MINEER AND RUBY F. MINEER

TRACT 1:

A TRACT OF 70 ACRES OF LAND MORE OR LESS, LOCATED SOUTHEAST OF THE TOWN OF MT. CARMEL, KENTUCKY, BOUNDED GENERALLY AS
FOLLOWS:

ON THE NORTH BY THE LAND OF GILMER RIGDON, EAST AND WEST BY THE LANDS OF GARRET MINEER AND ON THE SOUTH BY THE MARY
GODDARD LANDS, CONTAINING 70 ACRES, MORE OR LESS TOGETHER WITH A PASSWAY TO THE STATE HIGHWAY, SAID PASSWAY BEING
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

MRS. MATILDA CLARY'S PASSWAY FROM RIGDON'S PASSWAY AT WEBB LINE AND MINEER CORNER TO RIGDON'S GARDEN CORNER. SAID
PASSWAY TO BE 18 FEET WIDE, SAID PASSWAY IS TO BE FENCED BY RIGDON STARTING AT RIGDON'S GARDEN CORNER (N.W. CORNER) TO
MRS. CLARY'S LINE. SEE M.B. 32, PAGE 486, FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK'S OFFICE AND ALL OTHER PASSWAYS OR RIGHT OF WAYS THAT
ARE APPURTENANT TO THIS TRACT OF LAND TO REACH THE HIGHWAY IN CONNECTION WITH SAID LANDS.

BEING THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED TO GRANTORS BY DEED FROM ALICE FOXWORTHY, ET AL, DATED 29 APRIL 1983, RECORDED IN DEED
BOOK 156, PAGE 222.

SAVE AND EXCEPT THAT TRACT OF PARCEL OF LAND IN DEED DATED NOVEMBER 15, 1993, RECORDED NOVEMBER 19, 1993 IN BOOK 178,
PAGE 226, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A POINT IN THE NORTH PROPERTY LINE OF GRANTORS, BEING THE LINE BETWEEN GRANTORS AND MILLER, BEING 600 FEET
EAST OF THE GRANTORS' PROPERTY CORNER AND J.M. CLARY RD.; THENCE WITH MILLERS LINE S 80 DEG. 40' 04.78" E 321.6626 FEET TO AN
IRON POST; THENCE LEAVING MILLERS LINE WITH NEW DIVIDING LINE OF GRANTERS S 10 DEG. 29' 53.59" W, 145.0575 FEET TO AN IRON
POST; THENCE N 78 DEG. 31' 39.21" W 291.8734 FEET TO A POINT IN THE CENTER OF A GRAVEL FARM ROAD; THENCE N 2 DEG. 03' 58.62" W
136.8249 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING .9811 ACRES.

THE GRANTORS ALSO GRANT TO THE GRANTEES A 20 FOOT EASEMENT RUNNING WITH THE EXISTING DRIVEWAY FOR THE PURPOSE OF
INGRESS AND EGRESS TO THE ABOVE DESCRIBED LOT.

BEING PART OF THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED JAMES W. MINEER AND RUBY F. MINEER, FROM CARL BURKHOLDER AND ROSETTA
BURKHOLDER, HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY DEED DATED FEBRUARY 12, 1985, RECORDED IN D.B. 159, PAGE 622, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S
OFFICE.

TAX ID NO.: 069-00-00-012.00

TRACT 2:

A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND LOCATED IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY ABOUT 1 MILE EAST OF MT. CARMEL, NEAR THE MAYSVILLE AND MT.
CARMEL TURNPIKE ROAD AND BOUNDED AS FOLLOWS:-

BOUNDED ON THE WEST BY THE LANDS OF GEORGE A. CLARY; ON THE NORTH BY THE LANDS OF GARRETT MINEER; ON THE EAST BY THE
LANDS OF HARRY HONEYFELT, AND ON THE SOUTH BY THE LANDS OF SILAS POLLITT, AND CONTAINING ABOUT 25 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

TAX ID NO.: 081-00-00-007.00

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1.  GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2019, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 069-00-00-012.00 (TRACT 1)

      POSTED PAID: $544.71

      PERMANENT PARCEL NUMBER: 081-00-00-007.00 (TRACT 2)

      POSTED PAID: $118.10

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE
LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR
VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

9. RIGHT OF WAY EASEMENT DATED MAY 27, 1997, GRANTED BY JAMES W. MINEER AND RUBY F. MINEER, HUSBAND AND WIFE, TO FLEMING
COUNTY WATER ASSOCIATION, INC., RECORDED JUNE 4, 1997 IN BOOK 17, PAGE 591, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY,
KENTUCKY. (SHOWN HEREON)

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-39, EFFECTIVE DATE: FEBRUARY 24, 2021

OWNER: EULA GRACE SKAGGS

TRACT 1:

BEING A 0.867 ACRE TRACT OF LAND LOCATED SOUTHEAST OF KY HWY 57 AND ON THE NORTHEAST SIDE OF KY HWY 344 (FOXPORT ROAD)
IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT AN IRON PIN & CAP SET NEAR THE NORTH RIGHT OF WAY OF KY HWY 344 CORNER TO ROSCOE N. MILLER DB 115 PG 162
AND CORNER TO JULIUS R. & RAMONA MAY DB 150 PG 16; THENCE ALONG THE MAY LINE N 52-52-15 E 156.191 TO AN IRON PIN & CAP SET
CORNER TO MILLER; THENCE CONTINUING ALONG THE MAY LINE S 73-27-59 E 98.04' TO AN IRON PIN & CAP SET NEAR THE WEST SIDE OF A
GRAVEL PASSWAY IN THE LINE OF GEORGE JR., & EULA P. SKAGGS DB 132 PG 40; THENCE ALONG THE SKAGGS LINE S 07-14-45 W 303.17' TO
A POINT CORNER TO MILLER AND SKAGGS AT THE NORTH RIGHT OF WAY OF KY HWY 344;

THENCE ALONG THE NORTH RIGHT OF WAY OF KY HWY 344 N 37-34-02 W (PASSING A REFERENCE IRON PIN & CAP SET AT 19.89') A TOTAL
DISTANCE OF 295.68' TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING CONTAINING 0.867 ACRES ACCORDING TO THE SURVEY BY TRAVIS A. MCGLONE PLS 3919
OF BUFFALO TRACE SURVEYING LLC 5/30/2014. (FIELD SURVEY COMPLETED ON 5/16/14 WITH AN UNADJUSTED TRAVERSE CLOSURE
OF 1:19,963) ALL IRON PIN & CAPS SET WERE ½” X 18” REBAR WITH AN ORANGE PLASTIC CAP STAMPED “T. MCGLONE PLS 3919.”

BEARINGS COORDINATED TO THE ½" IRON PIN & CAPS FOUND (WRIGHT 2808) MICHAEL A. & HEATHER DAWN HUGHES DB 229 PG 187,
30.811 ACRE TRACT.

PROPERTY SUBJECT TO ALL LEGAL RIGHT OF WAYS, EASEMENTS OF RECORD AND UNRECORDED CONVEYANCES.

PROPERTY SUBJECT TO ALL UTILITIES.

PROPERTY SUBJECT TO ANY EXISTING RIGHT OF WAY FOR KY HWY 344 FOR BENEFIT OF THE COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY (NO
REFERENCE FOUND).

BEING THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED TO EULA GRAY SKAGGS, SINGLE, FROM THE ESTATE OF ROSCOE N. MILLER BY DEED DATED THE 17TH
DAY OF JUNE, 2014, AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 253, PAGE 592, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

TAX ID NO.: 080-00-00-012.00

TRACT 2:

FIRST TRACT:

THE FOLLOWING PARCEL OF LAND, LYING ON THE WATERS OF NORTH FORK OF LICKING RIVER IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.

BEGINNING AT A SET STONE IN THE COUNTY ROAD AT JAMES WILLIAMS CORNER; THENCE S WITH HIS LINE J.G. WALLINGFORD TO A
CORNER IN THE LAND BELONGING TO JOHN CASSIDY; THENCE WITH SAID LINE TO THE LINE OF WILLIAM HARNE'S; THENCE WITH SAID
HARNE'S LINE TO THE NORTH FORK CREEK; THENCE DOWN SAID CREEK TO THE COUNTY ROAD; THENCE DOWN SAID COUNTY ROAD TO THE
BEGINNING.  CONTAINING 69 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

SECOND TRACT:

BEGINNING AT A CORNER OF THE LINE OF A. MEADOW'S LINE; THENCE S WITH LINE OF DAWSON'S POWER TO COUNTY ROAD; THENCE WITH
COUNTY ROAD TO MEADOW'S LINE; THENCE WITH HIS LINE TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 16 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

BEING THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED TO FIRST PARTIES BY RICHARD L. HINTON, MATTER COMMISSIONER OF THE FLEMING CIRCUIT
COURT BY DEED DATED JANUARY 31, 1955 AND OF RECORD IN COMMISSIONERS DEED BOOK 4, PAGE 400, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S
OFFICE.

TAX ID NO.: 081-40-00-001.0

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1. GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2020, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

TRACT 1:

TAX ID: 080-00-00-012.00

2020 TAXES POSTED PAID: $50.50

TRACT 2:

TAX ID: 081-40-00-001.00

2020 TAXES POSTED PAID: $151.73 (FACE AMOUNT $154.83)

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE
LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR
VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-40, EFFECTIVE DATE: FEBRUARY 24, 2021

OWNER: RANDALL MEADOWS AND WILLA MEADOWS

A CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND LYING AND BEING IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY NEAR MT. CARMEL ON THE NORTH SIDE OF KY 324 AND
BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY) CORNER TO JULIUS R. MAY (D.B. 160, PG. 16, AND D.B. 151, PG. 557 AND BRING IN THE
NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF KY 324 (30' FROM CENTER); THENCE WITH THE SAID KY 324 RIGHT OF WAY LINE THE FOLLOWING FIVE CALLS
173.44 FEET ALONG AN ARC TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 1231.33 FEET, THE CHORD OF WHICH IS NORTH 40 DEGREES 55 MINUTES 11

SECONDS WEST, 178.30 FEET TO AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY); THENCE NORTH 42 DEGREES 30 MINUTES 05 SECONDS EAST, 19.97 FEET TO
AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY); THENCE NORTH 47 DEGREES 15 MINUTES 43 SECONDS WEST, 100.05 FEET TO AN IRON PIN (SET THIS
SURVEY); THENCE SOUTH 42 DEGREES 33 MINUTES 49 SECONDS WEST, 20.01 FEET TO AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY); THENCE NORTH 50
DEGREES 06 MINUTES 50 SECONDS WEST, 405.67 FEET TO AN IRON PIN (SET PRIOR SURVEY) CORNER TO FREDDY APPLEGATE (D.B. 218, PG.
224); THENCE WITH APPLEGATE NORTH 38 DEGREES 42 MINUTES 23 SECONDS EAST, 187.60 FEET TO AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY) CORNER
TO GRANTOR'S REMAINING PROPERTY; THENCE WITH GRANTOR'S REMAINDER AND A NEW DIVIDING LINE THE FOLLOWING FOUR CALLS
SOUTH 55 DEGREES 52 MINUTES 48 SECONDS EAST, 100.48 FEET TO AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY); THENCE NORTH 33 DEGREES 43
MINUTES 31 SECONDS EAST, 313.59 FEET TO AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY); THENCE NORTH 19 DEGREES 40 MINUTES 52 SECONDS EAST,
346.94 FEET TO AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY); THENCE NORTH 7 DEGREES 51 MINUTES 49 SECONDS EAST, 906.86 FEET TO AN IRON PIN
(SET THIS SURVEY) IN EULENE M. MEADOWS (D.B. 206, PG. 527) FENCE LINE; THENCE WITH MEADOWS THE FOLLOWING TWO CALLS NORTH
85 DEGREES 44 MINUTES 12 SECONDS EAST, 537.53 FEET TO AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY) BY CORNER POST, CORNER TO GEORGE SKAGGS,
JR. (D.B. 132, PG. 40); THENCE WITH SKAGGS THE FOLLOWING FOUR CALLS SOUTH 6 DEGREES 24 MINUTES 19 SECONDS WEST, 627.31 FEET
TO AN WITNESS IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY) BY OLD GATE POST; THENCE SOUTH 6 DEGREES 24 MINUTES 19 SECONDS WEST, 10.00 FEET TO
A POINT IN THE CENTER OF PASS WAY AS CALLED FOR IN D.B. 132, PG. 40; THENCE WITH THE CENTER OF SAID PASS WAY NORTH 84 DEGREES
41 MINUTES 39 SECONDS WEST, 533.66 FEET TO AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY) BY POST; THENCE SOUTH 7 DEGREES 56 MINUTES 41
SECONDS WEST, 1073.50 FEET TO AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY) CORNER TO SAID JULIUS MAY; THENCE WITH MAY THE FOLLOWING THREE
CALLS: SOUTH 87 DEGREES 07 MINUTES 19 SECONDS WEST, 189.96 FEET TO AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY); THENCE SOUTH 5 DEGREES 48
MINUTES 25 SECONDS WEST, 245.31 FEET TO AN IRON PIN (SET THIS SURVEY); THENCE SOUTH 44 DEGREES 58 MINUTES 05 SECONDS WEST,
301.47 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

THE ABOVE DESCRIBED PARCEL CONTAINS 30.811 ACRES AS SURVEYED BY ROPY A. WRIGHT L.S. #2808, MAY 15, 2006.  ALL IRON PINS SET
THIS SURVEY AND PRIOR SURVEY ARE ½” RE-BAR WITH AN ORANGE PLASTIC CAP STAMPED “PROPERTY
CORNER, R.A. WRIGHT, L.S. #2808”.  ALL WITNESS IRON PINS SET THIS SURVEY ARE ½” RE-BAR WITH A YELLOW PLASTIC CAP
STAMPED “WITNESS CORNER, R.A. WRIGHT, L.S. #2808”.  ALL BEARINGS STATED HEREIN ARE REFERRED TO MAGNETIC MERIDIAN AS
ORIENTED TO SEPTEMBER 28, 2002 SURVEY OF FREDDY APPLEGATE PROPERTY BY THE SURVEYOR.

BEING THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED MICHAEL A. HUGHES AND HEATHER DAWN HUGHES, HIS WIFE, FROM WILL LENGACHER AND MARY
LENGACHER, HIS WIFE, BY DEED DATED THE 7TH DAY OF NOVEMBER 2006 AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 229, PAGE 187, FLEMING COUNTY
CLERK'S OFFICE.

TAX ID NO.: 080-00-00-005.01

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1. GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2020, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

TAX ID: 080-00-00-005.01

POSTED PAID: $1,576.49

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE
LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR
VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

JAMES W. MINEER AND RUBY F. MINEER

EULA GRACE SKAGGS

RANDALL MEADOWS AND WILLA MEADOWS



DUANE R. LOWE 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

TOLE C.AMOMENT NO304387NCT-41, EFFECTIVE DATE FEBRUARY 25, 2021 

LCUO.PAVONDIINAJLANYNBCRLENEEEANVT rViler CI.IlrB IÌA'EIEUONDATELLiGrELADAYOFECEQEILILLBE7D2OOA GAND 
OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 214 PAGE PA FLEK eCLIN, CLE o .E 

TRACTS I AND II BEING A PART OF THE SAME 1,2 rSTALL C. 7 JAMES GI.ER BREWER AND MARY ANN BREWER, HUSBAND AND 
OWNER DUANE R LOWE WIFE, FROM JESSIE BREWER. BY DEED DATED THE 20-H: C . .4 .2" ..R,1990, AND CF RECORD IN DEED BOOK .0, PAGE 591, FLEMING 

THIS PARCEL OF LAND IS A PORTION OF THE SHIRLEY BREW. PROPER, LO.TED ON IA HNOI 3301 IN FLEMING COUNT', KENTUCIA THE COUNT/ CLERKS OFFICE 
PARENT T.CT IS ON RECORD IN DEED BOCK 1., PAGE 724 LOCATED IN THE FLEMING COUNT/ CLERK'S OFFICE AND IS MORE EXACTA 
DESCRIOP r 2 FOLLOWS 

BEGINN . F AN IRON PIN SET IN TTE RIGHT-OF-WAY UNE OF KY NW/ 3301 A CORNER TO THE WILLIAM ANO GILBERTA COLGAN 
PROP. ' IT 171, PAGE 614); THENCE N 04 DEG. 36 MIN. 26 SEC E, 100101 FEET WITH . CCLGAN LINE TO AN IRON PIN SET A CORNER 
TO THE 6 rj GAN PROPERTY; THENCE N 04 DEG.. MIN. 46 SEC 41589 N I rrri WI, THE CO . 'O PIN SET A CORNER TO 
THE COQ N PROPERTY AND THE MARY SAYRE PROPERTY 5..160, PAGE ,409 'HENCE WITH L See, L.. FOR THE FOLLOWING CALLS, 
THENCE r DEG 28 MIN 02 SEC 4442.01 FEET TOM IRON FIN SET, THENCE N 21 DEG " 50 SEC W, 92 72 FAT TO AN IR. PIN SET 
AT A 14"EM, THENCE N 20 DEG 56 MIN. CO SEC. V( 130.57 FEET TO A PK NAIL SET IN A 24 A gUl, THENCE N 28 DEG 08 MIN 16 SEC.W, 
10881 FEET. AN IRON PIN SET ARA 12.  TRIPLE HIOCCAX THENCE N 32 DEG 05 MIN 57 AI 0 97 82 FEET TO AN IRON PIN SET, THENCE N 
18 DEG 09 MIN 41 SEC W, 58 47 FEET TO AN IRON PIN SET THENCE N 15 DEG 34 IAN 24 TEC W, 237.22 FEET TO AN IRON PIN SET A 
CORNER TO. SAYRE PROPERTY AND THE DAVID AND MOAT UNDBERG PROPER.. IT 1. PAGE 664); THENCE N 66 DEG 26 MIN 27 SEC 
E, 25. EET WITH THE LINDBERG LINE TO AN IRON PIN SET A CORNER TO THE UNDBERG PROPERTY; THENCE EN DEG. 36 MIN 46 SEC E, 
287 OD FEET WITH THE LINDBERG LINE TO AN IRON FIN SET A CORNER TO THE UNDBERG PROPERTY AND THE REMAINDER OF SHIRLEY 
BREWER PROPERTY ID B 144 PAGE 15.; THENCE WITH THE BREWER UNE FOR THE FOLLOWING CALLA THENCE CO DEG. 32 IAN 15 SEC 
66813 FEET TO AN IR. RN ET, RIANCE 05 DEG 56 MIN. 32 SEC W,1099.10 FEET TORN IRON PIN SET; THENCE 04 DEG 58 MIN 39 SEC 
W, 1521 00 FEE LOAN IR. PIN SERIN 1H.IGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF IONWI3301 A CONNER TO THE BREWER PROPERTY; THENCE .111 THE 
RIGHT CH WAY LINE OF KY HWY 3301 FOR THE FOLLOWING CALLS; THENCE N 60 DEG. 34 MIN. 36 SEC. W, 9742 FEET TO AN IRON PIN SET, 
THENCE N 82 DEC 59 MIN 40 SEC W, 172 40 FEET TORN IRON MN ET; THENCE N 63 DEG. 43 MIN. 01 SEC. WE 17048 FEET 10 11-4 PONT OF 
BEGINNING CONTAINING AN AREA OF 1,3046249 SQUARE FEETETOLOACRES). 

THIS PARCEL OF LAND WAS SURVEYED BY ALAN JUST CE ENGINEERING AND S UR RIMING, INC DURING THE MONTH CF JULY 2001. ALL IRON 
PINS SET ARC 1/2" REBAR MARKED WITH I.D. CAPS THE BASIS OF BEARING FOR THIS SURVEY WAS A PARENT TRACT BEARING .TO THE 
SOUTH EAST SIDE OF THE BRENIER PROPERTY AND THE NCR, WEST SIDE OF THE MARK IV PROPERTIES 5D B 189, PAGE 3). CP DEG. 00 NIIN 00 SEC NO THIS IS A CLASS B SURVEY AND THE UNADJUSTED ERROR CF CLOSURE OF THE RANDOM TRAVERSE WAS 1 IN 14949. 

SAVE AND EXCEPT 

A CERTAIN PARCEL OF LAND LO.TED IN FLEMING COUNT', KENTUCKY OFF THE FLEMINGSBURG-BEECHBURG ROAD AND WHICH IS MORE 
PARTICU.RA DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS 

BEGINNING AT A GATE POST ON THE WEST SIDE OF A 12 FEET PASSWAY AND AT THE SOUTH.ST CORNER OF SECOND PARTIES' LOT, 
THENCE AT A P.ANGLE IN A GENERALSQL.EASTERA DIRE.I0N A INSTANCE Cr 95 FEET., A STAKE THENCE AT ANOTHER PE ANGLE IN 
A GENERAL WESTERLY DIRECTION A DISTANCE OF 84 FEET TO A STAKE CORNER TO SECOND PARTIES' LOT, ,ENCE IN A GENERAL 
NORTHEASTERLY DIRECTION FOLLOWING SECOND PARTES. PROPERTY UNE A DISTANCE OF 90 FEET TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 1,890 
SQUARE FEET 

BEING A PART OF ,E SAME PROPER, CONTAINED IN OFI CONVEYED 1990 MES GILMER BREWER AND MARY ANN BREWER, HUSBAND 
AND WIFE FROM JESSIE BRENER DATED THE 20TH DAY OF NOVEMBER AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK .0, PAGE 591 FLEMING 
COUNT/ CLERK'S OFFICE 

BEING THE SAME REAL ESTATE CONVEYED TO RICHARD E LOWE AND DONNA M LOWE, HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY JAMES GILMER BREWER 
AND MARY., TOWER HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY DEED DATED MARCH 23, 1992, RECORDED APRIL 23,1992 IN DEED BOOK .3, PAGE 689, 
FLEMING CON .CURT CLERK FLEMING COUNT', KENTUCKY 

TAX ID NO 052 22200 

A PLAT OF SAID PROPER, IS RECORDED IN PLAT CABINET 2, SLIDE 56 FLEMING COUNT( CLERK'S OFFICE TO WHICH REFERENCE IS MADE FOR 
A MORE PARTICULAR DES.IPT. SCHEDULE RAI EXCEPTIONS: 

BEING THE SAME PROPER, CONVEYED TO SHIRLEY H BREWER, SINGLE, FROM THE PET. CORPORATON, BY DEED DATED JULY 27, 2001, THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE 
AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 208, PAGE .3, FLEMING COUNT/ CLERK'S OFFICE ALSO BEING A PART OF THE SAME PROPER, CONVEYED 
TO C.RENCE MCCULLEN "MACK" BREWER FROM CLAUD, R BRENER AND JESSIE E BREWER. HIS WIFE, BY DEED DATED NOVEMBER 8, 1977, 
AND RECORDED IN DEED BOCK 144, PAGE FLEMING CCU., CLERK'S OFFICE CLARE CE JACCULLEN "MACK" BREWER DEVISED 

SAID, 
1 GENERAL TAXESAND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2020, AS FOLLOWS (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

PROPER, TO HIS WIFE SHIRLEY BREWER (A. SHIRLEY H BRENER) BY HIS LAST NALL AND TESTAMENT RECORDED IN WILL BOOK X, PAGE TAX ID 029-0OCO-0O2.02 
680, FLEMING COUNT/ CLERK'S OFFICE. POSTED PAID: $460.52 

TAX ID NO 058 00 00 041 01 

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS: 

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT ,E PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE 

GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2020,AS FOLLOWS (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

TAX ID 058-00-00-041 01 

POSTED PAID $15956 

EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLANS CF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

INSPECTION
ES, Jr6JQNROO,swBsuLN DELL sNES,N5olarQR.ZIN AAAA.,  ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 

ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FCR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE CR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY 

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

UIZIII'D'ATID'A$ILNRIQFULOSSLPEIRVALIDNILN°GATLIZTLQLZTL'ANSLIGUYINAGAGCTSTECRrLI 
ME.LLIC ORES, AND 0,ER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE 

DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER ATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APP.RING IN ,E PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO ,E DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED AC.IRES OF RECORD FOR 
VALUE, THE ESTATE CR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

THE 

LURE

 TO COMPLY NATH THE TERMS AND CONDITONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 

(NOT A S Y MATTER) 

ANY REFERENCES TO A.EAGE IN THE .ND DES.IBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFI.TION NY AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED, ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLIO/ ur SURV. MATER) 

SUBJECT TO THOSE MATTERS DESCRIBED IN P.' OF SURVEY DATED AUGUST 3, 2001, RECORDED AUGUST 31, 2001 IN PLAT BOOK 2, PAGE 
56, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING CA, ^HUCK, (PLAT CONTAINS NO SURVEY RELATED MATTERS TO PLOT) 

ESTATE OF MARY ANN BREWER 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: 

TOLE CCIEMOMENT NO304387NCT-42, EFFECTIVE DATE MARCH 24, 2021 

OWNER ESTATE OF MARYANN BREWER 

TWO CERTAIN TRACTS OF LAND LOCATED IN FLEMING COUNTS KENTUCKYAND MORE PARTICULARLY DES.IBED AS FOLLOWS 

TRACT NO I BEGINNING AT THE CENTER OF ,E BEECH SURD AND FLEMINGSBURG TURNPIKE OPPOSITE A DIRT ROAD, THENCE WOH THE 
NI.NDERINGS OF THE DIRT ROADS 13 W 36 POLES, 1 26 W 35-1/2 POLES, S 13 W 24 POLES, S 10 W 25-1/2 POLES TO A STONE IN THE 
CENTER OF THE READ AND IN A.1. SLOOPS LINE AND CORNER TO LOUIS BOWER. THENCE N 84 W 73-12 POLES TO A STONE CORNER TO 
HUSSEY BROS, C. A LANK THENCE N 3 E 104-6/10 POLES TO ,E CENTER OF THE TURNPIKE CORNER TO J. S CARPENTER AND HENRY 
SCHWARTZ THENCE 14 60 E 52 PM. HENCEN 64 E 49-2/10 POLES TO 12-1E BEGINNING, CONTAINING 61 ACRES, 2 QUARTERS A. 10 
POLES 

ONNEIOEA'SVFIENOBII ng,TatInI L=ZIZIL IEW SDES=OArP.Lj.S NDING INCLUDING N 
HOUSE

AND 
ABOUT

BEGINNING AT A PONTYVHERE THE LAND OF W T LAREIRAM CORNERS WOH THE / •ID OF FIRST PARTIES (CLARENCE BREWER), THENCE IN 
IGHT UNE AND WING HE DIVISION LINE BEMNEEN LATHRAM ANO Bar TO A SET STONE WHERE IT.. THE LAND OF 0 H 

JONES, SAID CORNER BEING 17 FEET SOUTH OF A LARGE PEAR TREE, 1H- I 0 THE ' INF OF SAID JONES TO THE CENTER OF THE 
FLEMINGSOURG AND MT. CARMEL TURNPIKE THENC , THE CENTER OF 4- Q 'IKE -. OTHERLY DIRECTION TO THE PROPERN 
OF W. T. LATHAM'S THENCE AT RIGHT ANGLE IN A SOUTHWESTERLY DIRECTS ' MTH  RELINE OF .D LATHRAM TO ,E POINT OF 
BEGINNING, CONTAINING APPROXIMATELY 3 ACRES, MORE OR LESS 

2 .SEMENTS, CLAIM S OF .SEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS CF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS 

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

3 I42npEA,46.4a swou N D LIIASOC ARsTZENAArOn ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND 

4 ANY LIEN OR RIGHT'. A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT 
FCR ANYSUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE CF POLICY 

(Nur A SURVEY MATTER) 

5 r DZ6 AL4 RInpunS4NRAZ INOGATLIZT ,s n. srTEAROvQE,, or,RQ4 METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE 

6 DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR 0,ER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR 
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR 
VALUE ,E ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLIO/ (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

7 THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DO.MENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A 

(Nur SURVEY MATTER) 

8 ANY REFERENCES TO ACR.GE IN THE .ND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFI.TION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE 
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF ,E COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLIO/ (NOT A SURVEY MATTER) 

9 SUBJECT'. THOSE MATTERS DESCRIBED IN PLAT OF SURVEY DATED DECEMBER 14 2042, RECORDED IN ON  CABINET 79, OFFIGAL 
PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNT', KENTUCKY. el, CONTAINS NO SURVEY RELATED MATTERS TO PLOT) 

0 RIGHT OF WAY EASEMENT DATED MAY 28, 1986, GRANTED BY JESSIE BREWER, SINGLE, TO FLEMING COUNT/ WATER ASSOCIATION, INC, 
RECORDED MAY 2,1986 IN EASEMENT BOOK 15, PAGE 450, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNN, KEN NCO/ 

(BLANKET IN NATURE. NOT PLOTTABLE) 

11 RIGHT OF WAY .SEMENT DATED MAY 12, 1970, GRANTED BY JESSIE BREWER AND CLAUDE BREWER, SR, TO FLEMING COUNT/ WATER 
ASSOCIATION, RECORDED MAY 12, 970 IN EASEMENT BOOK 11, PAGE 49, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNT', KENTUCKY 

AS  IN NATURE NOT PLOTTABLE) 
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LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-41, EFFECTIVE DATE: FEBRUARY 25, 2021

OWNER: DUANE R. LOWE

THIS PARCEL OF LAND IS A PORTION OF THE SHIRLEY BREWER PROPERTY LOCATED ON KY HWY 3301 IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY. THE
PARENT TRACT IS ON RECORD IN DEED BOOK 144, PAGE 724 LOCATED IN THE FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE AND IS MORE EXACTLY
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT AN IRON PIN SET IN THE RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF KY HWY 3301 A CORNER TO THE WILLIAM AND GILBERTA COLGAN
PROPERTY (D.B. 171, PAGE 614); THENCE N 04 DEG. 36 MIN. 28 SEC. E, 1001.02 FEET WITH THE COLGAN LINE TO AN IRON PIN SET A CORNER
TO THE COLGAN PROPERTY; THENCE N 04 DEG. 19 MIN. 46 SEC. E, 1589.74 FEET WITH THE COLGAN LINE TO AN IRON PIN SET A CORNER TO
THE COLGAN PROPERTY AND THE MARY SAYRE PROPERTY (D.B. 160, PAGE 348); THENCE WITH THE SAYRE LINE FOR THE FOLLOWING CALLS;
THENCE S 86 DEG. 28 MIN. 02 SEC. E, 442.81 FEET TO AN IRON PIN SET; THENCE N 21 DEG. 35 MIN. 50 SEC. W, 92.72 FEET TO AN IRON PIN SET
AT A 14" ELM; THENCE N 20 DEG. 56 MIN. 08 SEC. W, 130.57 FEET TO A P.K. NAIL SET IN A 24" WALNUT; THENCE N 28 DEG. 08 MIN. 46 SEC. W,
108.81 FEET TO AN IRON PIN SET AT A 12" TRIPLE HICKORY; THENCE N 32 DEG. 05 MIN. 57 SEC. W, 97.82 FEET TO AN IRON PIN SET; THENCE N
18 DEG. 09 MIN. 41 SEC. W, 58.47 FEET TO AN IRON PIN SET; THENCE N 15 DEG. 34 MIN, 20 SEC. W, 237.22 FEET TO AN IRON PIN SET A
CORNER TO THE SAYRE PROPERTY AND THE DAVID AND MARY LINDBERG PROPERTY (D.B. 164, PAGE 664); THENCE N 86 DEG. 26 MIN. 27 SEC.
E, 25.09 FEET WITH THE LINDBERG LINE TO AN IRON PIN SET A CORNER TO THE LINDBERG PROPERTY; THENCE S 88 DEG. 36 MIN. 46 SEC, E,
287.08 FEET WITH THE LINDBERG LINE TO AN IRON PIN SET A CORNER TO THE LINDBERG PROPERTY AND THE REMAINDER OF THE SHIRLEY
BREWER PROPERTY (D.B. 144, PAGE 159); THENCE WITH THE BREWER LINE FOR THE FOLLOWING CALLS; THENCE S 00 DEG. 32 MIN. 15 SEC. W,
668.13 FEET TO AN IRON PIN SET; THENCE S 05 DEG. 56 MIN. 32 SEC. W, 1099.48 FEET TO AN IRON PIN SET; THENCE S 04 DEG. 58 MIN. 39 SEC.
W, 1521.00 FEET TO AN IRON PIN SET IN THE RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF KY HWY 3301 A CORNER TO THE BREWER PROPERTY; THENCE WITH THE
RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF KY HWY 3301 FOR THE FOLLOWING CALLS; THENCE N 80 DEG. 34 MIN. 38 SEC. W, 97.42 FEET TO AN IRON PIN SET;
THENCE N 82 DEG, 59 MIN. 40 SEC. W, 172.40 FEET TO AN IRON PIN SET; THENCE N 83 DEG. 43 MIN. 01 SEC. W, 170.18 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING CONTAINING AN AREA OF 1,306,624.9 SQUARE FEET (30.00 ACRES).

THIS PARCEL OF LAND WAS SURVEYED BY ALAN JUSTICE ENGINEERING AND SURVEYING, INC. DURING THE MONTH OF JULY 2001. ALL IRON
PINS SET ARC 1/2" REBAR MARKED WITH I.D. CAPS.  THE BASIS OF BEARING FOR THIS SURVEY WAS A PARENT TRACT BEARING OFF THE
SOUTH EAST SIDE OF THE BREWER PROPERTY AND THE NORTH WEST SIDE OF THE MARK IV PROPERTIES (D.B. 189, PAGE 3) (S 02 DEG. 00 MIN.
00 SEC. W). THIS IS A CLASS B SURVEY AND THE UNADJUSTED ERROR OF CLOSURE OF THE RANDOM TRAVERSE WAS 1 IN 18,949.

A PLAT OF SAID PROPERTY IS RECORDED IN PLAT CABINET 2, SLIDE 56 FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE TO WHICH REFERENCE IS MADE FOR
A MORE PARTICULAR DESCRIPTION.

BEING THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED TO SHIRLEY H. BREWER, SINGLE, FROM THE PETRA CORPORATION, BY DEED DATED JULY 27, 2001,
AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 208, PAGE 473, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE. ALSO BEING A PART OF THE SAME PROPERTY CONVEYED
TO CLARENCE MCCULLEN "MACK" BREWER FROM CLAUDIE R. BREWER AND JESSIE E. BREWER, HIS WIFE, BY DEED DATED NOVEMBER 8, 1977,
AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 144, PAGE 724, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE. CLARENCE MCCULLEN "MACK" BREWER DEVISED SAID
PROPERTY TO HIS WIFE, SHIRLEY BREWER (AKA SHIRLEY H. BREWER) BY HIS LAST WILL AND TESTAMENT RECORDED IN WILL BOOK X, PAGE
680, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

TAX ID NO.: 058-00-00-041.01

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1. GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2020, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

 TAX ID: 058-00-00-041.01

 POSTED PAID: $159.56

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE
LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR
VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

9. SUBJECT TO THOSE MATTERS DESCRIBED IN PLAT OF SURVEY DATED AUGUST 3, 2001, RECORDED AUGUST 31, 2001 IN PLAT BOOK 2, PAGE
56, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY. (PLAT CONTAINS NO SURVEY RELATED MATTERS TO PLOT)

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

TITLE COMMITMENT NO:304387NCT-42, EFFECTIVE DATE: MARCH 24, 2021

OWNER: ESTATE OF MARY ANN BREWER

TWO CERTAIN TRACTS OF LAND LOCATED IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY AND MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

TRACT NO. I: BEGINNING AT THE CENTER OF THE BEECHBURG AND FLEMINGSBURG TURNPIKE OPPOSITE A DIRT ROAD; THENCE WITH THE
MEANDERINGS OF THE DIRT ROAD S 13 W 36 POLES; S 28 W 35-1/2 POLES; S 13 W 24 POLES; S 10 W 25-1/2 POLES TO A STONE IN THE
CENTER OF THE ROAD AND IN A. J. SLOOPS LINE AND CORNER TO LOUIS BOWER; THENCE N 84 W 73-1/2 POLES TO A STONE CORNER TO
HUSSEY BROS; ON A LANE; THENCE N 3 E 104-8/10 POLES TO THE CENTER OF THE TURNPIKE CORNER TO J. S. CARPENTER AND HENRY
SCHWARTZ; THENCE N 80 E 52 POLES; THENCE N 84 E 49-2/10 POLES TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 61 ACRES, 2 QUARTERS AND 10
POLES.

TRACT NO. II; ALSO ANOTHER TRACT OF LAND SITUATED ON THE FLEMINGSBURG-MT. CARMEL TURNPIKE, INCLUDING A HOUSE, AND ABOUT
ONE MILE EAST OF FLEMINGSBURG, KENTUCKY, AND MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A POINT WHERE THE LAND OF W. T. LATHRAM CORNERS WITH THE LAND OF FIRST PARTIES (CLARENCE BREWER); THENCE IN
A STRAIGHT LINE AND WITH THE DIVISION LINE BETWEEN LATHRAM AND BATEMAN TO A SET STONE WHERE IT JOINS THE LAND OF O. H.
JONES, SAID CORNER BEING 17 FEET SOUTH OF A LARGE PEAR TREE; THENCE WITH THE LINE OF SAID JONES TO THE CENTER OF THE
FLEMINGSBURG AND MT. CARMEL TURNPIKE; THENCE WITH THE CENTER OF SAID TURNPIKE IN A NORTHERLY DIRECTION TO THE PROPERTY
OF W. T. LATHRAM; THENCE AT RIGHT ANGLE IN A SOUTHWESTERLY DIRECTION AND WITH THE LINE OF SAID LATHRAM TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING, CONTAINING APPROXIMATELY 3 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

THERE IS EXCEPTED A TRACT OF LAND CONTAINING 1.03 ACRES CONVEYED TO BREWER MINI STORAGE, LLC, A KENTUCKY LIMITED LIABILITY
COMPANY, FROM JIMMY BREWER AND MARY ANN BREWER, HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY DEED DATED THE 30TH DAY OF DECEMBER, 2002, AND
OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 214, PAGE 84, FLEMING COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

TRACTS I AND II BEING A PART OF THE SAME REAL ESTATE CONVEYED JAMES GILMER BREWER AND MARY ANN BREWER, HUSBAND AND
WIFE, FROM JESSIE BREWER, BY DEED DATED THE 20TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1990, AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 170, PAGE 591, FLEMING
COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

SAVE AND EXCEPT:

A CERTAIN PARCEL OF LAND LOCATED IN FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY OFF THE FLEMINGSBURG-BEECHBURG ROAD AND WHICH IS MORE
PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A GATE POST ON THE WEST SIDE OF A 12 FEET PASSWAY AND AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SECOND PARTIES' LOT;
THENCE AT A 90° ANGLE IN A GENERAL SOUTHEASTERLY DIRECTION A DISTANCE OF 45 FEET TO A STAKE; THENCE AT ANOTHER 90° ANGLE IN
A GENERAL WESTERLY DIRECTION A DISTANCE OF 84 FEET TO A STAKE CORNER TO SECOND PARTIES' LOT; THENCE IN A GENERAL
NORTHEASTERLY DIRECTION FOLLOWING SECOND PARTIES' PROPERTY LINE A DISTANCE OF 90 FEET TO THE BEGINNING, CONTAINING 1,890
SQUARE FEET.

BEING A PART OF THE SAME PROPERTY CONTAINED IN TRACT I CONVEYED TO JAMES GILMER BREWER AND MARY ANN BREWER, HUSBAND
AND WIFE FROM JESSIE BREWER DATED THE 20TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1990 AND OF RECORD IN DEED BOOK 170, PAGE 591 FLEMING
COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

BEING THE SAME REAL ESTATE CONVEYED TO RICHARD E. LOWE AND DONNA M. LOWE, HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY JAMES GILMER BREWER
AND MARY ANN BREWER, HUSBAND AND WIFE, BY DEED DATED MARCH 23, 1992, RECORDED APRIL 23, 1992 IN DEED BOOK 173, PAGE 689,
FLEMING COUNTY COURT CLERK, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.

TAX ID NO.: 059-00-00-002.00

SCHEDULE B-II EXCEPTIONS:

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS AFFECT THE PARCEL DESCRIBED ABOVE:

1. GENERAL TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2020, AS FOLLOWS: (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

TAX ID: 059-00-00-002.00

POSTED PAID: $460.52

2. EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS AND RIGHTS OR CLAIMS OF PARTIES IN POSSESSION NOT SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

3. DISCREPANCIES, CONFLICTS IN BOUNDARY LINES, SHORTAGES IN AREA, ENCROACHMENTS AND ANY FACTS WHICH A SURVEY AND
INSPECTION OF THE PREMISES WOULD DISCLOSE. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

4. ANY LIEN OR RIGHT TO A LIEN IMPOSED BY LAW FOR SERVICES, LABOR OR MATERIAL HERETOFORE OR HEREAFTER FURNISHED, EXCEPT
FOR ANY SUCH LIEN THE ASSERTION OF WHICH BY A CLAIMANT IS SHOWN BY THE PUBLIC RECORDS AT DATE OF POLICY.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

5. ANY AND ALL INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OF THE WATER, OR OIL, GAS, COAL, METALLIC ORES, AND OTHER MINERALS IN, UNDER OR ON THE
LAND AND ALL RIGHTS PERTAINING THERETO. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

6. DEFECTS, LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, ADVERSE CLAIMS OR OTHER MATTERS, IF ANY, FIRST APPEARING IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS OR
ATTACHING SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF, BUT PRIOR TO THE DATE THE PROPOSED INSURED ACQUIRES OF RECORD, FOR
VALUE, THE ESTATE OR INTEREST OR MORTGAGE THEREON, COVERED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

7. THE FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE DOCUMENTS INSURED UNDER SCHEDULE A.

(NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

8. ANY REFERENCES TO ACREAGE IN THE LAND DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE A IS FOR TRACT IDENTIFICATION ONLY AND ARE NOT TO BE
CONSTRUED AS ANY PART OF THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THIS POLICY. (NOT A SURVEY MATTER)

9. SUBJECT TO THOSE MATTERS DESCRIBED IN PLAT OF SURVEY DATED DECEMBER 16, 2002, RECORDED IN PLAT CABINET 79, OFFICIAL
PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY. (PLAT CONTAINS NO SURVEY RELATED MATTERS TO PLOT)

10. RIGHT OF WAY EASEMENT DATED MAY 28, 1986, GRANTED BY JESSIE BREWER, SINGLE, TO FLEMING COUNTY WATER ASSOCIATION, INC.,
RECORDED MAY 28, 1986 IN EASEMENT BOOK 15, PAGE 450, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.

(BLANKET IN NATURE, NOT PLOTTABLE)

11. RIGHT OF WAY EASEMENT DATED MAY 12, 1970, GRANTED BY JESSIE BREWER AND CLAUDE BREWER, SR., TO FLEMING COUNTY WATER
ASSOCIATION, INC., RECORDED MAY 12, 1970 IN EASEMENT BOOK 11, PAGE 49, OFFICIAL PUBLIC RECORDS, FLEMING COUNTY, KENTUCKY.

(BLANKET IN NATURE, NOT PLOTTABLE)

DUANE R. LOWE

ESTATE OF MARY ANN BREWER
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This document entitled Hummingbird Solar Noise AsseoollIVIII. was prepared by Stantec Consulting Services 
Inc. ("Stantec") for the account of Hummingbird Solar, LLC (the "Client"). Any reliance on this document by 
any third party is strictly prohibited. The material in it reflects Stantec's professional judgment in light of the 
scope, schedule and other limitations stated in the document and in the contract between Stantec and the 
Client. The opinions in the document are based on conditions and information existing at the time the 
document was published and do not take into account any subsequent changes. In preparing the document, 
Stantec did not verify information supplied to it by others. Any use which a third party makes of this document 
is the responsibility of such third party. Such third party agrees that Stantec shall not be responsible for costs 
or damages of any kind, if any, suffered by it or any other third party as a result of decisions made or actions 
taken based on this document. 
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HUMMINGBIRD SOLAR NOISE ASSESSMENT 

Introduction 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Hummingbird Solar Project (Project) is a proposed 200-megawatt (MVV) photovoltaic (PV) solar 
power energy generating facility located in Fleming County, Kentucky. The project site is located within 
approximately 3,900 acres 2.5 miles northeast of Flemingsburg (Figure 1). The solar project consists of 
solar panels, a panel tracking system, inverters and electrical equipment associated with a solar facility 
and substation. The power generated by the proposed solar facility will be connected to the existing 
power grid using the existing transmission line connecting to the proposed Substation located on 
Carpenter Road. The generating facility will sell power on the wholesale market as a merchant power 
plant or independent power producer. The solar facility will be enclosed by a six (6)-foot chain link fence 
with three strand barbed wire. At the end of the project's life the equipment and electrical infrastructure 
will be decommissioned, and land may return to farming or other development. 

A desktop noise assessment was completed to evaluate potential noise impacts to noise sensitive 
receptors within 1,000 feet from the project boundary (Noise Assessment Area). Background noise as 
well as noise generated during construction and operation of the Project were considered in the analysis. 

1.2 EXISTING LAND USE AND SITE CONDITIONS 

The Project is located in a rural area with gently sloping topography. Existing land use within the project 
site is cultivated cropland with small areas of deciduous forest. (MLRC 2016 and USDA-FSA 2018). Land 
use adjacent to the Project is comprised of scattered homes and cultivated cropland. The community of 
Mt. Carmel is located in the north central portion of the Project while Flemingsburg is located to the 
southeast. KY-57 transects the project site northeast to southwest while forested land is present to the 
southeast (Figure 2). There are two 138-kV transmission lines that intersects the Project. 
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HUMMINGBIRD SOLAR NOISE ASSESSMENT 

Noise Study 

NOISE STUDY 

2.1 EXISTING NOISE CONDITIONS 

1.1.1 Noise Sensitive D..ceptors 

A noise sensitive receptor is generally defined as locations where people reside or where the presence of 
unwanted sound may adversely affect the use of the land. Receptors may include but are not limited to 
schools, homes, churches, hospitals, and certain types of recreation or outdoor land uses such as 
outdoor restaurant seating. 

Potential noise sensitive receptors were evaluated within a 1,000 foot buffer from the project boundary. 
High resolution aerial photography, topographic quadrangles and proposed site layouts were analyzed 
using ESRI ArcMap 10.8 and Google Earth Pro to determine the presence of potential noise sensitive 
receptors. These receptors include residential dwellings and are shown on Figure 2. Two churches are 
present within the study area: Mt. Carmel Christian Church and Mt. Carmel Bible Fellowship. Mt. Carmel 
Christian Church is located within the Mt. Carmel community near the north portion of the site while Mt. 
Carmel Bible Fellowship is located along Carpenter Road near the center of the site. The Fleming County 
Cemetery is located in the Mt. Carmel community and will not be analyzed further for this study. No 
schools, nursing homes, childcare centers, outdoor recreation, medical centers or other types of noise 
sensitive receptors were observed within the noise assessment area. 

136 residences consisting of single family homes are located within the Noise Assessment Area. These 
dwellings are referred to as noise sensitive receptors within this report (R1-R139). Forty three (43) of 
these dwellings are located within areas that meet the definition of "residential neighborhood" according 
to KRS 278.700. These 43 dwellings are in one of five neighborhoods, which include populated areas of 
five or more acres containing at least one residential structure per acre. The five residential 
neighborhoods include an area along Beech Springs Drive, Maddox Road, Poplar Grove Road, Foxport 
Road and the community of Mt. Carmel. The nearest residence is approximately 260 feet from the 
nearest solar panel (Table 1). Proposed inverters are located even further away with the nearest being 
approximately 624 feet from a residence. Three adjacent residences along Botkins Lane are currently 
under a purchase option and will be removed prior to construction (R4, R5 and R6); therefore, they have 
not been considered as noise sensitive receptors in this study. These are labeled as Participating 
Structures on Figure 2. 
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Table 1. Nearest Sensitive Receptor to the Site 

Type Nearest to Direction from 

Project Site 

Distance from 

Fence 

Distance from 

Nearest Solar 

Panel 

Distance from 

Nearest Inverter 

or Transformer* 

Residences — 

Beech Springs 

Drive Neighborhood 

(R17-R32) 

West Within 305 ft Within 352 ft Within 1,252 ft

Residences — 

Maddox Road 

Neighborhood 

(R40-R44) 

West Within 309 ft Within 381 ft Within 1,053 ft

Residence (R46) Fence West Within 180 ft Within 316 ft Within 755 ft

Residences — 

Poplar Grove Road 

Neighborhood 

(R63-R73) 

Northwest Within 317 ft Within 373 ft Within 1,011 ft

Residences — 

Mount Carmel 

Neighborhood 

(R80-R85) 

North Central Within 320 ft Within 394 ft Within 1,529 ft

Residence (R91) Substation Central Within 324 ft Within 575 ft Within 792 ft* 

Residence (R105) Solar Panel / 

Tracking 

Motors 
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The unincorporated portions of Fleming and Lewis Counties do not appear to have a specific noise 
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I.J ..xisting Noise from Surrounding Areas 

Noise is typically measured in decibels (dBA- A-weighted sound levels) to describe the relative loudness 
of specific sounds. Unless otherwise noted, sound is presented as equivalent continuous sound level [Leq
(dBA)]. This is defined as the steady sound pressure level which, over a given period of time, has the 
same total energy as the actual fluctuating noise. This can be generally thought of as average sound 
levels. Lmin (dBA) and Lmax (dBA) are the minimum and maximum sound levels at a given period in time. 
See Table 2 for example sound levels from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC 2020) 
and the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA 2010). 

Table 2. Common Sources of Noise and Decibel Levels 

Noise Source Average Noise Level (dBA)* 

Loud Entertainment Venues (Nightclubs, Bars and 
Rock Concerts) 

105 - 110 

Car horn at 16 ft / Sporting Events 100 
Motorcycle 95 

Locomotives and Rail Cars at 100 feet** 80-90 
Gas powered lawnmowers and leaf blowers 80-85 
Heavy Traffic 80-85 

Washing Machine / Dishwasher 70 
Normal Conversation / Air Conditioner 60 

Soft Whisper 30 

*CDC 2020 **FRA 2010 

The primary source of noise from the surrounding area is similar to the Project site with sparse 
automotive traffic on rural roads and adjacent farms producing agricultural sounds related to tractors, 
farm machinery, trucks, and ATVs. Additionally, wildlife also contributes to the local noise including 
insects, birds and frogs. 

1 A Existing On-Si' =1 Noise 

Existing noise on the Project site consists of noises typically produced by agricultural activities. These 
noises include tractors, trucks, and all-terrain vehicles. Rural wildlife noises contribute to the existing 
noise conditions including birds, frogs and insects. 

2.2 PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION NOISE CONDITIONS 

2.2.1 Equipment and Machiner 

The Project's construction will require earthmoving and tree removal activities as well as typical solar 
panel and electrical equipment installation. Typical construction equipment is expected to be used for site 
preparation and infrastructure installation and may include dump trucks, pile drivers, backhoes, dozers, 
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and excavators. The Federal Transit Administration outlines typical construction equipment noise levels 
and is presented in Table 3 (FTA 2018). The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Roadway 
Construction Noise Model (RCNM) was used to evaluate noise during construction (FHWA 2006). Pile 
drivers are expected to be the loudest machinery and will only be used during installation of the solar 
panel supports. Since pile drivers will only be used during pole installation, nearest receptor model results 
have been presented both with and without pile drivers in use. 

Table 3. Construction Equipment Noise Emission Levels 

Equipment 
Typical Noise Levels at 50 ft 

from Source (dBA)* 
Air Compressor 80 
Backhoe 80 
Ballast Equalizer 82 
Ballast Tamper 83 
Compactor 82 
Concrete Mixer 85 
Concrete Pump 82 
Concrete Vibrator 76 
Crane, Derrick 88 
Crane, Mobile 83 
Dozer 85 
Generator 82 
Grader 85 
Impact Wrench 85 
Jack Hammer 88 
Loader 80 
Paver 85 
Pile Driver (Impact) 101 
Pile Driver (Sonic) 95 
Pneumatic Tool 85 
Pump 77 
Rail Saw 90 
Rock Drill 95 
Roller 85 
Saw 76 
Scarifier 83 
Scraper 85 
Shovel 82 
Spike Driver 77 
Tie Cutter 84 
Tie Handler 80 
Tie Inserter 85 
Truck 84 

*Taken from FTA 2018 
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2.2.2 Roadway Noise During Construction 

Traffic noise is expected to increase temporarily during construction due to the mobilization of labor and 
materials, equipment and staff moving between sections of the project and construction and equipment 

vehicles entering and leaving the site. Construction related activity is expected to occur mainly between 7 
a.m. and 7 p.m. (sunrise and sunset) and will be of limited duration at any given location within the 
project. 

1.2.3 Assembly of Solar Array and Construction of Facilities 

The solar facility consists of solar panels, a panel tracking system, inverters and electrical equipment 

associated with the solar facility and substation. All solar module equipment is expected to be assembled 
using handheld equipment and power tools. Assembly will occur within the Project site several hundred to 

thousands of feet from the nearest receptors. Assembly will take place during daytime hours and will be 
of limited duration at any given location within the project. 

2.3 PROPOSED OPERATIONAL NOISE CONDITIONS 

2.3.1 Solar Array and Tracking System 

The solar array associated with this project includes single-axis tracking panels distributed evenly across 
the site (Figure 2). Tracking systems involve the panels being driven by small, 24-volt brushless DC 
motors to track the arc of the sun to maximize each panel's potential for solar absorption. Panels would 

turn no more than five (5) degrees every 15 minutes and would operate no more than one (1) minute out 
of every 15-minute period during daylight hours. These tracking motors are a potential source of 
mechanical noise and are included in this assessment. Tracking motors will not be installed closer than 

100 feet from the project boundary. The sound typically produced by panel tracking motors (NexTracker 
or equivalent) is approximately 78 dBA. Comparing similar noise values and distances from the RCNM, at 
the nearest receptor (R105) the tracking system will be approximately 49.7 dBA as a worst-case maximum 

noise [Lmax (dBA)] which is similar to a refrigerator hum. The equivalent continuous sound level [Leq (dBA)] 
from the tracking motors is 37.5 dBA which is around a soft whisper. Model results are presented in Table 
5. 

2.3.2 Inverters 

Approximately 53 inverters are expected to be installed across the Project site. Inverters installed onsite 

are expected to be SMA Energy PCS or General Electric (GE) LV5 PCS or similar. Manufacturer's 
specifications for the equipment include a range of noise emission for SMA Energy PCS from 49 dBA at 

50 meters (164 feet) distance to 67 dBA at 10 meters (32.8 feet) from the source which roughly translates 
to 31.1 dBA at the nearest receptor (R109), comparable to a computer. The GE LV5 PCS ranges from 

73.6 dBA at lowest cooling level to 91.3 dBA at highest cooling levels at 10 meters (32.8 feet) from the 

source which is approximately 48 dBA at the nearest receptor (R109), comparable to a refrigerator. Since 
the GE approximate sound levels are higher, those were used for this assessment and results are shown 
in Table 5. 
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the nearest receptor (R105) the tracking system will be approximately 49.7 dBA as a worst-case maximum 
noise [Lmax (dBA)] which is similar to a refrigerator hum. The equivalent continuous sound level [Leq (dBA)] 
from the tracking motors is 37.5 dBA which is around a soft whisper. Model results are presented in Table 
5. 

2.3.2 Inverters 

Approximately 53 inverters are expected to be installed across the Project site. Inverters installed onsite 
are expected to be SMA Energy PCS or General Electric (GE) LV5 PCS or similar. Manufacturer’s 
specifications for the equipment include a range of noise emission for SMA Energy PCS from 49 dBA at 
50 meters (164 feet) distance to 67 dBA at 10 meters (32.8 feet) from the source which roughly translates 
to 31.1 dBA at the nearest receptor (R109), comparable to a computer. The GE LV5 PCS ranges from 
73.6 dBA at lowest cooling level to 91.3 dBA at highest cooling levels at 10 meters (32.8 feet) from the 
source which is approximately 48 dBA at the nearest receptor (R109), comparable to a refrigerator. Since 
the GE approximate sound levels are higher, those were used for this assessment and results are shown 
in Table 5. 
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The noise produced by the inverters can be characterized as a hum and during average operation is 
similar in noise level to a household air conditioner at the unit. Proposed inverter locations are shown on 
Figure 2. 

.3.3 Transformers 

The proposed substation and battery storage area covers approximately 14.0 acres and is located on the 
central portion of the Project. Transformers associated with the project will include a SBG-SMIT 3 phase 
127 kVA transformer or similar. According to manufacturer specifications the loudest the transformer is 
expected to be is just over 60 dBA, measured 1 meter (3.2 feet) from the source, or the level of a normal 
conversation. The nearest sensitive receptor (R91) is approximately 792 feet away which equates to a 
sound level of 12.2 dBA and is barely audible, comparable to normal breathing. Remaining model results 
can be found in Table 5. 

bite Operation ana Maintenance 

2.3.4.1 Vehicular Traffic 

During operation, the solar facility is expected to have a maximum of one technician visiting the site daily 
for inspection and two to three technicians up to 70 days per year. Operation and maintenance work may 
be expected at night for up to 30 days per year. Weekend work is not anticipated but may be required 
upon any component outages that may impact energy production from the site. Other than the scenarios 
mentioned, vehicular traffic onsite will be limited to typical weekday business hours. Technicians will drive 
mid- or full-sized trucks and will not contribute noticeably to the existing traffic noise levels. 

2.3.4.2 Maintenance Activities 

Typical maintenance activities may include inspection, minor repair and maintenance on the solar panels, 
the tracking system, wiring, and/or inverters. Grounds maintenance will include periodic inspection of the 
boundary fencing and vegetation control through mowing and herbicide applications. 

2.4 NOISE SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Noise is expected to increase temporarily and intermittently during the construction phase of the project 
due to increases in vehicular traffic, construction equipment and assembly of the solar facility 
components. This increase in noise is expected to be within accepted ranges and of short duration at any 
given location within the project with the majority of the noise producing activities to occur many hundreds 
to thousands of feet from the nearest noise sensitive receptors. With the exception of the pile driving 
activities, the typical noise levels of construction equipment are not unlike the existing noise levels related 
to cultivation within and surrounding the Project. 

The noisiest portion of the construction will be the use of pile drivers to install the solar panel supports. 
These will only be used very briefly for each pile. The pile driver's worst-case intermittent maximum noise 

7 

HUMMINGBIRD SOLAR NOISE ASSESSMENT 

Noise Study 

The noise produced by the inverters can be characterized as a hum and during average operation is 

similar in noise level to a household air conditioner at the unit. Proposed inverter locations are shown on 

Figure 2. 

2.3.3 Transformers 

The proposed substation and battery storage area covers approximately 14.0 acres and is located on the 

central portion of the Project. Transformers associated with the project will include a SBG-SMIT 3 phase 

127 kVA transformer or similar. According to manufacturer specifications the loudest the transformer is 

expected to be is just over 60 dBa, measured 1 meter (3.2 feet) from the source, or the level of a normal 

conversation. The nearest sensitive receptor (R91) is approximately 792 feet away which equates to a 

sound level of 12.2 dBA and is barely audible, comparable to normal breathing. Remaining model results 

can be found in Table 5. 

2.3.4 Site Operation and Maintenance 

2.3.4.1 Vehicular Traffic 

During operation, the solar facility is expected to have a maximum of one technician visiting the site daily 

for inspection and two to three technicians up to 70 days per year. Operation and maintenance work may 

be expected at night for up to 30 days per year. Weekend work is not anticipated but may be required 

upon any component outages that may impact energy production from the site. Other than the scenarios 

mentioned, vehicular traffic onsite will be limited to typical weekday business hours. Technicians will drive 

mid- or full-sized trucks and will not contribute noticeably to the existing traffic noise levels. 

2.3.4.2 Maintenance Activities 

Typical maintenance activities may include inspection, minor repair and maintenance on the solar panels, 

the tracking system, wiring, and/or inverters. Grounds maintenance will include periodic inspection of the 

boundary fencing and vegetation control through mowing and herbicide applications. 

2.4 NOISE SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Noise is expected to increase temporarily and intermittently during the construction phase of the project 

due to increases in vehicular traffic, construction equipment and assembly of the solar facility 

components. This increase in noise is expected to be within accepted ranges and of short duration at any 

given location within the project with the majority of the noise producing activities to occur many hundreds 

to thousands of feet from the nearest noise sensitive receptors. With the exception of the pile driving 

activities, the typical noise levels of construction equipment are not unlike the existing noise levels related 

to cultivation within and surrounding the Project. 

The noisiest portion of the construction will be the use of pile drivers to install the solar panel supports. 

These will only be used very briefly for each pile. The pile driver's worst-case intermittent maximum noise 
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The noise produced by the inverters can be characterized as a hum and during average operation is 
similar in noise level to a household air conditioner at the unit. Proposed inverter locations are shown on 
Figure 2.  

2.3.3 Transformers 

The proposed substation and battery storage area covers approximately 14.0 acres and is located on the 
central portion of the Project. Transformers associated with the project will include a SBG-SMIT 3 phase 
127 kVA transformer or similar. According to manufacturer specifications the loudest the transformer is 
expected to be is just over 60 dBA, measured 1 meter (3.2 feet) from the source, or the level of a normal 
conversation. The nearest sensitive receptor (R91) is approximately 792 feet away which equates to a 
sound level of 12.2 dBA and is barely audible, comparable to normal breathing. Remaining model results 
can be found in Table 5.  

2.3.4 Site Operation and Maintenance 

2.3.4.1 Vehicular Traffic 

During operation, the solar facility is expected to have a maximum of one technician visiting the site daily 
for inspection and two to three technicians up to 70 days per year. Operation and maintenance work may 
be expected at night for up to 30 days per year. Weekend work is not anticipated but may be required 
upon any component outages that may impact energy production from the site. Other than the scenarios 
mentioned, vehicular traffic onsite will be limited to typical weekday business hours. Technicians will drive 
mid- or full-sized trucks and will not contribute noticeably to the existing traffic noise levels.  

2.3.4.2 Maintenance Activities 

Typical maintenance activities may include inspection, minor repair and maintenance on the solar panels, 
the tracking system, wiring, and/or inverters. Grounds maintenance will include periodic inspection of the 
boundary fencing and vegetation control through mowing and herbicide applications. 

2.4 NOISE SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Noise is expected to increase temporarily and intermittently during the construction phase of the project 
due to increases in vehicular traffic, construction equipment and assembly of the solar facility 
components. This increase in noise is expected to be within accepted ranges and of short duration at any 
given location within the project with the majority of the noise producing activities to occur many hundreds 
to thousands of feet from the nearest noise sensitive receptors. With the exception of the pile driving 
activities, the typical noise levels of construction equipment are not unlike the existing noise levels related 
to cultivation within and surrounding the Project.  

The noisiest portion of the construction will be the use of pile drivers to install the solar panel supports. 
These will only be used very briefly for each pile. The pile driver’s worst-case intermittent maximum noise 
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[Lmax (dBA)] level (86.5 dBA) is expected to occur at the nearest receptor (R105) and is similar to a 
motorcyle. The equivalent continuous sound level [Leq (dBA)] from construction including the pile driver is 
79.6 dBA which is similar to the sound level of a leaf blower The noise model was also evaluated without 
the inputs of the pile driver since that is more typical of ongoing construction sound levels. The sound 
levels for typical construction (without pile driving) onsite are approximately 64.2 dBA which around the 
sound level of a dishwasher (Table 4). Construction activities at the Project site would move around the 
site and are not anticipated to be performed near a sensitive receptor for more than a few weeks. 

Table 4. Calculated Noise Levels at Nearest Receptor Due to Construction (Sunrise to Sunset) 

Panel 
Distance (ft) 

Calculated L. 
(dBA) 

Calculated Leg
(dBA) 

Noise Level at Nearest Residential Receptor 
(R105) (including pile driver) 

260 86.5 79.6 

Noise Level at Nearest Residential Receptor 
(R105) (minus pile driver) 

260 66.2 64.2 

During site operation, intermittent noise related to the panel tracking system and the constant noise of the 
inverters is expected. The increase in noise is negligible due to the distance between the panels / 
inverters and the nearest noise sensitive receptors. The nearest receptor (R105) is approximately 260 
feet from the closest solar panels (and approximately 788 feet from an inverter). Maximum sound levels 
from the tracking system can be expected to be the levels of a refrigerator hum at the nearest receptor 
(R105, 49.7 dBA), while the sounds will be much quieter at most receptors. 

It should be noted that the trackers and the inverters for the panels themselves will not operate at night 
when residential receptors are most sensitive. During average daytime operation, the inverters will be 
similar in noise level (-48 dBA max) to a quiet library at the nearest receptor (R109). According to 
manufacturer specifications the loudest the substation transformer is expected to be is just over 60 dBA at 
lm from the source, or the level of a normal conversation. Since the nearest receptor (R91) is 
approximately 792 ft from the substation, transformers are not expected to add additional noise above 
background noise as the noise levels are barely audible (12.2 dBA). Site visits and maintenance activities 
including single vehicular traffic and mowing will be negligible as they are similar to the background 
agricultural noise characteristics. All site visits, outside of emergency maintenance, will occur during 
daylight hours. 

At the nearest receptors, besides intermittent and infrequent pile driver activity, no elevated and 
prolonged noise levels above background levels are expected either during construction or operation of 
the Project site. Construction (pile driving) is not expected to remain in any area beyond a week. 
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the inputs of the pile driver since that is more typical of ongoing construction sound levels. The sound 
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During site operation, intermittent noise related to the panel tracking system and the constant noise of the 

inverters is expected. The increase in noise is negligible due to the distance between the panels / 

inverters and the nearest noise sensitive receptors. The nearest receptor (R105) is approximately 260 

feet from the closest solar panels and approximately 788 feet from an inverter. Maximum sound levels 

from the tracking system can be expected to be the levels of a refrigerator hum at the nearest receptor 

(R105, 49.7 dBa), while the sounds will be much quieter at most receptors. 

It should be noted that the trackers and the inverters for the panels themselves will not operate at night 

when residential receptors are most sensitive. During average daytime operation, the inverters will be 

similar in noise level (~48 dBa max) to a quiet library at the nearest receptor (R109). According to 

manufacturer specifications the loudest the substation transformer is expected to be is just over 60 dBa at 

1m from the source, or the level of a normal conversation. Since the nearest receptor (R91) is 

approximately 792 ft from the substation, transformers are not expected to add additional noise above 

background noise as the noise levels are barely audible (12.2 dBa). Site visits and maintenance activities 

including single vehicular traffic and mowing will be negligible as they are similar to the background 

agricultural noise characteristics. All site visits, outside of emergency maintenance, will occur during 

daylight hours. 

At the nearest receptors, besides intermittent and infrequent pile driver activity, no elevated and 

prolonged noise levels above background levels are expected either during construction or operation of 

the Project site. Construction (pile driving) is not expected to remain in any area beyond a week. 
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[Lmax (dBA)] level (86.5 dBA) is expected to occur at the nearest receptor (R105) and is similar to a 
motorcyle. The equivalent continuous sound level [Leq (dBA)] from construction including the pile driver is 
79.6 dBA which is similar to the sound level of a leaf blower. The noise model was also evaluated without 
the inputs of the pile driver since that is more typical of ongoing construction sound levels. The sound 
levels for typical construction (without pile driving) onsite are approximately 64.2 dBA which around the 
sound level of a dishwasher (Table 4).  Construction activities at the Project site would move around the 
site and are not anticipated to be performed near a sensitive receptor for more than a few weeks.   

Table 4. Calculated Noise Levels at Nearest Receptor Due to Construction (Sunrise to Sunset) 

Panel 
Distance (ft) 

Calculated Lmax 
(dBA) 

Calculated Leq 
(dBA) 

Noise Level at Nearest Residential Receptor 
(R105) (including pile driver) 

260 86.5 79.6 

Noise Level at Nearest Residential Receptor 
(R105) (minus pile driver) 

260 66.2 64.2 

During site operation, intermittent noise related to the panel tracking system and the constant noise of the 
inverters is expected. The increase in noise is negligible due to the distance between the panels / 
inverters and the nearest noise sensitive receptors. The nearest receptor (R105) is approximately 260 
feet from the closest solar panels (and approximately 788 feet from an inverter). Maximum sound levels 
from the tracking system can be expected to be the levels of a refrigerator hum at the nearest receptor 
(R105, 49.7 dBA), while the sounds will be much quieter at most receptors. 

It should be noted that the trackers and the inverters for the panels themselves will not operate at night 
when residential receptors are most sensitive. During average daytime operation, the inverters will be 
similar in noise level (~48 dBA max) to a quiet library at the nearest receptor (R109).  According to 
manufacturer specifications the loudest the substation transformer is expected to be is just over 60 dBA at 
1m from the source, or the level of a normal conversation. Since the nearest receptor (R91) is 
approximately 792 ft from the substation, transformers are not expected to add additional noise above 
background noise as the noise levels are barely audible (12.2 dBA). Site visits and maintenance activities 
including single vehicular traffic and mowing will be negligible as they are similar to the background 
agricultural noise characteristics. All site visits, outside of emergency maintenance, will occur during 
daylight hours.  

At the nearest receptors, besides intermittent and infrequent pile driver activity, no elevated and 
prolonged noise levels above background levels are expected either during construction or operation of 
the Project site. Construction (pile driving) is not expected to remain in any area beyond a week. 
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Table 5. Approximate Noise Levels During Operation (Sunrise to Sunset) 

Receptor* Nearest Panel / Panel 
Tracking System 

Nearest Inverter Nearest 
Transformer/Substation 

Distance (ft) dBA Distance (ft) dBA Distance (ft) dBA

R1 542 43.3 1430 40.8 16205 <10 

R2 913 38.8 1990 37.9 15231 <10 

R3 477 44.4 989 44.0 13972 <10 

R7 1027 37.7 1534 40.2 14700 <10 

R8 903 38.9 1472 40.5 14960 <10 

R9 668 41.5 1526 40.2 15850 <10 

R10 386 46.2 1328 41.4 16538 <10 

R11 823 39.7 1742 39.1 17479 <10 

R12 441 45.1 1022 43.7 17351 <10 

R13 733 40.7 1254 41.9 17802 <10 

R14 1061 37.5 1522 40.2 18083 <10 

R15 1003 38.0 1118 42.9 14049 <10 

R16 988 38.1 1187 42.4 13587 <10 

R17 880 39.1 1414 40.9 12999 <10 

R18 1079 37.3 1706 39.2 12807 <10 

R19 951 38.4 1605 39.8 12701 <10 

R20 849 39.4 1550 40.1 12600 <10 

R21 722 40.8 1460 40.6 12524 <10 

R22 571 42.8 1410 40.9 12356 <10 

R23 376 46.5 1349 41.3 12073 <10 

R24 352 47.0 1333 41.4 11967 <10 

R25 369 46.6 1412 40.9 11734 <10 

R26 395 46.0 1252 41.9 11525 <10 

R27 544 43.3 1475 40.5 11747 <10 

R28 558 43.0 1538 40.1 11910 <10 

R29 586 42.6 1552 40.1 12006 <10 

R30 756 40.4 1627 39.6 12267 <10 

R31 853 39.4 1668 39.4 12390 <10 

R32 953 38.4 1725 39.1 12481 <10 

R33 718 40.9 1657 39.5 10010 <10 

R34 457 44.8 1402 40.9 9621 <10 

R35 506 43.9 883 45.0 9441 <10 

R36 1132 36.9 1400 40.9 8914 <10 

R37 532 43.5 1291 41.7 11251 <10 

R38 1077 37.3 1842 38.6 8626 <10 

R39 350 47.1 1037 43.6 8220 <10 
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Receptor* Nearest Panel / Panel Nearest Inverter Nearest 

Tracking System Transformer/Substation 

Distance (ft dBa Distance (ft dBa Distance (ft dBa 

R1 542 43.3 1430 40.8 16205 <10 

R2 913 38.8 1990 37.9 15231 <10 

R3 477 44 4 989 44.0 13972 <10 

R7 1027 37.7 1534 40.2 14700 <10 

R8 903 38.9 1472 40.5 14960 <10 

R9 668 41.5 1526 40.2 15850 <10 

R10 386 46.2 1328 41.4 16538 <10 

R11 823 39.7 1742 39.1 17479 <10 

R12 441 45.1 1022 43.7 17351 <10 

R13 733 40.7 1254 41.9 17802 <10 

R14 1061 37.5 1522 40.2 18083 <10 

R15 1003 38.0 1118 42.9 14049 <10 

R16 988 38.1 1187 42.4 13587 <10 

R17 880 39.1 1414 40.9 12999 <10 

R18 1079 37.3 1706 39.2 12807 <10 

R19 951 38.4 1605 39.8 12701 <10 

R20 849 39.4 1550 40.1 12600 <10 

R21 722 40.8 1460 40.6 12524 <10 

R22 571 42.8 1410 40.9 12356 <10 

R23 376 46.5 1349 41.3 12073 <10 

R24 352 47.0 1333 41.4 11967 <10 

R25 369 46.6 1412 40.9 11734 <10 

R26 395 46.0 1252 41.9 11525 <10 

R27 544 43.3 1475 40.5 11747 <10 

R28 558 43.0 1538 40.1 11910 <10 

R29 586 42.6 1552 40.1 12006 <10 

R30 756 40.4 1627 39.6 12267 <10 

R31 853 394 1668 39.4 12390 <10 

R32 953 384 1725 39.1 12481 <10 

R33 718 40.9 1657 39.5 10010 <10 

R34 457 44.8 1402 40.9 9621 <10 

R35 506 43.9 883 45.0 9441 <10 

R36 1132 36.9 1400 40.9 8914 <10 

R37 532 43.5 1291 41.7 11251 <10 

R38 1077 37.3 1842 38.6 8626 <10 

R39 350 47.1 1037 43.6 8220 <10              
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Tracking System 

Nearest Inverter Nearest 
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R1 542 43.3 1430 40.8 16205 <10 
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R12 441 45.1 1022 43.7 17351 <10 
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R14 1061 37.5 1522 40.2 18083 <10 
R15 1003 38.0 1118 42.9 14049 <10 
R16 988 38.1 1187 42.4 13587 <10 
R17 880 39.1 1414 40.9 12999 <10 
R18 1079 37.3 1706 39.2 12807 <10 
R19 951 38.4 1605 39.8 12701 <10 
R20 849 39.4 1550 40.1 12600 <10 
R21 722 40.8 1460 40.6 12524 <10 
R22 571 42.8 1410 40.9 12356 <10 
R23 376 46.5 1349 41.3 12073 <10 
R24 352 47.0 1333 41.4 11967 <10 
R25 369 46.6 1412 40.9 11734 <10 
R26 395 46.0 1252 41.9 11525 <10 
R27 544 43.3 1475 40.5 11747 <10 
R28 558 43.0 1538 40.1 11910 <10 
R29 586 42.6 1552 40.1 12006 <10 
R30 756 40.4 1627 39.6 12267 <10 
R31 853 39.4 1668 39.4 12390 <10 
R32 953 38.4 1725 39.1 12481 <10 
R33 718 40.9 1657 39.5 10010 <10 
R34 457 44.8 1402 40.9 9621 <10 
R35 506 43.9 883 45.0 9441 <10 
R36 1132 36.9 1400 40.9 8914 <10 
R37 532 43.5 1291 41.7 11251 <10 
R38 1077 37.3 1842 38.6 8626 <10 
R39 350 47.1 1037 43.6 8220 <10 
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Receptor* Nearest Panel / Panel 

Tracking System 

Nearest Inverter Nearest 

Transformer/Substation 

Distance (ft) dBA Distance (ft) dBA Distance (ft) dBA

R40 398 46.0 1080 43.2 8581 <10 

R41 439 45.1 1065 43.3 8702 <10 

R42 440 45.1 1054 43.4 8800 <10 

R43 381 46.4 1086 43.2 9072 <10 

R44 462 44.7 1188 42.4 9344 <10 

R45 474 44.5 893 44.9 9752 <10 

R46 317 48.0 755 46.3 9712 <10 

R47 902 38.9 1515 40.3 10854 <10 

R48 1182 36.5 1901 38.3 11408 <10 

R49 960 38.3 1653 39.5 11248 <10 

R50 1047 37.6 1895 38.3 11288 <10 

R51 1042 37.6 1939 38.1 11233 <10 

R52 405 45.8 1320 41.5 7917 <10 

R53 361 36.7 1157 42.6 7699 <10 

R54 488 44.2 655 47.5 8026 <10 

R55 682 41.3 901 44.8 8195 <10 

R56 275 49.2 821 45.6 6181 <10 

R57 348 47.1 757 46.3 3530 <10 

R58 351 47.1 1246 42.0 3725 <10 

R59 284 48.9 1306 41.6 4532 <10 

R60 1035 37.7 1054 43.4 8084 <10 

R61 829 39.6 2466 36.0 11207 <10 

R62 405 45.8 1966 38.0 11006 <10 

R63 914 38.8 2172 37.1 12787 <10 

R64 613 42.1 1864 38.5 12484 <10 

R65 615 42.2 1883 38.4 12481 <10 

R66 445 45.0 1697 39.3 12257 <10 

R67 385 46.3 1609 39.7 12148 <10 

R68 373 46.5 1545 40.1 12054 <10 

R69 408 45.8 1447 40.7 11903 <10 

R70 485 44.3 1361 41.2 11762 <10 

R71 381 46.4 1133 42.8 11603 <10 

R72 526 43.6 1011 43.8 11317 <10 

R73 672 41.4 1153 42.6 11380 <10 

R74 920 38.7 2068 37.6 12463 <10 

R75 807 39.8 1834 38.6 12159 <10 

R76 787 40.1 1749 39.0 12046 <10 
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R41 439 45.1 1065 43.3 8702 <10 

R42 440 45.1 1054 43.4 8800 <10 
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R44 462 44.7 1188 42.4 9344 <10 

R45 474 44.5 893 44.9 9752 <10 
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R57 348 47.1 757 46.3 3530 <10 

R58 351 47.1 1246 42.0 3725 <10 

R59 284 48.9 1306 41.6 4532 <10 

R60 1035 37.7 1054 43.4 8084 <10 

R61 829 39.6 2466 36.0 11207 <10 
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R66 445 45.0 1697 39.3 12257 <10 
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R72 526 43.6 1011 43.8 11317 <10 

R73 672 41.4 1153 42.6 11380 <10 

R74 920 38.7 2068 37.6 12463 <10 

R75 807 39.8 1834 38.6 12159 <10 

R76 787 40.1 1749 39.0 12046 <10 
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Receptor* Nearest Panel / Panel 
Tracking System 

Nearest Inverter Nearest 
Transformer/Substation 

Distance (ft) dBA Distance (ft) dBA Distance (ft) dBA 
R40 398 46.0 1080 43.2 8581 <10 
R41 439 45.1 1065 43.3 8702 <10 
R42 440 45.1 1054 43.4 8800 <10 
R43 381 46.4 1086 43.2 9072 <10 
R44 462 44.7 1188 42.4 9344 <10 
R45 474 44.5 893 44.9 9752 <10 
R46 317 48.0 755 46.3 9712 <10 
R47 902 38.9 1515 40.3 10854 <10 
R48 1182 36.5 1901 38.3 11408 <10 
R49 960 38.3 1653 39.5 11248 <10 
R50 1047 37.6 1895 38.3 11288 <10 
R51 1042 37.6 1939 38.1 11233 <10 
R52 405 45.8 1320 41.5 7917 <10 
R53 361 36.7 1157 42.6 7699 <10 
R54 488 44.2 655 47.5 8026 <10 
R55 682 41.3 901 44.8 8195 <10 
R56 275 49.2 821 45.6 6181 <10 
R57 348 47.1 757 46.3 3530 <10 
R58 351 47.1 1246 42.0 3725 <10 
R59 284 48.9 1306 41.6 4532 <10 
R60 1035 37.7 1054 43.4 8084 <10 
R61 829 39.6 2466 36.0 11207 <10 
R62 405 45.8 1966 38.0 11006 <10 
R63 914 38.8 2172 37.1 12787 <10 
R64 613 42.1 1864 38.5 12484 <10 
R65 615 42.2 1883 38.4 12481 <10 
R66 445 45.0 1697 39.3 12257 <10 
R67 385 46.3 1609 39.7 12148 <10 
R68 373 46.5 1545 40.1 12054 <10 
R69 408 45.8 1447 40.7 11903 <10 
R70 485 44.3 1361 41.2 11762 <10 
R71 381 46.4 1133 42.8 11603 <10 
R72 526 43.6 1011 43.8 11317 <10 
R73 672 41.4 1153 42.6 11380 <10 
R74 920 38.7 2068 37.6 12463 <10 
R75 807 39.8 1834 38.6 12159 <10 
R76 787 40.1 1749 39.0 12046 <10 
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Receptor* Nearest Panel / Panel 

Tracking System 

Nearest Inverter Nearest 

Transformer/Substation 

Distance (ft) dBA Distance (ft) dBA Distance (ft) dBA

R77 1063 37.4 1526 40.2 11483 <10 

R78 995 38.0 1272 41.8 9538 <10 

R79 740 40.6 2193 37.0 6130 <10 

R80 534 43.4 1529 40.2 3941 <10 

R81 394 46.1 1740 39.1 3719 <10 

R82 675 41.4 2006 37.8 3857 <10 

R83 955 38.4 2309 36.6 3932 <10 

R84 1046 37.6 2375 36.4 4011 <10 

R85 463 44.7 2030 37.7 3162 <10 

R86 1113 37.0 3056 34.2 3393 <10 

R87 859 39.3 2916 34.6 2690 <10 

R88 1708 33.3 1960 38.0 926 10.9 

R89 1554 34.2 2018 37.8 895 11.3 

R90 598 42.4 1571 39.9 1399 <10 

R91 575 42.8 1624 39.7 792 12.2 

R92 428 45.4 1386 41.0 906 11.2 

R93 371 46.6 844 45.3 1514 <10 

R94 727 40.7 1259 41.9 1220 <10 

R95 631 42.0 1710 39.2 866 11.6 

R96 369 46.6 2225 36.9 1251 <10 

R97 590 42.6 1679 39.4 1882 <10 

R98 412 45.7 1118 42.9 1974 <10 

R99 371 46.6 1904 38.3 3043 <10 

R100 750 40.5 1938 38.1 3549 <10 

R101 406 45.8 1580 39.9 3819 <10 

R102 469 44.6 862 45.2 5483 <10 

R103 268 49.4 3100 34.0 4147 <10 

R104 314 48.0 1584 39.9 5635 <10 

R105 260 49.7 788 45.9 6267 <10 

R106 286 48.9 650 47.6 6406 <10 

R107 328 47.7 916 44.6 6652 <10 

R108 941 38.5 975 44.1 8346 <10 

R109 469 44.6 624 48.0 7851 <10 

R110 374 46.5 1469 40.5 8326 <10 

R111 564 43.0 2207 37.0 8969 <10 

R112 371 46.6 2393 36.3 8792 <10 

R113 906 38.8 2885 34.7 9291 <10 
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Receptor* Nearest Panel / Panel Nearest Inverter Nearest 

Tracking System Transformer/Substation 

Distance (ft) dBa Distance (ft) dBa Distance (ft) dBa 

R77 1063 374 1526 40.2 11483 <10 
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R81 394 46.1 1740 39.1 3719 <10 

R82 675 41.4 2006 37.8 3857 <10 

R83 955 38.4 2309 36.6 3932 <10 

R84 1046 37.6 2375 36.4 4011 <10 

R85 463 44.7 2030 37.7 3162 <10 

R86 1113 37.0 3056 34.2 3393 <10 

R87 859 39.3 2916 34.6 2690 <10 

R88 1708 33.3 1960 38.0 926 10.9 

R89 1554 34.2 2018 37.8 895 11.3 

R90 598 42.4 1571 39.9 1399 <10 

R91 575 42.8 1624 39.7 792 12.2 

R92 428 45.4 1386 41.0 906 11.2 

R93 371 46.6 844 45.3 1514 <10 

R94 727 40.7 1259 41.9 1220 <10 

R95 631 42.0 1710 39.2 866 11.6 

R96 369 46.6 2225 36.9 1251 <10 

R97 590 42.6 1679 39.4 1882 <10 

R98 412 45.7 1118 42.9 1974 <10 

R99 371 46.6 1904 38.3 3043 <10 

R100 750 40.5 1938 38.1 3549 <10 

R101 406 45.8 1580 39.9 3819 <10 

R102 469 44.6 862 45.2 5483 <10 

R103 268 49.4 3100 34.0 4147 <10 

R104 314 48.0 1584 39.9 5635 <10 

R105 260 49.7 788 45.9 6267 <10 

R106 286 48.9 650 47.6 6406 <10 

R107 328 47.7 916 44.6 6652 <10 

R108 941 38.5 975 44 1 8346 <10 

R109 469 44.6 624 48.0 7851 <10 

R110 374 46.5 1469 40.5 8326 <10 

R111 564 43.0 2207 37.0 8969 <10 

R112 371 46.6 2393 36.3 8792 <10 

R113 906 38.8 2885 34.7 9291 <10              
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Receptor* Nearest Panel / Panel 
Tracking System 

Nearest Inverter Nearest 
Transformer/Substation 

Distance (ft) dBA Distance (ft) dBA Distance (ft) dBA 
R77 1063 37.4 1526 40.2 11483 <10 
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R91 575 42.8 1624 39.7 792 12.2 
R92 428 45.4 1386 41.0 906 11.2 
R93 371 46.6 844 45.3 1514 <10 
R94 727 40.7 1259 41.9 1220 <10 
R95 631 42.0 1710 39.2 866 11.6 
R96 369 46.6 2225 36.9 1251 <10 
R97 590 42.6 1679 39.4 1882 <10 
R98 412 45.7 1118 42.9 1974 <10 
R99 371 46.6 1904 38.3 3043 <10 
R100 750 40.5 1938 38.1 3549 <10 
R101 406 45.8 1580 39.9 3819 <10 
R102 469 44.6 862 45.2 5483 <10 
R103 268 49.4 3100 34.0 4147 <10 
R104 314 48.0 1584 39.9 5635 <10 
R105 260 49.7 788 45.9 6267 <10 
R106 286 48.9 650 47.6 6406 <10 
R107 328 47.7 916 44.6 6652 <10 
R108 941 38.5 975 44.1 8346 <10 
R109 469 44.6 624 48.0 7851 <10 
R110 374 46.5 1469 40.5 8326 <10 
R111 564 43.0 2207 37.0 8969 <10 
R112 371 46.6 2393 36.3 8792 <10 
R113 906 38.8 2885 34.7 9291 <10 
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Receptor* Nearest Panel / Panel 

Tracking System 

Nearest Inverter Nearest 

Transformer/Substation 

Distance (ft) dBA Distance (ft) dBA Distance (ft) dBA

R114 983 38.1 3203 33.8 9253 <10 

R115 1053 37.5 3527 32.9 9359 <10 

R116 1094 37.2 3664 32.6 9399 <10 

R117 370 46.6 745 46.4 7302 <10 

R118 542 43.3 967 44.2 7418 <10 

R119 733 40.7 1357 41.2 8090 <10 

R120 443 45.1 837 45.4 8189 <10 

R121 648 41.7 770 46.1 8462 <10 

R122 867 39.2 1325 41.4 9076 <10 

R123 956 38.4 1801 38.8 9802 <10 

R124 774 40.2 1351 41.3 11791 <10 

R125 420 45.5 1328 41.4 12165 <10 

R126 452 44.9 1435 40.7 9498 <10 

R127 533 43.4 1427 40.8 9675 <10 

R128 454 44.8 1352 41.3 9665 <10 

R129 306 48.3 1287 41.7 9606 <10 

R130 475 44.4 1313 41.5 9555 <10 

R131 395 46.0 1392 41.0 9125 <10 

R132 504 43.9 1639 39.6 8888 <10 

R133 385 46.3 1258 41.9 9978 <10 

R134 890 39.0 1797 38.8 9062 <10 

R135 921 38.7 1589 39.8 8743 <10 

R136 915 38.8 1685 39.3 11542 <10 

R137 586 42.6 1300 41.6 12410 <10 

R138 293 48.6 894 44.8 13064 <10 

R139 317 48.0 907 44.7 13152 <10 

Note Operates 1 minute every 15 

minutes during daylight hours 

Continuous low hum 

during daylight hours 

Substation area 

Noise Levels are Lmax — maximum noise levels expected. R4, R5, and R6 will be demolished prior to construction. 
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R136 915 38.8 1685 39.3 11542 <10 
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R139 317 48.0 907 44.7 13152 <10 

Note Operates 1 minute every 15 Continuous low hum Substation area     minutes during daylight hours   during daylight hours 
  

Noise Levels are Lmax — maximum noise levels expected. R4, R5, and R6 will be demolished prior to construction. 
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Nearest Inverter Nearest 
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R114 983 38.1 3203 33.8 9253 <10 
R115 1053 37.5 3527 32.9 9359 <10 
R116 1094 37.2 3664 32.6 9399 <10 
R117 370 46.6 745 46.4 7302 <10 
R118 542 43.3 967 44.2 7418 <10 
R119 733 40.7 1357 41.2 8090 <10 
R120 443 45.1 837 45.4 8189 <10 
R121 648 41.7 770 46.1 8462 <10 
R122 867 39.2 1325 41.4 9076 <10 
R123 956 38.4 1801 38.8 9802 <10 
R124 774 40.2 1351 41.3 11791 <10 
R125 420 45.5 1328 41.4 12165 <10 
R126 452 44.9 1435 40.7 9498 <10 
R127 533 43.4 1427 40.8 9675 <10 
R128 454 44.8 1352 41.3 9665 <10 
R129 306 48.3 1287 41.7 9606 <10 
R130 475 44.4 1313 41.5 9555 <10 
R131 395 46.0 1392 41.0 9125 <10 
R132 504 43.9 1639 39.6 8888 <10 
R133 385 46.3 1258 41.9 9978 <10 
R134 890 39.0 1797 38.8 9062 <10 
R135 921 38.7 1589 39.8 8743 <10 
R136 915 38.8 1685 39.3 11542 <10 
R137 586 42.6 1300 41.6 12410 <10 
R138 293 48.6 894 44.8 13064 <10 
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Note Operates 1 minute every 15 
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during daylight hours 

Substation area 

Noise Levels are Lmax – maximum noise levels expected. R4, R5, and R6 will be demolished prior to construction. 
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HUMMINGBIRD SOLAR PROJECT 

This document entitled Hummingbird Solar Project was prepared by Cardno now Stantec ("Stantec") for the 
account of Recurrent Energy (the "Client"). Any reliance on this document by any third party is strictly 
prohibited. The material in it reflects Stantec's professional judgment in light of the scope, schedule and other 
limitations stated in the document and in the contract between Stantec and the Client. The opinions in the 
document are based on conditions and information existing at the time the document was published and do 
not take into account any subsequent changes. In preparing the document, Stantec did not verify information 
supplied to it by others. Any use which a third party makes of this document is the responsibility of such third 
party. Such third party agrees that Stantec shall not be responsible for costs or damages of any kind, if any, 
suffered by it or any other third party as a result of decisions made or actions taken based on this document. 
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HUMMINGBIRD SOLAR PROJECT 

Executive Summary 

The Hummingbird Solar Project development is proposed northeast of Flemingsburg in Fleming County, 

Kentucky on a property located south of KY 1237 (Burtonville Road), north of KY 559 (Fox Spring 

Avenue/Wallingford Road), mostly east of KY 57 (Mt. Carmel Road) and west of KY 1902. The petitioner 

proposes to utilize the existing land to establish a solar facility on the site. The development will have 

access points along several routes around the facility. Analyses of the 2022 existing conditions (based on 

most recent counts provided by the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, KYTC) and the 2023 construction 

year were performed. The traffic impact study (TIS) evaluated the operating conditions for the AM and PM 

peak hours at the roadway segments below: 

• Station 

• Station 

• Station 

• Station 

• Station 

• Station 

• Station 

• Station 

• Station 

• Station 

• Station 

• Station 

• Station 

• Station 

• Station 

035080: CR 1027 (Carpenter Road) 

035150: CR 1030 (Colgan Road) 

035049: CR 1036 (Wilson Run Road) 

035083: CR 1037 (Maddox Pike) 

068811: KY 57 from Fleming/Lewis County Line (MP 0.00) to KY 1237 (MP 2.093) 

035002: KY 57 from KY 344 (MP 8.232) to KY 3301 (2.567) 

035104: KY 57 from KY 3301 (2.567) to KY 57X (MP 1.728) 

035001: KY 344 from KY 57 (MP 0.00) to KY 989 (MP 1.600) 

035091: KY 344 from KY 989 (MP 1.600) to Licking River (MP 2.404) 

035054: KY 559 from Stewart Lane (MP 5.455) to Dudley Hollow Road (MP 11.850) 

068516: KY 989 from Fleming/Lewis County Line (MP 0.00) to KY 1237 (MP 1.214) 

068517: KY 1237 from KY 989 (MP 0.00) to Ribolt-Epworth Road (MP 1.579) 

068761: KY 1237 from Ribolt-Epworth Road (MP 1.579) to KY 57 (MP 3.163) 

035087: KY 3301 from KY 57 (MP 0.00) to Colgan Road (MP 3.425) 

035081: KY 3301 from Colgan Road (MP 3.425) to KY 559 (MP 6.387) 

Based on the results of the analysis, the following conclusions were developed: 

• During construction, all highway segments are anticipated to continue to operate at acceptable 

level of service (LOS) standards during both the peak hours. Therefore, the construction for this 

project will not adversely affect traffic operations on any of the roadways in and around the 

project area. 

• After construction is complete, the site will be managed with negligible added traffic demand. 

During the operational phase of the project, the surrounding roadway network will continue to 

operate at an acceptable LOS during the peak hours. 
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Executive Summary 

The Hummingbird Solar Project development is proposed northeast of Flemingsburg in Fleming County, 

Kentucky on a property located south of KY 1237 (Burtonville Road), north of KY 559 (Fox Spring 
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Based on the results of the analysis, the following conclusions were developed: 

• During construction, all highway segments are anticipated to continue to operate at acceptable 

level of service (LOS) standards during both the peak hours. Therefore, the construction for this 

project will not adversely affect traffic operations on any of the roadways in and around the 
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operate at an acceptable LOS during the peak hours.  

 



HUMMINGBIRD SOLAR PROJECT 

INTRODUCTION 

INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this study is to estimate the traffic impacts of the proposed Hummingbird Solar Project 

located approximately three miles northeast of Flemingsburg in Fleming County, Kentucky. The project 

site can be generally described as south of KY 1237 (Burtonville Road), north of KY 559 (Fox Spring 

Avenue/Wallingford Road), mostly east of KY 57 (Mt. Carmel Road) and west of KY 1902. The proposed 

project site is shown in Figure 1. 

The Project area encompasses approximately 3,900-acres in an agricultural area. The petitioner proposes 

to utilize the land to establish a 200-megawatt (MIN), utility-scale, solar-powered electric generating 

facility. The Project will have access points around the site with major truck deliveries. A construction year 

of 2023 was evaluated as part of the study. 

?•0 DATA COLLECTION 

Traffic counts (including both 24-hour and classification counts) were obtained from the Kentucky 

Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) to establish the existing traffic conditions. Figure 2 shows the locations of 

the primary / adjacent count stations used in this analysis. The summarized count data for each of these 

stations (plus additional stations outside the immediate area) is included in Appendix A for the following 

count stations: 

• Station 035080: CR 1027 (Carpenter Road) 

• Station 035150: CR 1030 (Colgan Road) 

• Station 035049: CR 1036 (Wilson Run Road) 

• Station 035083: CR 1037 (Maddox Pike) 

• Station 068811: KY 57 from Fleming/Lewis County Line (MP 0.00) to KY 1237 (MP 2.093) 

• Station 035002: KY 57 from KY 344 (MP 8.232) to KY 3301 (2.567) 

• Station 035104: KY 57 from KY 3301 (2.567) to KY 57X (MP 1.728) 

• Station 035001: KY 344 from KY 57 (MP 0.00) to KY 989 (MP 1.600) 

• Station 035091: KY 344 from KY 989 (MP 1.600) to Licking River (MP 2.404) 

• Station 035054: KY 559 from Stewart Lane (MP 5.455) to Dudley Hollow Road (MP 11.850) 

• Station 068516: KY 989 from Fleming/Lewis County Line (MP 0.00) to KY 1237 (MP 1.214) 

• Station 068517: KY 1237 from KY 989 (MP 0.00) to Ribolt-Epworth Road (MP 1.579) 

• Station 068761: KY 1237 from Ribolt-Epworth Road (MP 1.579) to KY 57 (MP 3.163) 

• Station 035087: KY 3301 from KY 57 (MP 0.00) to Colgan Road (MP 3.425) 

• Station 035081: KY 3301 from Colgan Road (MP 3.425) to KY 559 (MP 6.387) 

1 

HUMMINGBIRD SOLAR PROJECT 

INTRODUCTION  

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this study is to estimate the traffic impacts of the proposed Hummingbird Solar Project 

located approximately three miles northeast of Flemingsburg in Fleming County, Kentucky. The project 

site can be generally described as south of KY 1237 (Burtonville Road), north of KY 559 (Fox Spring 

Avenue/Wallingford Road), mostly east of KY 57 (Mt. Carmel Road) and west of KY 1902. The proposed 

project site is shown in Figure 1.  

The Project area encompasses approximately 3,900-acres in an agricultural area. The petitioner proposes 

to utilize the land to establish a 200-megawatt (MW), utility-scale, solar-powered electric generating 

facility. The Project will have access points around the site with major truck deliveries. A construction year 

of 2023 was evaluated as part of the study.  

2.0 DATA COLLECTION 

Traffic counts (including both 24-hour and classification counts) were obtained from the Kentucky 
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• Station 035150: CR 1030 (Colgan Road)
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• Station 035091: KY 344 from KY 989 (MP 1.600) to Licking River (MP 2.404)

• Station 035054: KY 559 from Stewart Lane (MP 5.455) to Dudley Hollow Road (MP 11.850)

• Station 068516: KY 989 from Fleming/Lewis County Line (MP 0.00) to KY 1237 (MP 1.214)

• Station 068517: KY 1237 from KY 989 (MP 0.00) to Ribolt-Epworth Road (MP 1.579)

• Station 068761: KY 1237 from Ribolt-Epworth Road (MP 1.579) to KY 57 (MP 3.163)

• Station 035087: KY 3301 from KY 57 (MP 0.00) to Colgan Road (MP 3.425)

• Station 035081: KY 3301 from Colgan Road (MP 3.425) to KY 559 (MP 6.387)
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Figure 2: Count Stations 

KY 57 (Mt. Carmel Road), located directly west of most of the project site, is classified as a two-lane 

major collector with daily traffic volume of 2,300 vehicles per day (VPD). KY 57 has posted speed limits 

ranging from 35 miles per hour (mph) to 55 mph. To the north, KY 1237 in Lewis County is a two-lane 
urban minor collector with a posted speed limit of 55 mph and daily traffic of 700 VPD. To the east of the 
project site, KY 1902 is a two-lane urban local roadway with a posted speed limit of 55 mph. To the south, 

KY 559 (Fox Spring AvenueNVallingford Road) is a two-lane urban minor collector from with a posted 

speed limit of 35 mph to 55 mph. 

Two-lane analyses were used to evaluate the roadways based on methods described in the Highway 

Capacity Manual (HCM) and implemented within the Highway Capacity Software (HCS 2022). The results 

can be found in Appendix B. The analyses were used to estimate capacity and Level of Service (LOS) 

for given traffic and geometric conditions. LOS provides a measure of the quality of traffic flow provided 
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KY 57 (Mt. Carmel Road), located directly west of most of the project site, is classified as a two-lane 

major collector with daily traffic volume of 2,300 vehicles per day (VPD). KY 57 has posted speed limits 

ranging from 35 miles per hour (mph) to 55 mph. To the north, KY 1237 in Lewis County is a two-lane 

urban minor collector with a posted speed limit of 55 mph and daily traffic of 700 VPD. To the east of the 

project site, KY 1902 is a two-lane urban local roadway with a posted speed limit of 55 mph. To the south, 

KY 559 (Fox Spring Avenue/Wallingford Road) is a two-lane urban minor collector from with a posted 

speed limit of 35 mph to 55 mph.  

Two-lane analyses were used to evaluate the roadways based on methods described in the Highway 

Capacity Manual (HCM) and implemented within the Highway Capacity Software (HCS 2022). The results 

can be found in Appendix B. The analyses were used to estimate capacity and Level of Service (LOS) 

for given traffic and geometric conditions. LOS provides a measure of the quality of traffic flow provided 
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by a roadway facility, expressed in terms of letter grades with LOS A representing the highest quality 

traffic flow and minimal delay, and LOS F representing poor traffic operations and significant delay. For 

rural areas, LOS C or better is generally considered to be desirable. In urban areas, LOS D or better is 

generally considered desirable. 

The two-lane highways method utilizes follower density (followers/mile) as the service measure for LOS, 

as shown in Table 1. 

Table 1: Level of Service Criteria for Two-Lane Hi • hwa s 
Density (followers/mi) 

Speed Lim 50 mph 

Density (followers/mi) 

• eed kialt4._50 mph 

A ≤ 2 ≤ 2.5 

B > 2 - 4 > 2.5 - 5.5 

C > 4 - 8 > 5 - 10 

D > 8 - 12 > 10 - 15 

E > 12 > 15 

F Demand exceeds capacity Demand exceeds capacity 

The results of the existing AM and PM peak hour traffic analyses for two-lane roads are summarized in 

Table 2. The results indicate that all existing project-adjacent two-lane roadways currently operate at 

acceptable LOS during both the AM and PM peak hours. 
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Table 1: Level of Service Criteria for Two-Lane Highways 

LOS 
Density (followers/mi) 
Speed Limit ≥ 50 mph 

Density (followers/mi) 
Speed Limit < 50 mph 

A ≤ 2 ≤ 2.5 

B > 2 - 4 > 2.5 - 5.5 

C > 4 - 8 > 5 - 10 

D > 8 - 12 > 10 - 15 

E > 12 > 15 

F Demand exceeds capacity Demand exceeds capacity 

 

The results of the existing AM and PM peak hour traffic analyses for two-lane roads are summarized in 

Table 2. The results indicate that all existing project-adjacent two-lane roadways currently operate at 

acceptable LOS during both the AM and PM peak hours.  
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Table 2: Existing AM/PM Two-Lane Highway Analysis 

Segme 
-ting PM 

■ T 

'How mi/I 
ity 

• llo /mi/I 

CR 1027 (Carpenter Road) 0.2 A 0.3 A 
CR 1030 (Colgan Road) 0.1 A 0.0 A 

CR 1036 (Wilson Run Road) 0.1 A 0.1 A 
CR 1037 (Maddox Pike) 0.1 A 0.1 A 

KY 57 (Mt. Caramel Road) at: 
KY 1237 (Burtonville Road) to near north of Mandie Lane 0.2 A 0.6 A 

North of Mandie Lane to south of Mandie Lane 0.1 A 0.5 A 
South of Mandie Lane to Fleming/Lewis County Line 0.1 A 0.4 A 

Fleming/Lewis County Line to near Perkins Lane 0.2 A 0.6 A 
Near Perkins Lane to near KY 344 (Foxport Road) 0.1 A 0.4 A 

Near KY 344 (Foxport Road) to J M Clary 0.3 A 0.2 A 
J M Clary to near Kilbreth Valley Road 0.8 A 0.7 A 

Kilbreth Valley Road to near Penny Patch Road 0.3 A 0.2 A 
Near Penny Patch Road to near Murphy Lane 0.3 A 0.2 A 

Near Murphy Lane to north of Logan Run Road 0.3 A 0.2 A 
North of Logan Run Road to south of Logan Run Road 0.3 A 0.3 A 

South of Logan Run Road to KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) 0.3 A 0.2 A 
KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) to north of KY 57X (Mt. Caramel Road) 1.3 A 1.7 A 

KY 344 (Foxport Road) at: 
KY 1902 to 2155 KY 344 (Foxport Road) 0.2 A 0.4 A 

2155 KY 344 (Foxport Road) to 1680 Foxport Road 0.1 A 0.1 A 
1680 Foxport Road to KY 989 (Burtonville Road) 0.1 A 0.2 A 
KY 989 (Burtonville Road) to 1278 Foxport Road 0.1 A 0.2 A 

1278 Foxport Road to near Saunders Lane 0.1 A 0.2 A 
Near Saunders Lane to 875 KY 344 (Foxport Road) 0.1 A 0.3 A 

875 KY 344 (Foxport Road) to Andrew Graham property 0.1 A 0.2 A 
Andrew Graham Property to west of Breeze Road 0.1 A 0.2 A 

West of Breeze Road to 234 KY 344 (Foxport Road) 0.1 A 0.2 A 
234 KY 344 (Foxport Road) to KY 57 (Mt. Caramel Road) 0.1 A 0.3 A 

KY 559 (Foxspring Avenue/Wallingford Road) at: 
Gulley Drive to near east of Sutton Road 0.2 A 0.2 A 

East of Sutton Road to west of Botkins Lane 0.1 A 0.1 A 
West of Botkins Lane to 3954 KY 559 (Wallingford Road) 0.1 A 0.2 A 

3954 KY 559 (Wallingford Road) to near Crump Lane 0.1 A 0.1 A 
Near Crump Lane to near Adams Lane 0.1 A 0.2 A 

Near Adams Lane to 3215 KY 559 (Wallingford Road) 0.1 A 0.2 A 
3215 KY 559 (Wallingford Road) to near Brookstone Drive 0.2 A 0.2 A 

Near Brookstone Drive to near Stewart Lane 0.2 A 0.3 A 
Near Stewart Lane to School Street 0.5 A 0.5 A 

KY 989 (Burtonville Road/Salt Lick Road) at: 
KY 344 (Foxport Road) to Fleming/Lewis County Line 0.0 A 0.0 A 

Fleming/Lewis County Line to KY 1237 (Burtonville Road) 0.0 A 0.0 A 
KY 1237 (Burtonville Road) at: 

KY 989 (Salt Lick Road) to Thomas Lane/Ribolt Epworth Road 0.0 A 0.0 A 
Thomas Lane/Ribolt Epworth Road to KY 57 0.0 A 0.1 A 

KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike/Road) at: 
KY 57 (Mt. Carmel Road) to near Rebecca Lane 0.1 A 0.1 A 

Near Rebecca Lane to near Penny Lane 0.0 A 0.0 A 
Near Penny Lane to Licking River Bridge 0.0 A 0.1 A 

Licking River Bridge to 1208 KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) 0.0 A 0.0 A 
1208 KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) to Beech Spring Estates 0.0 A 0.0 A 

Beech Spring Estates to Wilson Run Road 0.0 A 0.0 A 
Wilson Run Road to 2810 KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) 0.0 A 0.0 A 
2810 KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) to near Colgan Road 0.0 A 0.0 A 

Near Colgan Road to Rice Lane 0.0 A 0.1 A 

ao 
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Table 2: Existing AM/PM Two-Lane Highway Analysis 

 

Density 

(followers/mi/ln)
LOS

Density 

(followers/mi/ln)
LOS

CR 1027 (Carpenter Road) 0.2 A 0.3 A

CR 1030 (Colgan Road) 0.1 A 0.0 A

CR 1036 (Wilson Run Road) 0.1 A 0.1 A

CR 1037 (Maddox Pike) 0.1 A 0.1 A

KY 57 (Mt. Caramel Road) at:

KY 1237 (Burtonville Road) to near north of Mandie Lane 0.2 A 0.6 A

North of Mandie Lane to south of Mandie Lane 0.1 A 0.5 A

South of Mandie Lane to Fleming/Lewis County Line 0.1 A 0.4 A

Fleming/Lewis County Line to near Perkins Lane 0.2 A 0.6 A

Near Perkins Lane to near KY 344 (Foxport Road) 0.1 A 0.4 A

Near KY 344 (Foxport Road) to J M Clary 0.3 A 0.2 A

J M Clary to near Kilbreth Valley Road 0.8 A 0.7 A

Kilbreth Valley Road to near Penny Patch Road 0.3 A 0.2 A

Near Penny Patch Road to near Murphy Lane 0.3 A 0.2 A

Near Murphy Lane to north of Logan Run Road 0.3 A 0.2 A

North of Logan Run Road to south of Logan Run Road 0.3 A 0.3 A

South of Logan Run Road to KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) 0.3 A 0.2 A

KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) to north of KY 57X (Mt. Caramel Road) 1.3 A 1.7 A

KY 344 (Foxport Road) at:

KY 1902 to 2155 KY 344 (Foxport Road) 0.2 A 0.4 A

2155 KY 344 (Foxport Road) to 1680 Foxport Road 0.1 A 0.1 A

1680 Foxport Road to KY 989 (Burtonville Road) 0.1 A 0.2 A

KY 989 (Burtonville Road) to 1278 Foxport Road 0.1 A 0.2 A

1278 Foxport Road to near Saunders Lane 0.1 A 0.2 A

Near Saunders Lane to 875 KY 344 (Foxport Road) 0.1 A 0.3 A

875 KY 344 (Foxport Road) to Andrew Graham property 0.1 A 0.2 A

Andrew Graham Property to west of Breeze Road 0.1 A 0.2 A

West of Breeze Road to 234 KY 344 (Foxport Road) 0.1 A 0.2 A

234 KY 344 (Foxport Road) to KY 57 (Mt. Caramel Road) 0.1 A 0.3 A

KY 559 (Foxspring Avenue/Wallingford Road) at:

Gulley Drive to near east of Sutton Road 0.2 A 0.2 A

East of Sutton Road to west of Botkins Lane 0.1 A 0.1 A

West of Botkins Lane to 3954 KY 559 (Wallingford Road) 0.1 A 0.2 A

3954 KY 559  (Wallingford Road) to near Crump Lane 0.1 A 0.1 A

Near Crump Lane to near Adams Lane 0.1 A 0.2 A

Near Adams Lane to 3215 KY 559  (Wallingford Road) 0.1 A 0.2 A

3215 KY 559  (Wallingford Road) to near Brookstone Drive 0.2 A 0.2 A

Near Brookstone Drive to near Stewart Lane 0.2 A 0.3 A

Near Stewart Lane to School Street 0.5 A 0.5 A

KY 989 (Burtonville Road/Salt Lick Road) at:

KY 344 (Foxport Road) to Fleming/Lewis County Line 0.0 A 0.0 A

Fleming/Lewis County Line to KY 1237 (Burtonville Road) 0.0 A 0.0 A

KY 1237 (Burtonville Road) at:

KY 989 (Salt Lick Road) to Thomas Lane/Ribolt Epworth Road 0.0 A 0.0 A

Thomas Lane/Ribolt Epworth Road to KY 57 0.0 A 0.1 A

KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike/Road) at:

KY 57 (Mt. Carmel Road) to near Rebecca Lane 0.1 A 0.1 A

Near Rebecca Lane to near Penny Lane 0.0 A 0.0 A

Near Penny Lane to Licking River Bridge 0.0 A 0.1 A

Licking River Bridge to 1208 KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) 0.0 A 0.0 A

1208 KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) to Beech Spring Estates 0.0 A 0.0 A

Beech Spring Estates to Wilson Run Road 0.0 A 0.0 A

Wilson Run Road to 2810 KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) 0.0 A 0.0 A

2810 KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) to near Colgan Road 0.0 A 0.0 A

Near Colgan Road to Rice Lane 0.0 A 0.1 A

Segment

 Existing AM Existing PM



HUMMINGBIRD SOLAR PROJECT 

PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 

PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 

3.1 CONSTRUCTION 

The trip generation analysis for the construction of the Project would generally be based on the number of 
workers and the associated construction and delivery truck trips expected during the construction of the 
project. Construction workers will consist of laborers, equipment operators, electricians, supervisory 
personnel, support personnel, and construction management personnel. It is envisioned that workers will 
arrive/depart from passenger vehicles and trucks daily during the AM (7:00 - 9:00 AM) and PM (3:00 -
6:00 PM) peak hours. Equipment deliveries will occur on trailers, flatbeds, or other large vehicles at 
various times during the day. Specific details concerning construction duration and intensity are not 
currently known. Therefore, this study has employed a sensitivity analysis to demonstrate that likely 
construction traffic levels will not have a significant, adverse effect on peak hour traffic operations. For 
this analysis, AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes on roadways were increased by 50 percent which is 
far greater than would be anticipated for the actual construction of the Project. 

3.1.1 CONSTRUCTION ANALYSIS 

The 2023 construction year analysis assumed no changes to the existing roadway network and increases 

in traffic demand discussed above. The results of the construction year AM and PM peak hour two-lane 

analysis are summarized in Table 3. Complete output reports are included in Appendix B. The results 

indicate that all analyzed roadway segments are anticipated to continue to operate at acceptable LOS 

during construction for both peak hours. 
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3.1 CONSTRUCTION 

The trip generation analysis for the construction of the Project would generally be based on the number of 

workers and the associated construction and delivery truck trips expected during the construction of the 

project. Construction workers will consist of laborers, equipment operators, electricians, supervisory 

personnel, support personnel, and construction management personnel. It is envisioned that workers will 

arrive/depart from passenger vehicles and trucks daily during the AM (7:00 – 9:00 AM) and PM (3:00 – 

6:00 PM) peak hours. Equipment deliveries will occur on trailers, flatbeds, or other large vehicles at 

various times during the day. Specific details concerning construction duration and intensity are not 

currently known. Therefore, this study has employed a sensitivity analysis to demonstrate that likely 

construction traffic levels will not have a significant, adverse effect on peak hour traffic operations. For 

this analysis, AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes on roadways were increased by 50 percent which is 

far greater than would be anticipated for the actual construction of the Project. 

3.1.1 CONSTRUCTION ANALYSIS 

The 2023 construction year analysis assumed no changes to the existing roadway network and increases 

in traffic demand discussed above. The results of the construction year AM and PM peak hour two-lane 

analysis are summarized in Table 3. Complete output reports are included in Appendix B. The results 

indicate that all analyzed roadway segments are anticipated to continue to operate at acceptable LOS 

during construction for both peak hours.  



HUMMINGBIRD SOLAR PROJECT 

PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 

Table 3: Construction Year (2023) AM/PM Two-Lane Highway Analysis 

• egme O ' 

llow mi/I 
O T 

• llo /mil 

CR 1027 (Carpenter Road) 0.4 A 0.5 A 

CR 1030 (Colgan Road) 0.1 A 0.1 A 

CR 1036 (Wilson Run Road) 0.2 A 0.1 A 

CR 1037 (Maddox Pike) 0.2 A 0.2 A 
KY 57 (Mt. Caramel Road) at: 

KY 1237 (Burtonville Road) to near north of Mandie Lane 0.4 A 1.2 A 

North of Mandie Lane to south of Mandie Lane 0.3 A 1.0 A 

South of Mandie Lane to Fleming/Lewis County Line 0.2 A 0.8 A 

Fleming/Lewis County Line to near Perkins Lane 0.3 A 1.1 A 
Near Perkins Lane to near KY 344 (Foxport Road) 0.3 A 0.9 A 

Near KY 344 (Foxport Road) to J M Clary 0.6 A 0.5 A 

J M Clary to near Kilbreth Valley Road 1.5 A 1.3 A 

Kilbreth Valley Road to near Penny Patch Road 0.5 A 0.4 A 

Near Penny Patch Road to near Murphy Lane 0.5 A 0.5 A 
Near Murphy Lane to north of Logan Run Road 0.6 A 0.5 A 

North of Logan Run Road to south of Logan Run Road 0.6 A 0.5 A 

South of Logan Run Road to KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) 0.6 A 0.5 A 

KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) to north of KY 57X (Mt. Caramel Road) 2.4 B 3.2 B 

KY 344 (Foxport Road) at: 

KY 1902 to 2155 KY 344 (Foxport Road) 0.4 A 0.8 A 
2155 KY 344 (Foxport Road) to 1680 Foxport Road 0.1 A 0.3 A 

1680 Foxport Road to KY 989 (Burtonville Road) 0.2 A 0.4 A 

KY 989 (Burtonville Road) to 1278 Foxport Road 0.2 A 0.5 A 

1278 Foxport Road to near Saunders Lane 0.1 A 0.4 A 

Near Saunders Lane to 875 KY 344 (Foxport Road) 0.2 A 0.5 A 
875 KY 344 (Foxport Road) to Andrew Graham property 0.1 A 0.3 A 

Andrew Graham Property to west of Breeze Road 0.2 A 0.4 A 

West of Breeze Road to 234 KY 344 (Foxport Road) 0.1 A 0.3 A 

234 KY 344 (Foxport Road) to KY 57 (Mt. Caramel Road) 0.2 A 0.5 A 

KY 559 (Foxspring Avenue/Wallingford Road) at: 
Gulley Drive to near east of Sutton Road 0.3 A 0.3 A 

East of Sutton Road to west of Botkins Lane 0.2 A 0.2 A 

West of Botkins Lane to 3954 KY 559 (Wallingford Road) 0.2 A 0.3 A 

3954 KY 559 (Wallingford Road) to near Crump Lane 0.2 A 0.2 A 

Near Crump Lane to near Adams Lane 0.2 A 0.3 A 
Near Adams Lane to 3215 KY 559 (Wallingford Road) 0.2 A 0.3 A 

3215 KY 559 (Wallingford Road) to near Brookstone Drive 0.4 A 0.3 A 

Near Brookstone Drive to near Stewart Lane 0.4 A 0.5 A 

Near Stewart Lane to School Street 0.7 A 0.8 A 

KY 989 (Burtonville Road/Salt Lick Road) at: 
KY 344 (Foxport Road) to Fleming/Lewis County Line 0.0 A 0.0 A 

Fleming/Lewis County Line to KY 1237 (Burtonville Road) 0.0 A 0.0 A 

KY 1237 (Burtonville Road) at: 

KY 989 (Salt Lick Road) to Thomas Lane/Ribolt Epworth Road 0.0 A 0.1 A 

Thomas Lane/Ribolt Epworth Road to KY 57 0.1 A 0.2 A 
KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike/Road) at: 

KY 57 (Mt. Carmel Road) to near Rebecca Lane 0.1 A 0.1 A 

Near Rebecca Lane to near Penny Lane 0.1 A 0.1 A 

Near Penny Lane to Licking River Bridge 0.1 A 0.1 A 

Licking River Bridge to 1208 KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) 0.1 A 0.1 A 
1208 KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) to Beech Spring Estates 0.1 A 0.1 A 

Beech Spring Estates to Wilson Run Road 0.1 A 0.1 A 

Wilson Run Road to 2810 KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) 0.1 A 0.1 A 

2810 KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) to near Colgan Road 0.1 A 0.1 A 

Near Colgan Road to Rice Lane 0.1 A 0.1 A 

ao 
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Table 3: Construction Year (2023) AM/PM Two-Lane Highway Analysis 

 

Density 

(followers/mi/ln)
LOS

Density 

(followers/mi/ln)
LOS

CR 1027 (Carpenter Road) 0.4 A 0.5 A

CR 1030 (Colgan Road) 0.1 A 0.1 A

CR 1036 (Wilson Run Road) 0.2 A 0.1 A

CR 1037 (Maddox Pike) 0.2 A 0.2 A

KY 57 (Mt. Caramel Road) at:

KY 1237 (Burtonville Road) to near north of Mandie Lane 0.4 A 1.2 A

North of Mandie Lane to south of Mandie Lane 0.3 A 1.0 A

South of Mandie Lane to Fleming/Lewis County Line 0.2 A 0.8 A

Fleming/Lewis County Line to near Perkins Lane 0.3 A 1.1 A

Near Perkins Lane to near KY 344 (Foxport Road) 0.3 A 0.9 A

Near KY 344 (Foxport Road) to J M Clary 0.6 A 0.5 A

J M Clary to near Kilbreth Valley Road 1.5 A 1.3 A

Kilbreth Valley Road to near Penny Patch Road 0.5 A 0.4 A

Near Penny Patch Road to near Murphy Lane 0.5 A 0.5 A

Near Murphy Lane to north of Logan Run Road 0.6 A 0.5 A

North of Logan Run Road to south of Logan Run Road 0.6 A 0.5 A

South of Logan Run Road to KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) 0.6 A 0.5 A

KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) to north of KY 57X (Mt. Caramel Road) 2.4 B 3.2 B

KY 344 (Foxport Road) at:

KY 1902 to 2155 KY 344 (Foxport Road) 0.4 A 0.8 A

2155 KY 344 (Foxport Road) to 1680 Foxport Road 0.1 A 0.3 A

1680 Foxport Road to KY 989 (Burtonville Road) 0.2 A 0.4 A

KY 989 (Burtonville Road) to 1278 Foxport Road 0.2 A 0.5 A

1278 Foxport Road to near Saunders Lane 0.1 A 0.4 A

Near Saunders Lane to 875 KY 344 (Foxport Road) 0.2 A 0.5 A

875 KY 344 (Foxport Road) to Andrew Graham property 0.1 A 0.3 A

Andrew Graham Property to west of Breeze Road 0.2 A 0.4 A

West of Breeze Road to 234 KY 344 (Foxport Road) 0.1 A 0.3 A

234 KY 344 (Foxport Road) to KY 57 (Mt. Caramel Road) 0.2 A 0.5 A

KY 559 (Foxspring Avenue/Wallingford Road) at:

Gulley Drive to near east of Sutton Road 0.3 A 0.3 A

East of Sutton Road to west of Botkins Lane 0.2 A 0.2 A

West of Botkins Lane to 3954 KY 559 (Wallingford Road) 0.2 A 0.3 A

3954 KY 559  (Wallingford Road) to near Crump Lane 0.2 A 0.2 A

Near Crump Lane to near Adams Lane 0.2 A 0.3 A

Near Adams Lane to 3215 KY 559  (Wallingford Road) 0.2 A 0.3 A

3215 KY 559  (Wallingford Road) to near Brookstone Drive 0.4 A 0.3 A

Near Brookstone Drive to near Stewart Lane 0.4 A 0.5 A

Near Stewart Lane to School Street 0.7 A 0.8 A

KY 989 (Burtonville Road/Salt Lick Road) at:

KY 344 (Foxport Road) to Fleming/Lewis County Line 0.0 A 0.0 A

Fleming/Lewis County Line to KY 1237 (Burtonville Road) 0.0 A 0.0 A

KY 1237 (Burtonville Road) at:

KY 989 (Salt Lick Road) to Thomas Lane/Ribolt Epworth Road 0.0 A 0.1 A

Thomas Lane/Ribolt Epworth Road to KY 57 0.1 A 0.2 A

KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike/Road) at:

KY 57 (Mt. Carmel Road) to near Rebecca Lane 0.1 A 0.1 A

Near Rebecca Lane to near Penny Lane 0.1 A 0.1 A

Near Penny Lane to Licking River Bridge 0.1 A 0.1 A

Licking River Bridge to 1208 KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) 0.1 A 0.1 A

1208 KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) to Beech Spring Estates 0.1 A 0.1 A

Beech Spring Estates to Wilson Run Road 0.1 A 0.1 A

Wilson Run Road to 2810 KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) 0.1 A 0.1 A

2810 KY 3301 (Beechtree Pike) to near Colgan Road 0.1 A 0.1 A

Near Colgan Road to Rice Lane 0.1 A 0.1 A

Segment

Construction  AM Construction PM



HUMMINGBIRD SOLAR PROJECT 

CONCLUSION 

3.2 OPERATION 

Once operational, the facility will be managed and monitored by a small number of employees. The 
facility will have one employee on site every day and up to three additional employees for 70 days a year 
for site inspections and repair. Operations workers are expected to commute to and from the project site 
individually during the peak AM and PM hours. Work can also be conducted at night up to thirty days a 
year. This additional volume of daily traffic is considered negligible, and the operational phase of the 
project will have no measurable impact on the traffic and/or transportation infrastructure. 

CONCLUSION 

As demonstrated in the traffic analysis, the construction period will not produce significant operational 
changes to existing roadways. All roadways within the project area will continue to operate at LOS B or 
better during peak construction traffic. Although no significant adverse traffic impacts are expected during 
project construction or operation, using mitigation measures such as ridesharing between construction 
workers, using appropriate traffic controls, or allowing flexible working hours outside of peak hours could 
be implemented to minimize any potential for delays during the AM and PM peak hours. 
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3.2 OPERATION 

Once operational, the facility will be managed and monitored by a small number of employees. The 

facility will have one employee on site every day and up to three additional employees for 70 days a year 

for site inspections and repair. Operations workers are expected to commute to and from the project site 

individually during the peak AM and PM hours. Work can also be conducted at night up to thirty days a 

year. This additional volume of daily traffic is considered negligible, and the operational phase of the 

project will have no measurable impact on the traffic and/or transportation infrastructure. 

4.0 CONCLUSION 

As demonstrated in the traffic analysis, the construction period will not produce significant operational 

changes to existing roadways. All roadways within the project area will continue to operate at LOS B or 

better during peak construction traffic. Although no significant adverse traffic impacts are expected during 

project construction or operation, using mitigation measures such as ridesharing between construction 

workers, using appropriate traffic controls, or allowing flexible working hours outside of peak hours could 

be implemented to minimize any potential for delays during the AM and PM peak hours. 
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Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 05/03/2017 through 05/05/2017 

Site names: 035081 Seasonal Factor Grp: 2 
County: Fleming Daily Factor Grp: 2 
Funct Class: R Minor Collector Axle Factor Grp: 08 
Location: 035-KY-3301 -000 @ 3.700 From: COLGAN Growth Factor Grp: 08 

Sun, Apr 30, 2017 Mon, May 1, 2017 Tue, May 2, 2017 Wed, May 3, 2017 Thu, May 4, 2017 Fri, May 5, 2017 Sat, May 6, 2017 
Road Pos Road Road Road Road Road Road 

00:00 4 1 

01:00 0 0 

02:00 4 1 

03:00 3 0 

04:00 4 7 
05:00 14 12 

06:00 13 18 

07:00 49 37 
08:00 31 20 

09:00 11 7 
10:00 29 27 

11:00 16 31 

12:00 21 36 

13:00 34 32 

14:00 16 34 

15:00 37 39 

16:00 37 44 

17:00 50 50 

18:00 62 30 

19:00 34 14 

20:00 32 26 

21:00 27 17 

22:00 10 8 

23:00 3 4 

Total 408 525 103 

AM Peak Vol 0 49 0 

AM Peak 0 1 0 

AM Peak Hr 7: 00 

PM Peak Vol 62 50 0 

PM Peak 1 1 0 

PM Peak Hr 18: 00 17: 00 

Seasonal .955 .955 .955 

Daily .995 .953 .860 

Axle .489 .489 .489 

Pulse 2.000 2.000 2.000 

Created 05/09/2022 9:40 AM ROAD 465 : Page 1 of 1 

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 05/03/2017 through 05/05/2017

Site names:
County:
Funct Class:
Location:

035081
Fleming
R Minor Collector Axle Factor Grp:

Growth Factor Grp:

2
2
08
08035-KY-3301  -000 @    3.700  From: COLGAN

Seasonal Factor Grp:
Daily Factor Grp:

Sun, Apr 30, 2017 Mon, May 1, 2017 Tue, May 2, 2017 Wed, May 3, 2017 Thu, May 4, 2017 Fri, May 5, 2017 Sat, May 6, 2017
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg

00:00        4        1
01:00        0        0
02:00        4        1
03:00        3        0
04:00        4        7
05:00       14       12
06:00       13       18
07:00       49       37
08:00       31       20
09:00       11        7
10:00       29       27
11:00       16       31
12:00       21       36
13:00       34       32
14:00       16       34
15:00       37       39
16:00       37       44
17:00       50       50
18:00       62       30
19:00       34       14
20:00       32       26
21:00       27       17
22:00       10        8
23:00        3        4
Total      408      525      103

AM Peak Vol        0       49        0
AM Peak Fct 0 1 0
AM Peak Hr : 7: 00 :
PM Peak Vol       62       50        0
PM Peak Fct 1 1 0
PM Peak Hr 18: 00 17: 00 :
Seasonal Fct   .955   .955   .955

Daily Fct   .995   .953   .860
Axle Fct   .489   .489   .489

Pulse Fct  2.000  2.000  2.000

ROAD AADT05/09/2022Created 9:40 AM DV03S: Page 1 of 1     465 PDir AADT NDir AADT



Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 09/01/2020 through 09/03/2020 

Site names: 035081 Seasonal Factor Grp: 2 
County: Fleming Daily Factor Grp: 2 

Class: R Minor Collector Axle Factor Grp: 08 
Location: -000 @ 3.700 From: COLGAN Growth Factor Grp: 08 

Sun, Aug 30, 2020 Mon, Aug 31, 2020 , Sep 1, 2020 Wed, Sep 2, 2020 Thu, Sep 3, 2020 Fri, Sep 4, 2020 Sat, Sep 5, 2020 
Road Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg 

00:00 1 1 

01:00 2 3 
02:00 5 1 

03:00 1 0 

04:00 1 0 

05:00 9 7 

06:00 16 21 

07:00 29 22 

08:00 24 23 

09:00 21 21 

10:00 18 19 

11:00 21 29 

12:00 13 23 

13:00 33 18 

14:00 29 27 

15:00 32 20 

16:00 37 29 

17:00 51 31 

18:00 29 32 

19:00 19 23 

20:00 21 17 

21:00 16 19 

22:00 7 7 

23:00 5 6 

Total 217 407 215 

AM Peak Vol 30 32 

AM Peak Fct .536 .8 

AM Peak Hr 6: 30 10: 45 

PM Peak Vol 33 

PM Peak Fct .635 

PM Peak Hr 13: 00 

Seasonal Fct .924 .924 .924 

Daily Fct .989 .986 .961 

Axle Fct .489 .489 .489 

Pulse Fct 2.000 2.000 2.000 

Created 05/09/2022 9:40 AM ROAD AADT 371 PDir AADT 0 NDir AADT 0 DV03S: Page 1 of 1 

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 09/01/2020 through 09/03/2020

Site names:
County:
Funct Class:
Location:

035081
Fleming
R Minor Collector Axle Factor Grp:

Growth Factor Grp:

2
2
08
08035-KY-3301  -000 @    3.700  From: COLGAN

Seasonal Factor Grp:
Daily Factor Grp:

Sun, Aug 30, 2020 Mon, Aug 31, 2020 Tue, Sep 1, 2020 Wed, Sep 2, 2020 Thu, Sep 3, 2020 Fri, Sep 4, 2020 Sat, Sep 5, 2020
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg

00:00        1        1
01:00        2        3
02:00        5        1
03:00        1        0
04:00        1        0
05:00        9        7
06:00       16       21
07:00       29       22
08:00       24       23
09:00       21       21
10:00       18       19
11:00       21       29
12:00       13       23
13:00       33       18
14:00       29       27
15:00       32       20
16:00       37       29
17:00       51       31
18:00       29       32
19:00       19       23
20:00       21       17
21:00       16       19
22:00        7        7
23:00        5        6
Total      217      407      215

AM Peak Vol       30       32
AM Peak Fct .536 .8
AM Peak Hr 6: 30 10: 45
PM Peak Vol       33
PM Peak Fct .635
PM Peak Hr 13: 00 :
Seasonal Fct   .924   .924   .924

Daily Fct   .989   .986   .961
Axle Fct   .489   .489   .489

Pulse Fct  2.000  2.000  2.000

ROAD AADT05/09/2022Created 9:40 AM DV03S: Page 1 of 1     371 PDir AADT NDir AADT        0       0



Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 06/24/2019 through 06/27/2019 

Site names: 035087 Seasonal Factor Grp: 2 
County: Fleming Daily Factor Grp: 2 
Funct Class: R Minor Collector Axle Factor Grp: 08 
Location: 035-KY-3301 -000 @ 1.200 From: KY 57 (NE Growth Factor Grp: 08 

Sun, Jun 23, 2019 Mon, Jun 24 2019 Tue, Jun 25, 2019 Wed, Jun 26, 2019 Thu, Jun 27, 2019 Fri, Jun 28, 2019 Sat, Jun 29, 2019 
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg 

00:00 3 6 1 

01:00 1 3 2 

02:00 4 1 5 
03:00 6 5 5 
04:00 5 6 6 

05:00 19 20 11 

06:00 18 13 17 

07:00 46 32 51 

08:00 29 31 

09:00 24 40 

10:00 29 17 29 

11:00 38 33 32 

12:00 31 30 37 

13:00 40 29 38 

14:00 32 23 40 

15:00 33 38 40 

16:00 40 45 38 

17:00 48 39 45 

18:00 32 41 42 

19:00 16 30 32 

20:00 17 33 23 

21:00 11 14 21 

22:00 7 12 11 

23:00 3 9 9 

Total 377 548 594 98 

AM Peak Vol 46 40 

AM Peak Fct .767 .714 

AM Peak Hr 7: 00 8: 45 

PM Peak Vol 53 54 50 

PM Peak Fct .779 .9 .735 

PM Peak Hr 16: 45 16: 15 12: 30 

Seasonal Fct .950 .950 .950 .950 

Daily Fct 1.008 .985 .998 .962 

Axle Fct .495 .495 .495 .495 

Pulse Fct 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000 

Created 05/09/2022 9:40 AM ROAD AADT 523 PDir AADT 0 NDir AADT 0 DV03S: Page 1 of 1 

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 06/24/2019 through 06/27/2019

Site names:
County:
Funct Class:
Location:

035087
Fleming
R Minor Collector Axle Factor Grp:

Growth Factor Grp:

2
2
08
08035-KY-3301  -000 @    1.200  From: KY 57 (NE

Seasonal Factor Grp:
Daily Factor Grp:

Sun, Jun 23, 2019 Mon, Jun 24, 2019 Tue, Jun 25, 2019 Wed, Jun 26, 2019 Thu, Jun 27, 2019 Fri, Jun 28, 2019 Sat, Jun 29, 2019
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg

00:00        3        6        1
01:00        1        3        2
02:00        4        1        5
03:00        6        5        5
04:00        5        6        6
05:00       19       20       11
06:00       18       13       17
07:00       46       32       51
08:00       29       31
09:00       24       40
10:00       29       17       29
11:00       38       33       32
12:00       31       30       37
13:00       40       29       38
14:00       32       23       40
15:00       33       38       40
16:00       40       45       38
17:00       48       39       45
18:00       32       41       42
19:00       16       30       32
20:00       17       33       23
21:00       11       14       21
22:00        7       12       11
23:00        3        9        9
Total      377      548      594       98

AM Peak Vol       46       40
AM Peak Fct .767 .714
AM Peak Hr : 7: 00 8: 45
PM Peak Vol       53       54       50
PM Peak Fct .779 .9 .735
PM Peak Hr 16: 45 16: 15 12: 30
Seasonal Fct   .950   .950   .950   .950

Daily Fct  1.008   .985   .998   .962
Axle Fct   .495   .495   .495   .495

Pulse Fct  2.000  2.000  2.000  2.000

ROAD AADT05/09/2022Created 9:40 AM DV03S: Page 1 of 1     523 PDir AADT NDir AADT        0       0



Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 05/14/2019 through 05/17/2019 

Site names: 068517 Seasonal Factor Grp: 2 
County: Lewis Daily Factor Grp: 2 
Funct Class: R Minor Collector Axle Factor Grp: 08 
Location: 068-KY-1237 -000 @ .500 From: KY 989 To: Growth Factor Grp: 08 

Sun, May 12, 2019 Mon, May 13, 2019 Tue, May 14, 2019 Wed, May 15, 2019 Thu, May 16, 2019 Fri, May 17, 2019 Sat, May 18, 2019 
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg 

00:00 3 3 1 

01:00 1 1 0 

02:00 2 0 1 

03:00 3 3 1 

04:00 2 0 0 

05:00 12 8 6 

06:00 17 17 19 

07:00 16 16 

08:00 20 24 20 

09:00 18 27 24 

10:00 28 24 19 

11:00 22 32 18 

12:00 30 28 32 

13:00 42 31 33 
14:00 22 27 27 

15:00 28 38 31 

16:00 34 41 39 
17:00 39 35 38 

18:00 27 30 33 

19:00 37 22 31 

20:00 26 17 17 

21:00 17 14 18 

22:00 5 10 12 

23:00 5 6 6 

Total 400 462 446 28 

AM Peak Vol 28 36 24 

AM Peak Fct .636 .529 .75 
AM Peak Hr 10: 00 10: 45 8: 45 

PM Peak Vol 42 47 41 

PM Peak Fct .7 .691 .788 

PM Peak Hr 13: 00 16: 45 16: 45 

Seasonal Fct .931 .931 .931 .931 

Daily Fct .977 .982 .970 .863 

Axle Fct .494 .494 .494 .494 

Pulse Fct 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000 

Created 05/09/2022 9:26 AM ROAD AADT 403 PDir AADT 0 NDir AADT 0 DV03S: Page 1 of 1 

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 05/14/2019 through 05/17/2019

Site names:
County:
Funct Class:
Location:

068517
Lewis
R Minor Collector Axle Factor Grp:

Growth Factor Grp:

2
2
08
08068-KY-1237  -000 @     .500  From: KY 989  To:

Seasonal Factor Grp:
Daily Factor Grp:

Sun, May 12, 2019 Mon, May 13, 2019 Tue, May 14, 2019 Wed, May 15, 2019 Thu, May 16, 2019 Fri, May 17, 2019 Sat, May 18, 2019
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg

00:00        3        3        1
01:00        1        1        0
02:00        2        0        1
03:00        3        3        1
04:00        2        0        0
05:00       12        8        6
06:00       17       17       19
07:00       16       16
08:00       20       24       20
09:00       18       27       24
10:00       28       24       19
11:00       22       32       18
12:00       30       28       32
13:00       42       31       33
14:00       22       27       27
15:00       28       38       31
16:00       34       41       39
17:00       39       35       38
18:00       27       30       33
19:00       37       22       31
20:00       26       17       17
21:00       17       14       18
22:00        5       10       12
23:00        5        6        6
Total      400      462      446       28

AM Peak Vol       28       36       24
AM Peak Fct .636 .529 .75
AM Peak Hr 10: 00 10: 45 8: 45
PM Peak Vol       42       47       41
PM Peak Fct .7 .691 .788
PM Peak Hr 13: 00 16: 45 16: 45
Seasonal Fct   .931   .931   .931   .931

Daily Fct   .977   .982   .970   .863
Axle Fct   .494   .494   .494   .494

Pulse Fct  2.000  2.000  2.000  2.000

ROAD AADT05/09/2022Created 9:26 AM DV03S: Page 1 of 1     403 PDir AADT NDir AADT        0       0



Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 06/08/2020 through 06/11/2020 

Site names: 068761 Seasonal Factor Grp: 2 
County: Lewis Daily Factor Grp: 2 
Funct Class: R Minor Collector Axle Factor Grp: 08 
Location: 068-KY-1237 -000 @ 2.400 From: RIBOLT- Growth Factor Grp: 08 

Sun, Jun 7, 2020 Mon, Jun 8, 2020 Tue, Jun 9, 2020 Wed, Jun 10, 2020 Thu, Jun 11, 2020 Fri, Jun 12, 2020 Sat, Jun 13, 2020 

Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg 

00:00 5 3 2 
01:00 7 4 3 
02:00 2 3 3 
03:00 8 1 5 
04:00 5 9 7 
05:00 14 12 10 
06:00 28 24 25 
07:00 42 41 38 
08:00 49 28 34 
09:00 42 29 
10:00 56 30 
11:00 43 55 45 
12:00 46 57 31 
13:00 64 50 64 
14:00 43 50 45 
15:00 66 67 63 
16:00 73 67 59 
17:00 75 73 70 
18:00 58 61 53 
19:00 46 36 44 
20:00 49 32 32 
21:00 30 21 35 
22:00 20 23 12 
23:00 7 8 5 
Total 620 858 742 127 

AM Peak Vol 63 45 
AM Peak Fct .788 .804 
AM Peak Hr 10: 15 11:00 
PM Peak Vol 78 75 70 
PM Peak Fct .78 .781 .673 
PM Peak Hr 16: 30 17: 30 17: 00 
Seasonal Fct .921 .921 .921 .921 

Daily Fct .998 1.000 .976 .960 
Axle Fct .495 .495 .495 .495 

Pulse Fct 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000 

Created 05/09/2022 9:26 AM ROAD AADT 729 PDir AADT 0 NDir AADT 0 DV03S: Page 1 of 1 

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 06/08/2020 through 06/11/2020

Site names:
County:
Funct Class:
Location:

068761
Lewis
R Minor Collector Axle Factor Grp:

Growth Factor Grp:

2
2
08
08068-KY-1237  -000 @    2.400  From: RIBOLT-

Seasonal Factor Grp:
Daily Factor Grp:

Sun, Jun 7, 2020 Mon, Jun 8, 2020 Tue, Jun 9, 2020 Wed, Jun 10, 2020 Thu, Jun 11, 2020 Fri, Jun 12, 2020 Sat, Jun 13, 2020
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg

00:00        5        3        2
01:00        7        4        3
02:00        2        3        3
03:00        8        1        5
04:00        5        9        7
05:00       14       12       10
06:00       28       24       25
07:00       42       41       38
08:00       49       28       34
09:00       42       29
10:00       56       30
11:00       43       55       45
12:00       46       57       31
13:00       64       50       64
14:00       43       50       45
15:00       66       67       63
16:00       73       67       59
17:00       75       73       70
18:00       58       61       53
19:00       46       36       44
20:00       49       32       32
21:00       30       21       35
22:00       20       23       12
23:00        7        8        5
Total      620      858      742      127

AM Peak Vol       63       45
AM Peak Fct .788 .804
AM Peak Hr : 10: 15 11: 00
PM Peak Vol       78       75       70
PM Peak Fct .78 .781 .673
PM Peak Hr 16: 30 17: 30 17: 00
Seasonal Fct   .921   .921   .921   .921

Daily Fct   .998  1.000   .976   .960
Axle Fct   .495   .495   .495   .495

Pulse Fct  2.000  2.000  2.000  2.000

ROAD AADT05/09/2022Created 9:26 AM DV03S: Page 1 of 1     729 PDir AADT NDir AADT        0       0



Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 06/12/2017 through 06/14/2017 

Site names: 068761 Seasonal Factor Grp: 2 
County: Lewis Daily Factor Grp: 2 
Funct Class: R Minor Collector Axle Factor Grp: 08 
Location: 068-KY-1237 -000 @ 2.400 From: RIBOLT- Growth Factor Grp: 08 

Sun, Jun 11, 2017 Mon, Jun 12 2017 Tue, Jun 13, 2017 Wed, Jun 14, 2017 Thu, Jun 15, 2017 Fri, Jun 16, 2017 Sat, Jun 17, 2017 
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg 

00:00 3 4 

01:00 0 0 

02:00 5 9 

03:00 3 5 

04:00 7 10 

05:00 29 31 

06:00 39 32 

07:00 46 42 

08:00 43 44 54 

09:00 41 50 45 

10:00 45 55 
11:00 40 42 

12:00 41 44 

13:00 46 47 

14:00 47 53 
15:00 49 62 

16:00 58 74 

17:00 79 65 

18:00 43 47 

19:00 41 44 

20:00 45 42 

21:00 23 28 

22:00 21 12 

23:00 13 4 

Total 675 845 232 

AM Peak Vol 0 55 0 

AM Peak Fct 0 1 0 

AM Peak Hr 10: 00 

PM Peak Vol 79 74 0 

PM Peak Fct 1 1 0 

PM Peak Hr 17: 00 16: 00 

Seasonal Fct .950 .950 .950 

Daily Fct 1.016 1.015 .984 

Axle Fct .488 .488 .488 

Pulse Fct 2.000 2.000 2.000 

Created 05/09/2022 9:26 AM ROAD AADT 778 PDir AADT NDir AADT DV03S: Page 1 of 1 

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 06/12/2017 through 06/14/2017

Site names:
County:
Funct Class:
Location:

068761
Lewis
R Minor Collector Axle Factor Grp:

Growth Factor Grp:

2
2
08
08068-KY-1237  -000 @    2.400  From: RIBOLT-

Seasonal Factor Grp:
Daily Factor Grp:

Sun, Jun 11, 2017 Mon, Jun 12, 2017 Tue, Jun 13, 2017 Wed, Jun 14, 2017 Thu, Jun 15, 2017 Fri, Jun 16, 2017 Sat, Jun 17, 2017
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg

00:00        3        4
01:00        0        0
02:00        5        9
03:00        3        5
04:00        7       10
05:00       29       31
06:00       39       32
07:00       46       42
08:00       43       44       54
09:00       41       50       45
10:00       45       55
11:00       40       42
12:00       41       44
13:00       46       47
14:00       47       53
15:00       49       62
16:00       58       74
17:00       79       65
18:00       43       47
19:00       41       44
20:00       45       42
21:00       23       28
22:00       21       12
23:00       13        4
Total      675      845      232

AM Peak Vol        0       55        0
AM Peak Fct 0 1 0
AM Peak Hr : 10: 00 :
PM Peak Vol       79       74        0
PM Peak Fct 1 1 0
PM Peak Hr 17: 00 16: 00 :
Seasonal Fct   .950   .950   .950

Daily Fct  1.016  1.015   .984
Axle Fct   .488   .488   .488

Pulse Fct  2.000  2.000  2.000

ROAD AADT05/09/2022Created 9:26 AM DV03S: Page 1 of 1     778 PDir AADT NDir AADT



Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 05/14/2019 through 05/16/2019 

Site names: 068516 Seasonal Factor Grp: 2 
County: Lewis Daily Factor Grp: 2 
Funct Class: R Local System Axle Factor Grp: 09 
Location: 068-KY-0989 -000 @ .800 From: FLEMING Growth Factor Grp: 09 

Sun, May 12, 2019 Mon, May 13, 2019 Tue, May 14, 2019 Wed, May 15, 2019 Thu, May 16, 2019 Fri, May 17, 2019 Sat, May 18, 2019 
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg 

00:00 1 5 

01:00 3 0 

02:00 3 1 

03:00 7 8 

04:00 4 1 

05:00 6 4 

06:00 9 6 

07:00 13 7 
08:00 4 6 

09:00 9 7 17 

10:00 14 12 12 

11:00 18 12 8 

12:00 13 19 19 

13:00 18 18 18 

14:00 18 21 7 
15:00 18 34 18 

16:00 12 22 21 

17:00 21 20 21 

18:00 15 14 10 

19:00 8 10 10 

20:00 9 16 

21:00 14 7 
22:00 3 5 

23:00 1 2 

Total 191 269 199 

AM Peak Vol 18 15 17 

AM Peak Fct .5 .536 .531 

AM Peak Hr 11:00 6: 30 9: 00 

PM Peak Vol 22 36 24 

PM Peak Fct .611 .563 .75 
PM Peak Hr 13: 30 14: 15 15: 30 

Seasonal Fct .931 .931 .931 

Daily Fct .977 .982 .970 

Axle Fct .500 .500 .500 

Pulse Fct 2.000 2.000 2.000 

Created 05/09/2022 9:26 AM ROAD AADT 222 PDir AADT 0 NDir AADT 0 DV03S: Page 1 of 1 

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 05/14/2019 through 05/16/2019

Site names:
County:
Funct Class:
Location:

068516
Lewis
R Local System Axle Factor Grp:

Growth Factor Grp:

2
2
09
09068-KY-0989  -000 @     .800  From: FLEMING

Seasonal Factor Grp:
Daily Factor Grp:

Sun, May 12, 2019 Mon, May 13, 2019 Tue, May 14, 2019 Wed, May 15, 2019 Thu, May 16, 2019 Fri, May 17, 2019 Sat, May 18, 2019
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg

00:00        1        5
01:00        3        0
02:00        3        1
03:00        7        8
04:00        4        1
05:00        6        4
06:00        9        6
07:00       13        7
08:00        4        6
09:00        9        7       17
10:00       14       12       12
11:00       18       12        8
12:00       13       19       19
13:00       18       18       18
14:00       18       21        7
15:00       18       34       18
16:00       12       22       21
17:00       21       20       21
18:00       15       14       10
19:00        8       10       10
20:00        9       16
21:00       14        7
22:00        3        5
23:00        1        2
Total      191      269      199

AM Peak Vol       18       15       17
AM Peak Fct .5 .536 .531
AM Peak Hr 11: 00 6: 30 9: 00
PM Peak Vol       22       36       24
PM Peak Fct .611 .563 .75
PM Peak Hr 13: 30 14: 15 15: 30
Seasonal Fct   .931   .931   .931

Daily Fct   .977   .982   .970
Axle Fct   .500   .500   .500

Pulse Fct  2.000  2.000  2.000

ROAD AADT05/09/2022Created 9:26 AM DV03S: Page 1 of 1     222 PDir AADT NDir AADT        0       0



Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 06/24/2019 through 06/27/2019 

Site names: 035042 Seasonal Factor Grp: 2 
County: Fleming Daily Factor Grp: 2 
Funct Class: R Minor Collector Axle Factor Grp: 08 
Location: 035-KY-0559 -000 @ 13.200 From: DUDLEY Growth Factor Grp: 08 

Sun, Jun 23, 2019 Mon, Jun 24 2019 Tue, Jun 25, 2019 Wed, Jun 26, 2019 Thu, Jun 27, 2019 Fri, Jun 28, 2019 Sat, Jun 29, 2019 

Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg 

00:00 2 2 0 
01:00 0 3 0 
02:00 2 1 2 
03:00 1 0 2 
04:00 2 1 2 
05:00 8 8 10 
06:00 12 10 11 
07:00 25 25 16 
08:00 19 20 
09:00 24 23 
10:00 25 22 30 
11:00 18 26 22 
12:00 23 26 28 
13:00 31 26 27 
14:00 17 32 37 
15:00 30 28 55 
16:00 44 31 36 
17:00 29 25 29 
18:00 24 26 25 
19:00 20 22 20 
20:00 16 18 19 
21:00 14 14 8 
22:00 9 5 8 
23:00 4 4 0 
Total 304 400 437 43 

AM Peak Vol 29 30 
AM Peak Fct .725 .625 
AM Peak Hr 10: 15 10: 00 
PM Peak Vol 46 34 60 
PM Peak Fct .676 .708 .469 
PM Peak Hr 16: 15 15: 15 15: 15 
Seasonal Fct .950 .950 .950 .950 

Daily Fct 1.008 .985 .998 .962 
Axle Fct .495 .495 .495 .495 

Pulse Fct 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000 

Created 05/09/2022 9:40 AM ROAD AADT 383 PDir AADT 0 NDir AADT 0 DV03S: Page 1 of 1 

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 06/24/2019 through 06/27/2019

Site names:
County:
Funct Class:
Location:

035042
Fleming
R Minor Collector Axle Factor Grp:

Growth Factor Grp:

2
2
08
08035-KY-0559  -000 @   13.200  From: DUDLEY

Seasonal Factor Grp:
Daily Factor Grp:

Sun, Jun 23, 2019 Mon, Jun 24, 2019 Tue, Jun 25, 2019 Wed, Jun 26, 2019 Thu, Jun 27, 2019 Fri, Jun 28, 2019 Sat, Jun 29, 2019
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg

00:00        2        2        0
01:00        0        3        0
02:00        2        1        2
03:00        1        0        2
04:00        2        1        2
05:00        8        8       10
06:00       12       10       11
07:00       25       25       16
08:00       19       20
09:00       24       23
10:00       25       22       30
11:00       18       26       22
12:00       23       26       28
13:00       31       26       27
14:00       17       32       37
15:00       30       28       55
16:00       44       31       36
17:00       29       25       29
18:00       24       26       25
19:00       20       22       20
20:00       16       18       19
21:00       14       14        8
22:00        9        5        8
23:00        4        4        0
Total      304      400      437       43

AM Peak Vol       29       30
AM Peak Fct .725 .625
AM Peak Hr : 10: 15 10: 00
PM Peak Vol       46       34       60
PM Peak Fct .676 .708 .469
PM Peak Hr 16: 15 15: 15 15: 15
Seasonal Fct   .950   .950   .950   .950

Daily Fct  1.008   .985   .998   .962
Axle Fct   .495   .495   .495   .495

Pulse Fct  2.000  2.000  2.000  2.000

ROAD AADT05/09/2022Created 9:40 AM DV03S: Page 1 of 1     383 PDir AADT NDir AADT        0       0



Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 04/06/2021 through 04/08/2021 

Site names: 035054 Seasonal Factor Grp: 2 
County: Fleming Daily Factor Grp: 2 
Funct Class: R Minor Collector Axle Factor Grp: 08 
Location: 035-KY-0559 -000 @ 7.200 From: STEWART Growth Factor Grp: 08 

Sun, Apr 4, 2021 Mon, Apr 5, 2021 Tue, Apr 6, 2021 Wed, Apr 7, 2021 Thu, Apr 8, 2021 Fri, Apr 9, 2021 Sat, Apr 10, 2021 
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg 

00:00 6 4 

01:00 2 4 

02:00 1 2 

03:00 4 8 

04:00 14 7 
05:00 13 25 

06:00 49 45 

07:00 76 99 
08:00 78 62 

09:00 57 56 

10:00 64 62 

11:00 63 64 

12:00 76 79 

13:00 83 70 

14:00 79 89 

15:00 90 87 

16:00 96 97 
17:00 75 92 

18:00 65 80 

19:00 51 44 

20:00 34 38 

21:00 25 31 

22:00 13 16 

23:00 8 6 

Total 957 1,138 194 

AM Peak Vol 77 

AM Peak Fct .875 

AM Peak Hr 7: 30 

PM Peak Vol 104 108 

PM Peak Fct .813 .9 
PM Peak Hr 15: 45 16: 30 

Seasonal Fct 1.244 1.244 1.244 

Daily Fct .930 .943 .948 

Axle Fct .494 .494 .494 

Pulse Fct 2.000 2.000 2.000 

Created 05/09/2022 9:40 AM ROAD AADT 1,319 PDir AADT 0 NDir AADT 0 DV03S: Page 1 of 1 

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 04/06/2021 through 04/08/2021

Site names:
County:
Funct Class:
Location:

035054
Fleming
R Minor Collector Axle Factor Grp:

Growth Factor Grp:

2
2
08
08035-KY-0559  -000 @    7.200  From: STEWART

Seasonal Factor Grp:
Daily Factor Grp:

Sun, Apr 4, 2021 Mon, Apr 5, 2021 Tue, Apr 6, 2021 Wed, Apr 7, 2021 Thu, Apr 8, 2021 Fri, Apr 9, 2021 Sat, Apr 10, 2021
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg

00:00        6        4
01:00        2        4
02:00        1        2
03:00        4        8
04:00       14        7
05:00       13       25
06:00       49       45
07:00       76       99
08:00       78       62
09:00       57       56
10:00       64       62
11:00       63       64
12:00       76       79
13:00       83       70
14:00       79       89
15:00       90       87
16:00       96       97
17:00       75       92
18:00       65       80
19:00       51       44
20:00       34       38
21:00       25       31
22:00       13       16
23:00        8        6
Total      957    1,138      194

AM Peak Vol       77
AM Peak Fct .875
AM Peak Hr : 7: 30
PM Peak Vol      104      108
PM Peak Fct .813 .9
PM Peak Hr 15: 45 16: 30
Seasonal Fct  1.244  1.244  1.244

Daily Fct   .930   .943   .948
Axle Fct   .494   .494   .494

Pulse Fct  2.000  2.000  2.000

ROAD AADT05/09/2022Created 9:40 AM DV03S: Page 1 of 1   1,319 PDir AADT NDir AADT        0       0



Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 06/24/2019 through 06/27/2019 

Site names: 035001 Seasonal Factor Grp: 2 
County: Fleming Daily Factor Grp: 2 
Funct Class: R Minor Collector Axle Factor Grp: 08 
Location: 035-KY-0344 -000 @ .500 From: KY 57 To: Growth Factor Grp: 08 

Sun, Jun 23, 2019 Mon, Jun 24 2019 Tue, Jun 25, 2019 Wed, Jun 26, 2019 Thu, Jun 27, 2019 Fri, Jun 28, 2019 Sat, Jun 29, 2019 
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg 

00:00 3 4 4 

01:00 3 5 1 

02:00 7 3 8 

03:00 15 16 14 

04:00 13 14 13 

05:00 50 35 38 

06:00 50 62 55 

07:00 46 62 74 

08:00 59 57 63 

09:00 53 57 

10:00 59 57 

11:00 64 60 79 
12:00 80 59 80 

13:00 83 67 69 

14:00 76 74 61 

15:00 93 61 82 

16:00 90 84 106 

17:00 94 115 115 

18:00 87 83 91 

19:00 54 70 56 

20:00 58 32 56 

21:00 24 42 92 

22:00 23 34 16 

23:00 7 9 14 

Total 833 1,148 1,289 270 

AM Peak Vol 71 79 
AM Peak Fct .74 .823 

AM Peak Hr 10: 45 11:00 

PM Peak Vol 100 115 120 

PM Peak Fct .833 .821 .909 

PM Peak Hr 16: 30 16: 45 16: 15 

Seasonal Fct .950 .950 .950 .950 

Daily Fct 1.008 .985 .998 .962 

Axle Fct .495 .495 .495 .495 

Pulse Fct 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000 

Created 05/09/2022 9:26 AM ROAD AADT 1,138 PDir AADT 0 NDir AADT 0 DV03S: Page 1 of 1 

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 06/24/2019 through 06/27/2019

Site names:
County:
Funct Class:
Location:

035001
Fleming
R Minor Collector Axle Factor Grp:

Growth Factor Grp:

2
2
08
08035-KY-0344  -000 @     .500  From: KY 57  To:

Seasonal Factor Grp:
Daily Factor Grp:

Sun, Jun 23, 2019 Mon, Jun 24, 2019 Tue, Jun 25, 2019 Wed, Jun 26, 2019 Thu, Jun 27, 2019 Fri, Jun 28, 2019 Sat, Jun 29, 2019
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg

00:00        3        4        4
01:00        3        5        1
02:00        7        3        8
03:00       15       16       14
04:00       13       14       13
05:00       50       35       38
06:00       50       62       55
07:00       46       62       74
08:00       59       57       63
09:00       53       57
10:00       59       57
11:00       64       60       79
12:00       80       59       80
13:00       83       67       69
14:00       76       74       61
15:00       93       61       82
16:00       90       84      106
17:00       94      115      115
18:00       87       83       91
19:00       54       70       56
20:00       58       32       56
21:00       24       42       92
22:00       23       34       16
23:00        7        9       14
Total      833    1,148    1,289      270

AM Peak Vol       71       79
AM Peak Fct .74 .823
AM Peak Hr : 10: 45 11: 00
PM Peak Vol      100      115      120
PM Peak Fct .833 .821 .909
PM Peak Hr 16: 30 16: 45 16: 15
Seasonal Fct   .950   .950   .950   .950

Daily Fct  1.008   .985   .998   .962
Axle Fct   .495   .495   .495   .495

Pulse Fct  2.000  2.000  2.000  2.000

ROAD AADT05/09/2022Created 9:26 AM DV03S: Page 1 of 1   1,138 PDir AADT NDir AADT        0       0



Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 04/27/2020 through 04/29/2020 

Site names: 035091 Seasonal Factor Grp: 2 
County: Fleming Daily Factor Grp: 2 
Funct Class: R Minor Collector Axle Factor Grp: 08 
Location: 035-KY-0344 -000 @ 1.800 From: KY 989 Growth Factor Grp: 08 

Sun, Apr 26, 2020 Mon, Apr 27, 2020 Tue, Apr 28, 2020 Wed, Apr 29, 2020 Thu, Apr 30, 2020 Fri, May 1, 2020 Sat, May 2, 2020 
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg 

00:00 2 4 

01:00 0 3 
02:00 1 3 
03:00 3 2 

04:00 4 7 
05:00 25 22 

06:00 36 22 

07:00 30 36 

08:00 29 29 

09:00 38 41 

10:00 55 46 

11:00 35 53 

12:00 58 40 

13:00 40 48 

14:00 48 35 
15:00 48 70 

16:00 64 72 

17:00 75 92 

18:00 71 56 

19:00 46 46 

20:00 38 26 

21:00 19 31 

22:00 6 13 

23:00 2 5 
Total 417 802 356 

AM Peak Vol 55 53 

AM Peak Fct .688 .663 

AM Peak Hr 10: 00 11:00 

PM Peak Vol 97 

PM Peak Fct .808 

PM Peak Hr 16: 45 

Seasonal Fct 1.244 1.244 1.244 

Daily Fct .942 .930 .943 

Axle Fct .494 .494 .494 

Pulse Fct 2.000 2.000 2.000 

Created 05/09/2022 9:26 AM ROAD AADT 906 PDir AADT 0 NDir AADT 0 DV03S: Page 1 of 1 

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 04/27/2020 through 04/29/2020

Site names:
County:
Funct Class:
Location:

035091
Fleming
R Minor Collector Axle Factor Grp:

Growth Factor Grp:

2
2
08
08035-KY-0344  -000 @    1.800  From: KY 989

Seasonal Factor Grp:
Daily Factor Grp:

Sun, Apr 26, 2020 Mon, Apr 27, 2020 Tue, Apr 28, 2020 Wed, Apr 29, 2020 Thu, Apr 30, 2020 Fri, May 1, 2020 Sat, May 2, 2020
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg

00:00        2        4
01:00        0        3
02:00        1        3
03:00        3        2
04:00        4        7
05:00       25       22
06:00       36       22
07:00       30       36
08:00       29       29
09:00       38       41
10:00       55       46
11:00       35       53
12:00       58       40
13:00       40       48
14:00       48       35
15:00       48       70
16:00       64       72
17:00       75       92
18:00       71       56
19:00       46       46
20:00       38       26
21:00       19       31
22:00        6       13
23:00        2        5
Total      417      802      356

AM Peak Vol       55       53
AM Peak Fct .688 .663
AM Peak Hr 10: 00 11: 00
PM Peak Vol       97
PM Peak Fct .808
PM Peak Hr 16: 45 :
Seasonal Fct  1.244  1.244  1.244

Daily Fct   .942   .930   .943
Axle Fct   .494   .494   .494

Pulse Fct  2.000  2.000  2.000

ROAD AADT05/09/2022Created 9:26 AM DV03S: Page 1 of 1     906 PDir AADT NDir AADT        0       0



Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 08/16/2017 through 08/18/2017 

Site names: 035091 Seasonal Factor Grp: 2 
County: Fleming Daily Factor Grp: 2 
Funct Class: R Minor Collector Axle Factor Grp: 08 
Location: 035-KY-0344 -000 @ 1.800 From: KY 989 Growth Factor Grp: 08 

Sun, Aug 13, 2017 Mon, Aug 14, 2017 Tue, Aug 15 2017 Wed, Aug 16, 2017 Thu, Aug 17 2017 Fri, Aug 18, 2017 Sat, Aug 19, 2017 
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg 

00:00 6 3 

01:00 2 1 

02:00 1 3 
03:00 10 3 
04:00 13 16 

05:00 33 34 

06:00 65 54 

07:00 61 56 

08:00 53 44 

09:00 55 45 

10:00 49 44 

11:00 70 67 

12:00 52 53 

13:00 46 53 
14:00 56 66 

15:00 73 80 

16:00 64 60 

17:00 95 93 

18:00 55 62 

19:00 37 44 

20:00 38 35 
21:00 22 21 

22:00 12 13 

23:00 2 4 

Total 726 984 214 

AM Peak Vol 0 67 0 

AM Peak Fct 0 1 0 

AM Peak Hr 11:00 

PM Peak Vol 95 93 0 

PM Peak Fct 1 1 0 

PM Peak Hr 17: 00 17: 00 

Seasonal Fct .957 .957 .957 

Daily Fct .990 .939 .867 

Axle Fct .489 .489 .489 

Pulse Fct 2.000 2.000 2.000 

Created 05/09/2022 9:26 AM ROAD AADT 856 PDir AADT NDir AADT DV03S: Page 1 of 1 

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 08/16/2017 through 08/18/2017

Site names:
County:
Funct Class:
Location:

035091
Fleming
R Minor Collector Axle Factor Grp:

Growth Factor Grp:

2
2
08
08035-KY-0344  -000 @    1.800  From: KY 989

Seasonal Factor Grp:
Daily Factor Grp:

Sun, Aug 13, 2017 Mon, Aug 14, 2017 Tue, Aug 15, 2017 Wed, Aug 16, 2017 Thu, Aug 17, 2017 Fri, Aug 18, 2017 Sat, Aug 19, 2017
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg

00:00        6        3
01:00        2        1
02:00        1        3
03:00       10        3
04:00       13       16
05:00       33       34
06:00       65       54
07:00       61       56
08:00       53       44
09:00       55       45
10:00       49       44
11:00       70       67
12:00       52       53
13:00       46       53
14:00       56       66
15:00       73       80
16:00       64       60
17:00       95       93
18:00       55       62
19:00       37       44
20:00       38       35
21:00       22       21
22:00       12       13
23:00        2        4
Total      726      984      214

AM Peak Vol        0       67        0
AM Peak Fct 0 1 0
AM Peak Hr : 11: 00 :
PM Peak Vol       95       93        0
PM Peak Fct 1 1 0
PM Peak Hr 17: 00 17: 00 :
Seasonal Fct   .957   .957   .957

Daily Fct   .990   .939   .867
Axle Fct   .489   .489   .489

Pulse Fct  2.000  2.000  2.000

ROAD AADT05/09/2022Created 9:26 AM DV03S: Page 1 of 1     856 PDir AADT NDir AADT



Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Count Class Distribution for 04/27/2020 through 04/29/2020 

Site names: 035002 
County: Fleming 
Funct Class: R Major Collector 
Location: 035-KY-0057 -000 @ 5.407 From: KY 3301 To: KY 344 

Road Pos Neg Pos Lanai Neg Lanai 

7 3 4 3 4 MC .18% .16% .20% .16% .20% 

1,997 966 1,031 966 1,031 CAR 51.39% 50.63% 52.12% 50.63% 52.12% 

PU 1,343 
34.56% 

643 
33.70% 

700 
35.39% 

643 
33.70% 

700 
35.39% 

42 26 16 26 16 BUS 1.08% 1.36% .81% 1.36% .81% 

352 183 169 183 169 2D 9.06% 9.59% 8.54% 9.59% 8.54% 

SU 3 7 
.18% 

4 
.21% 

3 
.15% 

4 
.21% 

3 
.15% 

4 2 2 2 2 SU 4+ .10% .10% .10% .10% .10% 

130 77 53 77 53 ST 4- 3.35% 4.04% 2.68% 4.04% 2.68% 

ST 5 3 
.08% 

3 
.16% 

0 
.00% 

3 
.16% 

0 
.00% 

0 0 0 0 0 ST 6+ .00% .00% .00% .00% .00% 

1 1 0 1 0 MT 5- .03% .05% .00% .05% .00% 

MT6 0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

0 0 0 0 0 MT 7+ .00% .00% .00% .00% .00% 

0 0 0 0 0 NA .00% .00% .00% .00% .00% 

UNCLS 0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

539 296 243 296 243 Trucks 13.87% 15.51% 12.29% 15.51% 12.29% 

134 81 53 81 53 Combo Trucks 3.45% 4.25% 2.68% 4.25% 2.68% 

Classified 3,886 
100.00% 

1,908 
100.00% 

1,978 
100.00% 

1,908 
100.00% 

1,978 
100.00% 

0 0 0 0 0 Unclassified .00% .00% .00% .00% .00% 

3,886 1,908 1,978 1,908 1,978 Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

Seasonal Factor Grp: 2 
Daily Factor Grp: 2 
Axle Factor Grp: 07 
Growth Factor Grp: 07 

Created 05/09/2022 9:09 AM DC01B: Page 1 of 1 

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Count  Class Distribution for 04/27/2020 through 04/29/2020

Site names:
County:
Funct Class:
Location:

035002
Fleming
R Major Collector Axle Factor Grp:

Growth Factor Grp:

2
2
07
07035-KY-0057  -000 @    5.407  From: KY 3301  To: KY 344

Seasonal Factor Grp:
Daily Factor Grp:

Road Pos Neg Pos Lane1 Neg Lane1

MC 7
.18%

3
.16%

4
.20%

3
.16%

4
.20%

CAR 1,997
51.39%

966
50.63%

1,031
52.12%

966
50.63%

1,031
52.12%

PU 1,343
34.56%

643
33.70%

700
35.39%

643
33.70%

700
35.39%

BUS 42
1.08%

26
1.36%

16
.81%

26
1.36%

16
.81%

2D 352
9.06%

183
9.59%

169
8.54%

183
9.59%

169
8.54%

SU 3 7
.18%

4
.21%

3
.15%

4
.21%

3
.15%

SU 4+ 4
.10%

2
.10%

2
.10%

2
.10%

2
.10%

ST 4- 130
3.35%

77
4.04%

53
2.68%

77
4.04%

53
2.68%

ST 5 3
.08%

3
.16%

0
.00%

3
.16%

0
.00%

ST 6+ 0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

MT 5- 1
.03%

1
.05%

0
.00%

1
.05%

0
.00%

MT 6 0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

MT 7+ 0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

NA 0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

UNCLS 0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

Trucks 539
13.87%

296
15.51%

243
12.29%

296
15.51%

243
12.29%

Combo Trucks 134
3.45%

81
4.25%

53
2.68%

81
4.25%

53
2.68%

Classified 3,886
100.00%

1,908
100.00%

1,978
100.00%

1,908
100.00%

1,978
100.00%

Unclassified 0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

Total 3,886
100.00%

1,908
100.00%

1,978
100.00%

1,908
100.00%

1,978
100.00%

Created 05/09/2022 9:09 AM DC01B: Page 1 of 1



Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Count Class Distribution for 06/03/2014 through 06/05/2014 

Site names: 035002 
County: Fleming 
Funct Class: R Major Collector 
Location: 035-KY-0057 -000 @ 5.407 From: KY 3301 To: KY 344 

Road Pos Neg Pos Lanai Neg Lanai 

17 11 6 11 6 MC .49% .65% .33% .65% .33% 

2,259 1,104 1,155 1,104 1,155 CAR 64.64% 65.33% 63.99% 65.33% 63.99% 

PU 888 
25.41% 

413 
24.44% 

475 
26.32% 

413 
24.44% 

475 
26.32% 

19 9 10 9 10 BUS .54% .53% .55% .53% .55% 

133 65 68 65 68 2D 3.81% 3.85% 3.77% 3.85% 3.77% 

SU 3 27 
.77% 

17 
1.01% 

10 
.55% 

17 
1.01% 

10 
.55% 

11 6 5 6 5 SU 4+ .31% .36% .28% .36% .28% 

54 22 32 22 32 ST 4- 1.55% 1.30% 1.77% 1.30% 1.77% 

ST 5 78 
2.23% 

38 
2.25% 

40 
2.22% 

38 
2.25% 

40 
2.22% 

7 3 4 3 4 ST 6+ .20% .18% .22% .18% .22% 

0 0 0 0 0 MT 5- .00% .00% .00% .00% .00% 

MT6 0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

1 1 0 1 0 MT 7+ .03% .06% .00% .06% .00% 

0 0 0 0 0 NA .00% .00% .00% .00% .00% 

UNCLS 1 
.03% 

1 
.06% 

0 
.00% 

1 
.06% 

0 
.00% 

330 161 169 161 169 Trucks 9.44% 9.53% 9.36% 9.53% 9.36% 

140 64 76 64 76 Combo Trucks 4.01% 3.79% 4.21% 3.79% 4.21% 

Classified 3,494 
99.97% 

1,689 
99.94% 

1,805 
100.00% 

1,689 
99.94% 

1,805 
100.00% 

1 1 0 1 0 Unclassified .03% .06% .00% .06% .00% 

3,495 1,690 1,805 1,690 1,805 Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

Seasonal Factor Grp: 2 
Daily Factor Grp: 2 
Axle Factor Grp: 07 
Growth Factor Grp: 07 

Created 05/09/2022 9:09 AM DC01B: Page 1 of 1 

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Count  Class Distribution for 06/03/2014 through 06/05/2014

Site names:
County:
Funct Class:
Location:

035002
Fleming
R Major Collector Axle Factor Grp:

Growth Factor Grp:

2
2
07
07035-KY-0057  -000 @    5.407  From: KY 3301  To: KY 344

Seasonal Factor Grp:
Daily Factor Grp:

Road Pos Neg Pos Lane1 Neg Lane1

MC 17
.49%

11
.65%

6
.33%

11
.65%

6
.33%

CAR 2,259
64.64%

1,104
65.33%

1,155
63.99%

1,104
65.33%

1,155
63.99%

PU 888
25.41%

413
24.44%

475
26.32%

413
24.44%

475
26.32%

BUS 19
.54%

9
.53%

10
.55%

9
.53%

10
.55%

2D 133
3.81%

65
3.85%

68
3.77%

65
3.85%

68
3.77%

SU 3 27
.77%

17
1.01%

10
.55%

17
1.01%

10
.55%

SU 4+ 11
.31%

6
.36%

5
.28%

6
.36%

5
.28%

ST 4- 54
1.55%

22
1.30%

32
1.77%

22
1.30%

32
1.77%

ST 5 78
2.23%

38
2.25%

40
2.22%

38
2.25%

40
2.22%

ST 6+ 7
.20%

3
.18%

4
.22%

3
.18%

4
.22%

MT 5- 0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

MT 6 0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

MT 7+ 1
.03%

1
.06%

0
.00%

1
.06%

0
.00%

NA 0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

UNCLS 1
.03%

1
.06%

0
.00%

1
.06%

0
.00%

Trucks 330
9.44%

161
9.53%

169
9.36%

161
9.53%

169
9.36%

Combo Trucks 140
4.01%

64
3.79%

76
4.21%

64
3.79%

76
4.21%

Classified 3,494
99.97%

1,689
99.94%

1,805
100.00%

1,689
99.94%

1,805
100.00%

Unclassified 1
.03%

1
.06%

0
.00%

1
.06%

0
.00%

Total 3,495
100.00%

1,690
100.00%

1,805
100.00%

1,690
100.00%

1,805
100.00%

Created 05/09/2022 9:09 AM DC01B: Page 1 of 1



Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Count Class Distribution for 04/26/2022 through 04/29/2022 

Site names: 035103 
County: Fleming 
Funct Class: R Major Collector 
Location: 035-KY-0057 -000 @ 1.202 From: KY 597 To: KY 57X 

Road Pos Neg Pos Lanai Neg Lanai 

10 3 7 3 7 MC .15% .09% .20% .09% .20% 

3,717 1,817 1,900 1,817 1,900 CAR 54.26% 54.66% 53.89% 54.66% 53.89% 

PU 2,108 
30.77% 

1,020 
30.69% 

1,088 
30.86% 

1,020 
30.69% 

1,088 
30.86% 

68 38 30 38 30 BUS .99% 1.14% .85% 1.14% .85% 

420 201 219 201 219 2D 6.13% 6.05% 6.21% 6.05% 6.21% 

SU 3 82 
1.20% 

45 
1.35% 

37 
1.05% 

45 
1.35% 

37 
1.05% 

28 4 24 4 24 SU 4+ .41% .12% .68% .12% .68% 

186 94 92 94 92 ST 4- 2.72% 2.83% 2.61% 2.83% 2.61% 

ST 5 223 
3.26% 

98 
2.95% 

125 
3.55% 

98 
2.95% 

125 
3.55% 

7 3 4 3 4 ST 6+ .10% .09% .11% .09% .11% 

1 1 0 1 0 MT 5- .01% .03% .00% .03% .00% 

MT6 0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

0 0 0 0 0 MT 7+ .00% .00% .00% .00% .00% 

0 0 0 0 0 NA .00% .00% .00% .00% .00% 

UNCLS 0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

1,015 484 531 484 531 Trucks 14.82% 14.56% 15.06% 14.56% 15.06% 

417 196 221 196 221 Combo Trucks 6.09% 5.90% 6.27% 5.90% 6.27% 

Classified 6,850 
100.00% 

3,324 
100.00% 

3,526 
100.00% 

3,324 
100.00% 

3,526 
100.00% 

0 0 0 0 0 Unclassified .00% .00% .00% .00% .00% 

6,850 3,324 3,526 3,324 3,526 Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

Seasonal Factor Grp: 2 
Daily Factor Grp: 2 
Axle Factor Grp: 07 
Growth Factor Grp: 07 

Created 05/11/2022 1:02 PM DC01B: Page 1 of 1 

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Count  Class Distribution for 04/26/2022 through 04/29/2022

Site names:
County:
Funct Class:
Location:

035103
Fleming
R Major Collector Axle Factor Grp:

Growth Factor Grp:

2
2
07
07035-KY-0057  -000 @    1.202  From: KY 597  To: KY 57X

Seasonal Factor Grp:
Daily Factor Grp:

Road Pos Neg Pos Lane1 Neg Lane1

MC 10
.15%

3
.09%

7
.20%

3
.09%

7
.20%

CAR 3,717
54.26%

1,817
54.66%

1,900
53.89%

1,817
54.66%

1,900
53.89%

PU 2,108
30.77%

1,020
30.69%

1,088
30.86%

1,020
30.69%

1,088
30.86%

BUS 68
.99%

38
1.14%

30
.85%

38
1.14%

30
.85%

2D 420
6.13%

201
6.05%

219
6.21%

201
6.05%

219
6.21%

SU 3 82
1.20%

45
1.35%

37
1.05%

45
1.35%

37
1.05%

SU 4+ 28
.41%

4
.12%

24
.68%

4
.12%

24
.68%

ST 4- 186
2.72%

94
2.83%

92
2.61%

94
2.83%

92
2.61%

ST 5 223
3.26%

98
2.95%

125
3.55%

98
2.95%

125
3.55%

ST 6+ 7
.10%

3
.09%

4
.11%

3
.09%

4
.11%

MT 5- 1
.01%

1
.03%

0
.00%

1
.03%

0
.00%

MT 6 0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

MT 7+ 0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

NA 0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

UNCLS 0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

Trucks 1,015
14.82%

484
14.56%

531
15.06%

484
14.56%

531
15.06%

Combo Trucks 417
6.09%

196
5.90%

221
6.27%

196
5.90%

221
6.27%

Classified 6,850
100.00%

3,324
100.00%

3,526
100.00%

3,324
100.00%

3,526
100.00%

Unclassified 0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

Total 6,850
100.00%

3,324
100.00%

3,526
100.00%

3,324
100.00%

3,526
100.00%

Created 05/11/2022 1:02 PM DC01B: Page 1 of 1



Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Count Class Distribution for 05/16/2018 through 05/18/2018 

Site names: 035103 
County: Fleming 
Funct Class: R Major Collector 
Location: 035-KY-0057 -000 @ 1.202 From: KY 597 To: KY 57X 

Road Pos Neg Pos Lanai Neg Lanai 

10 6 4 6 4 MC .22% .28% .17% .28% .17% 

2,452 1,136 1,316 1,136 1,316 CAR 54.97% 53.53% 56.26% 53.53% 56.26% 

PU 1,332 
29.86% 

627 
29.55% 

705 
30.14% 

627 
29.55% 

705 
30.14% 

38 16 22 16 22 BUS .85% .75% .94% .75% .94% 

288 154 134 154 134 2D 6.46% 7.26% 5.73% 7.26% 5.73% 

SU 3 78 
1.75% 

61 
2.87% 

17 
.73% 

61 
2.87% 

17 
.73% 

35 3 32 3 32 SU 4+ .78% .14% 1.37% .14% 1.37% 

100 47 53 47 53 ST 4- 2.24% 2.21% 2.27% 2.21% 2.27% 

ST 5 125 
2.80% 

70 
3.30% 

55 
2.35% 

70 
3.30% 

55 
2.35% 

1 1 0 1 0 ST 6+ .02% .05% .00% .05% .00% 

1 1 0 1 0 MT 5- .02% .05% .00% .05% .00% 

MT6 1 
.02% 

0 
.00% 

1 
.04% 

0 
.00% 

1 
.04% 

0 0 0 0 0 MT 7+ .00% .00% .00% .00% .00% 

0 0 0 0 0 NA .00% .00% .00% .00% .00% 

UNCLS 0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

0 
.00% 

667 353 314 353 314 Trucks 14.95% 16.64% 13.42% 16.64% 13.42% 

228 119 109 119 109 Combo Trucks 5.11% 5.61% 4.66% 5.61% 4.66% 

Classified 4,461 
100.00% 

2,122 
100.00% 

2,339 
100.00% 

2,122 
100.00% 

2,339 
100.00% 

0 0 0 0 0 Unclassified .00% .00% .00% .00% .00% 

4,461 2,122 2,339 2,122 2,339 Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

Seasonal Factor Grp: 2 
Daily Factor Grp: 2 
Axle Factor Grp: 07 
Growth Factor Grp: 07 

Created 05/11/2022 1:02 PM DC01B: Page 1 of 1 

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Count  Class Distribution for 05/16/2018 through 05/18/2018

Site names:
County:
Funct Class:
Location:

035103
Fleming
R Major Collector Axle Factor Grp:

Growth Factor Grp:

2
2
07
07035-KY-0057  -000 @    1.202  From: KY 597  To: KY 57X

Seasonal Factor Grp:
Daily Factor Grp:

Road Pos Neg Pos Lane1 Neg Lane1

MC 10
.22%

6
.28%

4
.17%

6
.28%

4
.17%

CAR 2,452
54.97%

1,136
53.53%

1,316
56.26%

1,136
53.53%

1,316
56.26%

PU 1,332
29.86%

627
29.55%

705
30.14%

627
29.55%

705
30.14%

BUS 38
.85%

16
.75%

22
.94%

16
.75%

22
.94%

2D 288
6.46%

154
7.26%

134
5.73%

154
7.26%

134
5.73%

SU 3 78
1.75%

61
2.87%

17
.73%

61
2.87%

17
.73%

SU 4+ 35
.78%

3
.14%

32
1.37%

3
.14%

32
1.37%

ST 4- 100
2.24%

47
2.21%

53
2.27%

47
2.21%

53
2.27%

ST 5 125
2.80%

70
3.30%

55
2.35%

70
3.30%

55
2.35%

ST 6+ 1
.02%

1
.05%

0
.00%

1
.05%

0
.00%

MT 5- 1
.02%

1
.05%

0
.00%

1
.05%

0
.00%

MT 6 1
.02%

0
.00%

1
.04%

0
.00%

1
.04%

MT 7+ 0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

NA 0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

UNCLS 0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

Trucks 667
14.95%

353
16.64%

314
13.42%

353
16.64%

314
13.42%

Combo Trucks 228
5.11%

119
5.61%

109
4.66%

119
5.61%

109
4.66%

Classified 4,461
100.00%

2,122
100.00%

2,339
100.00%

2,122
100.00%

2,339
100.00%

Unclassified 0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

0
.00%

Total 4,461
100.00%

2,122
100.00%

2,339
100.00%

2,122
100.00%

2,339
100.00%

Created 05/11/2022 1:02 PM DC01B: Page 1 of 1



Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 04/27/2020 through 04/29/2020 

Site names: 035002 Seasonal Factor Grp: 2 
County: Fleming Daily Factor Grp: 2 
Funct Class: R Major Collector Axle Factor Grp: 07 
Location: 035-KY-0057 -000 @ 5.407 From: KY 3301 Growth Factor Grp: 07 

Sun, Apr 26, 2020 Mon, Apr 27, 2020 Tue, Apr 28, 2020 Wed, Apr 29, 2020 Thu, Apr 30, 2020 Fri, May 1, 2020 Sat, May 2, 2020 

Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg 

00:00 6 4 2 10 7 3 
01:00 13 9 4 3 0 3 
02:00 4 1 3 3 0 3 
03:00 7 3 4 6 4 2 
04:00 15 5 10 13 5 8 
05:00 46 15 31 39 9 30 
06:00 57 17 40 64 20 44 
07:00 130 28 102 119 28 91 
08:00 101 41 60 102 37 65 
09:00 89 44 45 103 45 58 
10:00 120 59 61 129 58 71 
11:00 118 54 64 152 77 75 
12:00 138 62 76 130 63 67 
13:00 136 69 67 142 72 70 
14:00 152 71 81 147 83 64 
15:00 155 84 71 158 73 85 
16:00 156 100 56 151 91 60 
17:00 190 112 78 190 124 66 
18:00 118 69 49 92 65 27 
19:00 67 40 27 76 37 39 
20:00 56 30 26 62 33 29 
21:00 39 23 16 34 16 18 
22:00 13 7 6 19 11 8 
23:00 6 0 6 10 3 7 
Total 952 536 416 1,919 947 972 1,015 425 590 

AM Peak Vol 133 60 102 153 78 93 
AM Peak Fct .693 .789 .607 .797 .65 .802 
AM Peak Hr 7: 30 10: 15 7: 00 10: 45 10: 45 7: 15 
PM Peak Vol 199 139 85 
PM Peak Fct .905 .772 .759 
PM Peak Hr 16: 45 16: 45 15: 00 
Seasonal Fct 1.244 1.244 1.244 1.244 1.244 1.244 1.244 1.244 1.244 

Daily Fct .942 .942 .942 .930 .930 .930 .943 .943 .943 
Axle Fct .500 .500 .500 .500 .500 .500 .500 .500 .500 

Pulse Fct 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000 

Created 05/09/2022 9:26 AM ROAD AADT 2,263 PDirAADT 1,111 NDirAADT 1,152 DV03S: Page 1 of 1 

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 04/27/2020 through 04/29/2020

Site names:
County:
Funct Class:
Location:

035002
Fleming
R Major Collector Axle Factor Grp:

Growth Factor Grp:

2
2
07
07035-KY-0057  -000 @    5.407  From: KY 3301

Seasonal Factor Grp:
Daily Factor Grp:

Sun, Apr 26, 2020 Mon, Apr 27, 2020 Tue, Apr 28, 2020 Wed, Apr 29, 2020 Thu, Apr 30, 2020 Fri, May 1, 2020 Sat, May 2, 2020
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg

00:00        6        4        2       10        7        3
01:00       13        9        4        3        0        3
02:00        4        1        3        3        0        3
03:00        7        3        4        6        4        2
04:00       15        5       10       13        5        8
05:00       46       15       31       39        9       30
06:00       57       17       40       64       20       44
07:00      130       28      102      119       28       91
08:00      101       41       60      102       37       65
09:00       89       44       45      103       45       58
10:00      120       59       61      129       58       71
11:00      118       54       64      152       77       75
12:00      138       62       76      130       63       67
13:00      136       69       67      142       72       70
14:00      152       71       81      147       83       64
15:00      155       84       71      158       73       85
16:00      156      100       56      151       91       60
17:00      190      112       78      190      124       66
18:00      118       69       49       92       65       27
19:00       67       40       27       76       37       39
20:00       56       30       26       62       33       29
21:00       39       23       16       34       16       18
22:00       13        7        6       19       11        8
23:00        6        0        6       10        3        7
Total      952      536      416    1,919      947      972    1,015      425      590

AM Peak Vol      133       60      102      153       78       93
AM Peak Fct .693 .789 .607 .797 .65 .802
AM Peak Hr 7: 30 10: 15 7: 00 10: 45 10: 45 7: 15
PM Peak Vol      199      139       85
PM Peak Fct .905 .772 .759
PM Peak Hr 16: 45 16: 45 15: 00 : : :
Seasonal Fct  1.244  1.244  1.244  1.244  1.244  1.244  1.244  1.244  1.244

Daily Fct   .942   .942   .942   .930   .930   .930   .943   .943   .943
Axle Fct   .500   .500   .500   .500   .500   .500   .500   .500   .500

Pulse Fct  2.000  2.000  2.000  2.000  2.000  2.000  2.000  2.000  2.000

ROAD AADT05/09/2022Created 9:26 AM DV03S: Page 1 of 1   2,263 PDir AADT NDir AADT    1,152   1,111



Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 05/03/2017 through 05/05/2017 

Site names: 035002 Seasonal Factor Grp: 2 
County: Fleming Daily Factor Grp: 2 
Funct Class: R Major Collector Axle Factor Grp: 07 
Location: 035-KY-0057 -000 @ 5.407 From: KY 3301 Growth Factor Grp: 07 

Sun, Apr 30, 2017 Mon, May 1, 2017 Tue, May 2, 2017 Wed, May 3, 2017 Thu, May 4, 2017 Fri, May 5, 2017 Sat, May 6, 2017 

Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg 

00:00 13 8 5 11 8 3 
01:00 2 1 1 7 3 4 
02:00 11 4 7 10 4 6 
03:00 26 6 20 33 12 21 
04:00 22 9 13 16 6 10 
05:00 45 11 34 35 5 30 
06:00 89 28 61 73 20 53 
07:00 164 36 128 157 39 118 
08:00 116 37 79 113 37 76 
09:00 109 47 62 126 62 64 
10:00 107 53 54 103 47 56 
11:00 111 53 58 145 66 79 
12:00 104 56 48 151 83 68 
13:00 138 80 58 132 63 69 
14:00 154 76 78 142 73 69 
15:00 143 78 65 159 90 69 
16:00 163 102 61 175 113 62 
17:00 168 118 50 157 97 60 
18:00 123 75 48 84 50 34 
19:00 86 57 29 58 40 18 
20:00 88 56 32 62 46 16 
21:00 51 28 23 30 13 17 
22:00 25 16 9 10 7 3 
23:00 22 13 9 18 12 6 
Total 869 543 326 1,964 973 991 1,254 528 726 

AM Peak Vol 0 0 0 164 53 128 157 66 118 
AM Peak Fct 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 
AM Peak Hr 7: 00 10: 00 7: 00 7: 00 11:00 7: 00 
PM Peak Vol 0 0 0 175 113 78 0 0 0 
PM Peak Fct 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 
PM Peak Hr 16: 00 16: 00 14: 00 
Seasonal Fct .955 .955 .955 .955 .955 .955 .955 .955 .955 

Daily Fct .995 .995 .995 .953 .953 .953 .860 .860 .860 
Axle Fct .500 .500 .500 .500 .500 .500 .500 .500 .500 

Pulse Fct 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000 

Created 05/09/2022 9:26 AM ROAD AADT 1,822 PDir AADT 918 NDir AADT 904 DV03S: Page 1 of 1 

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 05/03/2017 through 05/05/2017

Site names:
County:
Funct Class:
Location:

035002
Fleming
R Major Collector Axle Factor Grp:

Growth Factor Grp:

2
2
07
07035-KY-0057  -000 @    5.407  From: KY 3301

Seasonal Factor Grp:
Daily Factor Grp:

Sun, Apr 30, 2017 Mon, May 1, 2017 Tue, May 2, 2017 Wed, May 3, 2017 Thu, May 4, 2017 Fri, May 5, 2017 Sat, May 6, 2017
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg

00:00       13        8        5       11        8        3
01:00        2        1        1        7        3        4
02:00       11        4        7       10        4        6
03:00       26        6       20       33       12       21
04:00       22        9       13       16        6       10
05:00       45       11       34       35        5       30
06:00       89       28       61       73       20       53
07:00      164       36      128      157       39      118
08:00      116       37       79      113       37       76
09:00      109       47       62      126       62       64
10:00      107       53       54      103       47       56
11:00      111       53       58      145       66       79
12:00      104       56       48      151       83       68
13:00      138       80       58      132       63       69
14:00      154       76       78      142       73       69
15:00      143       78       65      159       90       69
16:00      163      102       61      175      113       62
17:00      168      118       50      157       97       60
18:00      123       75       48       84       50       34
19:00       86       57       29       58       40       18
20:00       88       56       32       62       46       16
21:00       51       28       23       30       13       17
22:00       25       16        9       10        7        3
23:00       22       13        9       18       12        6
Total      869      543      326    1,964      973      991    1,254      528      726

AM Peak Vol        0        0        0      164       53      128      157       66      118
AM Peak Fct 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
AM Peak Hr : : : 7: 00 10: 00 7: 00 7: 00 11: 00 7: 00
PM Peak Vol        0        0        0      175      113       78        0        0        0
PM Peak Fct 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0
PM Peak Hr : : : 16: 00 16: 00 14: 00 : : :
Seasonal Fct   .955   .955   .955   .955   .955   .955   .955   .955   .955

Daily Fct   .995   .995   .995   .953   .953   .953   .860   .860   .860
Axle Fct   .500   .500   .500   .500   .500   .500   .500   .500   .500

Pulse Fct  2.000  2.000  2.000  2.000  2.000  2.000  2.000  2.000  2.000

ROAD AADT05/09/2022Created 9:26 AM DV03S: Page 1 of 1   1,822 PDir AADT NDir AADT      904     918



Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 04/06/2021 through 04/08/2021 

Site names: 035104 Seasonal Factor Grp: 2 
County: Fleming Daily Factor Grp: 2 
Funct Class: R Major Collector Axle Factor Grp: 07 
Location: 035-KY-0057 -000 @ 2.147 From: KY 57X Growth Factor Grp: 07 

Sun, Apr 4, 2021 Mon, Apr 5, 2021 Tue, Apr 6, 2021 Wed, Apr 7, 2021 Thu, Apr 8, 2021 Fri, Apr 9, 2021 Sat, Apr 10, 2021 

Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg 

00:00 20 12 
01:00 10 13 
02:00 7 10 
03:00 42 37 
04:00 50 46 
05:00 81 72 
06:00 145 124 
07:00 263 287 
08:00 194 220 
09:00 208 200 
10:00 216 236 
11:00 201 194 
12:00 228 233 
13:00 214 245 
14:00 241 222 
15:00 309 236 
16:00 324 367 
17:00 336 329 
18:00 179 214 
19:00 152 172 
20:00 129 120 
21:00 88 83 
22:00 58 48 
23:00 25 34 
Total 1,841 3,704 1,929 

AM Peak Vol 281 287 
AM Peak Fct .798 .854 
AM Peak Hr 7: 30 7: 00 
PM Peak Vol 394 
PM Peak Fct .879 
PM Peak Hr 16: 15 
Seasonal Fct 1.244 1.244 1.244 

Daily Fct .930 .943 .948 
Axle Fct .492 .492 .492 

Pulse Fct 2.000 2.000 2.000 

Created 05/09/2022 9:26 AM ROAD AADT 4,307 PDir AADT 0 NDir AADT 0 DV03S: Page 1 of 1 

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 04/06/2021 through 04/08/2021

Site names:
County:
Funct Class:
Location:

035104
Fleming
R Major Collector Axle Factor Grp:

Growth Factor Grp:

2
2
07
07035-KY-0057  -000 @    2.147  From: KY 57X

Seasonal Factor Grp:
Daily Factor Grp:

Sun, Apr 4, 2021 Mon, Apr 5, 2021 Tue, Apr 6, 2021 Wed, Apr 7, 2021 Thu, Apr 8, 2021 Fri, Apr 9, 2021 Sat, Apr 10, 2021
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg

00:00       20       12
01:00       10       13
02:00        7       10
03:00       42       37
04:00       50       46
05:00       81       72
06:00      145      124
07:00      263      287
08:00      194      220
09:00      208      200
10:00      216      236
11:00      201      194
12:00      228      233
13:00      214      245
14:00      241      222
15:00      309      236
16:00      324      367
17:00      336      329
18:00      179      214
19:00      152      172
20:00      129      120
21:00       88       83
22:00       58       48
23:00       25       34
Total    1,841    3,704    1,929

AM Peak Vol      281      287
AM Peak Fct .798 .854
AM Peak Hr 7: 30 7: 00
PM Peak Vol      394
PM Peak Fct .879
PM Peak Hr 16: 15 :
Seasonal Fct  1.244  1.244  1.244

Daily Fct   .930   .943   .948
Axle Fct   .492   .492   .492

Pulse Fct  2.000  2.000  2.000

ROAD AADT05/09/2022Created 9:26 AM DV03S: Page 1 of 1   4,307 PDir AADT NDir AADT        0       0



Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 06/08/2020 through 06/11/2020 

Site names: 068811 Seasonal Factor Grp: 2 
County: Lewis Daily Factor Grp: 2 
Funct Class: R Major Collector Axle Factor Grp: 07 
Location: @ .308 From: ??? To: ??? Growth Factor Grp: 07 

Sun, Jun 7, 2020 Mon, Jun 8, 2020 Tue, Jun 9, 2020 Wed, Jun 10, 2020 Thu, Jun 11, 2020 Fri, Jun 12, 2020 Sat, Jun 13, 2020 

Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg 

00:00 13 12 10 
01:00 6 9 7 
02:00 8 10 6 
03:00 18 23 24 
04:00 24 32 24 
05:00 74 80 90 
06:00 78 80 69 
07:00 144 138 155 
08:00 141 164 151 
09:00 129 134 
10:00 151 154 
11:00 147 161 183 
12:00 146 156 155 
13:00 178 165 166 
14:00 160 173 198 
15:00 162 180 184 
16:00 178 178 205 
17:00 214 200 198 
18:00 121 133 135 
19:00 89 98 74 
20:00 73 67 87 
21:00 61 36 59 
22:00 32 37 34 
23:00 17 17 21 
Total 1,578 2,387 2,535 536 

AM Peak Vol 175 183 
AM Peak Fct .875 .775 
AM Peak Hr 10: 30 11:00 
PM Peak Vol 214 206 212 
PM Peak Fct .836 .817 .914 
PM Peak Hr 17: 00 16: 30 15: 30 
Seasonal Fct .921 .921 .921 .921 

Daily Fct .998 1.000 .976 .960 
Axle Fct .492 .492 .492 .492 

Pulse Fct 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000 

Created 05/09/2022 9:26 AM ROAD AADT 2,186 PDir AADT 0 NDir AADT 0 DV03S: Page 1 of 1 

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 06/08/2020 through 06/11/2020

Site names:
County:
Funct Class:
Location:

068811
Lewis
R Major Collector Axle Factor Grp:

Growth Factor Grp:

2
2
07
07 @     .308  From: ???  To: ???

Seasonal Factor Grp:
Daily Factor Grp:

Sun, Jun 7, 2020 Mon, Jun 8, 2020 Tue, Jun 9, 2020 Wed, Jun 10, 2020 Thu, Jun 11, 2020 Fri, Jun 12, 2020 Sat, Jun 13, 2020
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg

00:00       13       12       10
01:00        6        9        7
02:00        8       10        6
03:00       18       23       24
04:00       24       32       24
05:00       74       80       90
06:00       78       80       69
07:00      144      138      155
08:00      141      164      151
09:00      129      134
10:00      151      154
11:00      147      161      183
12:00      146      156      155
13:00      178      165      166
14:00      160      173      198
15:00      162      180      184
16:00      178      178      205
17:00      214      200      198
18:00      121      133      135
19:00       89       98       74
20:00       73       67       87
21:00       61       36       59
22:00       32       37       34
23:00       17       17       21
Total    1,578    2,387    2,535      536

AM Peak Vol      175      183
AM Peak Fct .875 .775
AM Peak Hr : 10: 30 11: 00
PM Peak Vol      214      206      212
PM Peak Fct .836 .817 .914
PM Peak Hr 17: 00 16: 30 15: 30
Seasonal Fct   .921   .921   .921   .921

Daily Fct   .998  1.000   .976   .960
Axle Fct   .492   .492   .492   .492

Pulse Fct  2.000  2.000  2.000  2.000

ROAD AADT05/09/2022Created 9:26 AM DV03S: Page 1 of 1   2,186 PDir AADT NDir AADT        0       0



Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 06/12/2017 through 06/14/2017 

Site names: 068811 Seasonal Factor Grp: 2 
County: Lewis Daily Factor Grp: 2 
Funct Class: R Major Collector Axle Factor Grp: 07 
Location: @ .308 From: ??? To: ??? Growth Factor Grp: 07 

Sun, Jun 11, 2017 Mon, Jun 12 2017 Tue, Jun 13, 2017 Wed, Jun 14, 2017 Thu, Jun 15, 2017 Fri, Jun 16, 2017 Sat, Jun 17, 2017 

Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg 

00:00 16 39 
01:00 8 11 
02:00 8 9 
03:00 11 7 
04:00 26 24 
05:00 31 39 
06:00 81 77 
07:00 96 78 
08:00 148 133 
09:00 99 115 110 
10:00 147 118 118 
11:00 119 128 
12:00 121 131 
13:00 137 135 
14:00 119 149 
15:00 116 130 
16:00 155 140 
17:00 162 199 
18:00 186 171 
19:00 136 131 
20:00 79 87 
21:00 64 79 
22:00 40 50 
23:00 29 23 
Total 1,709 2,211 645 

AM Peak Vol 0 148 0 
AM Peak Fct 0 1 0 
AM Peak Hr 8: 00 
PM Peak Vol 186 199 0 
PM Peak Fct 1 1 0 
PM Peak Hr 18: 00 17: 00 
Seasonal Fct .950 .950 .950 

Daily Fct 1.016 1.015 .984 
Axle Fct .484 .484 .484 

Pulse Fct 2.000 2.000 2.000 

Created 05/09/2022 9:26 AM ROAD AADT 2,013 PDir AADT NDir AADT DV03S: Page 1 of 1 

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Short-term Hourly Traffic Volume for 06/12/2017 through 06/14/2017

Site names:
County:
Funct Class:
Location:

068811
Lewis
R Major Collector Axle Factor Grp:

Growth Factor Grp:

2
2
07
07 @     .308  From: ???  To: ???

Seasonal Factor Grp:
Daily Factor Grp:

Sun, Jun 11, 2017 Mon, Jun 12, 2017 Tue, Jun 13, 2017 Wed, Jun 14, 2017 Thu, Jun 15, 2017 Fri, Jun 16, 2017 Sat, Jun 17, 2017
Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg Road Pos Neg

00:00       16       39
01:00        8       11
02:00        8        9
03:00       11        7
04:00       26       24
05:00       31       39
06:00       81       77
07:00       96       78
08:00      148      133
09:00       99      115      110
10:00      147      118      118
11:00      119      128
12:00      121      131
13:00      137      135
14:00      119      149
15:00      116      130
16:00      155      140
17:00      162      199
18:00      186      171
19:00      136      131
20:00       79       87
21:00       64       79
22:00       40       50
23:00       29       23
Total    1,709    2,211      645

AM Peak Vol        0      148        0
AM Peak Fct 0 1 0
AM Peak Hr : 8: 00 :
PM Peak Vol      186      199        0
PM Peak Fct 1 1 0
PM Peak Hr 18: 00 17: 00 :
Seasonal Fct   .950   .950   .950

Daily Fct  1.016  1.015   .984
Axle Fct   .484   .484   .484

Pulse Fct  2.000  2.000  2.000

ROAD AADT05/09/2022Created 9:26 AM DV03S: Page 1 of 1   2,013 PDir AADT NDir AADT



PEEK 
Peel 

5401 N Sam 
Housto 

1-800 

Traffic 
Houston Pkwy W 
, Tx 77086 
848-7025 

Volume by Lane 
Name: R1037 0018T9-035083A2AV 11 

Site: R1037 0018T9 

Latitude: 0.000000 N 

Started: 10/192009 2:00:00 PM 

36 

33 

30 

27 

24 

21 

18 - 

15 

12 

9 

6 

3 

0  

4—signal 

Station: 035083A2AV 11 

Longitude: 0.000000 E 

Ended: 10/212009 1:59:59 PM 

group 

PEEK 

10/20/2009 12:00 AM 10/21/2009 12:00 AM 

Report Generated Wednesday, May 11, 2022 12:24 PM 

— AI Lanes 

1/3 

R1037_0018T9-035083A2AV11

R1037_0018T9 035083A2AV11Station:

Name:

Started: Ended:10/19/2009 2:00:00 PM 10/21/2009 1:59:59 PM

Site:

Latitude: 0.000000 N Longitude: 0.000000 E

Volume by Lane

1/3
Report Generated Wednesday, May 11, 2022 12:24 PM



Hasta 24 horas comenzando en Monday, October 19, 2009 

Interval All Lanes 

14:00 14 

15:00 33 

16:00 13 

17:00 18 

18:00 16 

19:00 13 

20:00 2 

21:00 3 

22:00 0 

23:00 0 

00:00 0 

01:00 0 

02:00 0 

03:00 0 

04:00 0 

05:00 1 

06:00 8 

07:00 12 

08:00 24 

09:00 18 

10:00 10 

11:00 9 

12:00 12 

13:00 19 

24 Hour Total 225 

AM Peak 24 (starting at 08:00:00) 

PM Peak 33 (starting at 15:00:00) 

2/3 
Report Generated Wednesday, May 11, 2022 12:24 PM 

Interval

Hasta 24 horas comenzando en Monday, October 19, 2009

All Lanes

14:00 14

15:00 33

16:00 13

17:00 18

18:00 16

19:00 13

20:00 2

21:00 3

22:00 0

23:00 0

00:00 0

01:00 0

02:00 0

03:00 0

04:00 0

05:00 1

06:00 8

07:00 12

08:00 24

09:00 18

10:00 10

11:00 9

12:00 12

13:00 19

24 Hour Total

AM Peak

PM Peak 33 (starting at 15:00:00)

24 (starting at 08:00:00)

225

2/3
Report Generated Wednesday, May 11, 2022 12:24 PM



Hasta 24 horas comenzando en Tuesday, October 20, 2009 

Interval All Lanes 

14:00 11 

15:00 16 

16:00 6 

17:00 15 

18:00 15 

19:00 13 

20:00 4 

21:00 2 

22:00 7 

23:00 0 

00:00 0 

01:00 1 

02:00 0 

03:00 0 

04:00 0 

05:00 0 

06:00 6 

07:00 14 

08:00 10 

09:00 10 

10:00 7 

11:00 11 

12:00 3 

13:00 14 

24 Hour Total 165 

AM Peak 14 (starting at 07:00:00) 

PM Peak 16 (starting at 15:00:00) 

Average Interval 8 

Maximum in one Interval 33 

Grand Total 390 

3/3 
Report Generated Wednesday, May 11, 2022 12:24 PM 

Interval

Hasta 24 horas comenzando en Tuesday, October 20, 2009

All Lanes

14:00 11

15:00 16

16:00 6

17:00 15

18:00 15

19:00 13

20:00 4

21:00 2

22:00 7

23:00 0

00:00 0

01:00 1

02:00 0

03:00 0

04:00 0

05:00 0

06:00 6

07:00 14

08:00 10

09:00 10

10:00 7

11:00 11

12:00 3

13:00 14

24 Hour Total

AM Peak

PM Peak 16 (starting at 15:00:00)

14 (starting at 07:00:00)

165

Grand Total

Average Interval

Maximum in one Interval

390

33

8

3/3
Report Generated Wednesday, May 11, 2022 12:24 PM



PEEK 
Peel 

5401 N Sam 
Housto 

1-800 

; Traffic 
Houston Pkwy W 
n, Tx 77086 
-848-7025 

Volume by Lane 

='(  =LP Aram 

Name: R1036 0004T9-035049A2AV 11 

Site: R1036 0004T9 Station: 035049A2AV 11 

Latitude: 0.000000 N Longitude: 0.000000 E 

Started: 10/192009 2:00:00 PM Ended: 10/2120091:59:59 PM 

20 - 

18 

16 

14 

12 

10 

8 

PEEK 

10/20/2009 12:00 AM 10%21%2009 12:00 AM 

Report Generated Wednesday, May 11, 2022 12:22 PM 

—Au Lanes 

1/3 

R1036_0004T9-035049A2AV11

R1036_0004T9 035049A2AV11Station:

Name:

Started: Ended:10/19/2009 2:00:00 PM 10/21/2009 1:59:59 PM

Site:

Latitude: 0.000000 N Longitude: 0.000000 E

Volume by Lane

1/3
Report Generated Wednesday, May 11, 2022 12:22 PM



Hasta 24 horas comenzando en Monday, October 19, 2009 

Interval 

14:00 

15:00 

16:00 

17:00 

18:00 

19:00 

20:00 

21:00 

22:00 

23:00 

00:00 

01:00 

02:00 

03:00 

04:00 

05:00 

06:00 

07:00 

08:00 

09:00 

10:00 

11:00 

12:00 

13:00 

24 Hour Total 

AM Peak 

PM Peak 

All Lanes 

8 

17 

10 

12 

10 

1 

5 

5 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

5 

19 

8 

6 

7 

11 

6 

4 

138 

19 (starting at 07:00:00) 

17 (starting at 15:00:00) 

Report Generated Wednesday, May 11, 2022 12:22 PM 
2/3 

Interval

Hasta 24 horas comenzando en Monday, October 19, 2009

All Lanes

14:00 8

15:00 17

16:00 10

17:00 12

18:00 10

19:00 1

20:00 5

21:00 5

22:00 2

23:00 0

00:00 0

01:00 0

02:00 0

03:00 1

04:00 1

05:00 0

06:00 5

07:00 19

08:00 8

09:00 6

10:00 7

11:00 11

12:00 6

13:00 4

24 Hour Total

AM Peak

PM Peak 17 (starting at 15:00:00)

19 (starting at 07:00:00)

138

2/3
Report Generated Wednesday, May 11, 2022 12:22 PM



Hasta 24 horas comenzando en Tuesday, October 20, 2009 

Interval All Lanes 

14:00 4 

15:00 3 

16:00 14 

17:00 14 

18:00 8 

19:00 6 

20:00 5 

21:00 3 

22:00 1 

23:00 1 

00:00 1 

01:00 0 

02:00 0 

03:00 2 

04:00 2 

05:00 0 

06:00 7 

07:00 12 

08:00 5 

09:00 7 

10:00 7 

11:00 9 

12:00 3 

13:00 7 

24 Hour Total 121 

AM Peak 12 (starting at 07:00:00) 

PM Peak 14 (starting at 16:00:00) 

Average Interval 5 

Maximum in one Interval 19 

Grand Total 259 

3/3 
Report Generated Wednesday, May 11, 2022 12:22 PM 

Interval

Hasta 24 horas comenzando en Tuesday, October 20, 2009

All Lanes

14:00 4

15:00 3

16:00 14

17:00 14

18:00 8

19:00 6

20:00 5

21:00 3

22:00 1

23:00 1

00:00 1

01:00 0

02:00 0

03:00 2

04:00 2

05:00 0

06:00 7

07:00 12

08:00 5

09:00 7

10:00 7

11:00 9

12:00 3

13:00 7

24 Hour Total

AM Peak

PM Peak 14 (starting at 16:00:00)

12 (starting at 07:00:00)

121

Grand Total

Average Interval

Maximum in one Interval

259

19

5

3/3
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PEEK 
Peek 

5401 N Sam 
Houstor 

1-800• 

Traffic 
Houston Pkwy W 
, Tx 77086 
848-7025 t -L-+> group 

Volume by Lane 
Name: R1030 0009T9-035281A2AV 11 
Site: R1030 0009T9 Station: 035Z81A2AV11 

Latitude: 0.000000 N Longitude: 0.000000 E 

Started: 10119200912:00:00 PM Ended: 10/212009 11:59:59 AM 

16 

14 

12 

10 

a 

6 

4 

2 

0 

PEEK 

A
10/20/2009 12:00 AM 10/21/2009 12:00 AM 

Report Generated Wednesday, May 11, 2022 12:25 PM 

Al Lanes 

1/3 

R1030_0009T9-035Z81A2AV11

R1030_0009T9 035Z81A2AV11Station:

Name:

Started: Ended:10/19/2009 12:00:00 PM 10/21/2009 11:59:59 AM

Site:

Latitude: 0.000000 N Longitude: 0.000000 E

Volume by Lane

1/3
Report Generated Wednesday, May 11, 2022 12:25 PM



Hasta 24 horas comenzando en Monday, October 19, 2009 

Interval 

12:00 

13:00 

14:00 

15:00 

16:00 

17:00 

18:00 

19:00 

20:00 

21:00 

22:00 

23:00 

00:00 

01:00 

02:00 

03:00 

04:00 

05:00 

06:00 

07:00 

08:00 

09:00 

10:00 

11:00 

24 Hour Total 

AM Peak 

PM Peak 

All Lanes 

4 

13 

7 

8 

9 

2 

9 

5 

6 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4 

2 

4 

4 

12 

10 

104 

12 (starting at 10:00:00) 

13 (starting at 13:00:00) 

Report Generated Wednesday, May 11, 2022 12:25 PM 
2/3 

Interval

Hasta 24 horas comenzando en Monday, October 19, 2009

All Lanes

12:00 4

13:00 13

14:00 7

15:00 8

16:00 9

17:00 2

18:00 9

19:00 5

20:00 6

21:00 5

22:00 0

23:00 0

00:00 0

01:00 0

02:00 0

03:00 0

04:00 0

05:00 0

06:00 4

07:00 2

08:00 4

09:00 4

10:00 12

11:00 10

24 Hour Total

AM Peak

PM Peak 13 (starting at 13:00:00)

12 (starting at 10:00:00)

104

2/3
Report Generated Wednesday, May 11, 2022 12:25 PM



Hasta 24 horas comenzando en Tuesday, October 20, 2009 

Interval All Lanes 

12:00 5 

13:00 7 

14:00 15 

15:00 15 

16:00 13 

17:00 10 

18:00 8 

19:00 2 

20:00 0 

21:00 0 

22:00 1 

23:00 0 

00:00 0 

01:00 0 

02:00 0 

03:00 0 

04:00 3 

05:00 2 

06:00 3 

07:00 5 

08:00 13 

09:00 4 

10:00 12 

11:00 8 

24 Hour Total 126 

AM Peak 13 (starting at 08:00:00) 

PM Peak 15 (starting at 14:00:00) 

Average Interval 5 

Maximum in one Interval 15 

Grand Total 230 

3/3 
Report Generated Wednesday, May 11, 2022 12:25 PM 

Interval

Hasta 24 horas comenzando en Tuesday, October 20, 2009

All Lanes

12:00 5

13:00 7

14:00 15

15:00 15

16:00 13

17:00 10

18:00 8

19:00 2

20:00 0

21:00 0

22:00 1

23:00 0

00:00 0

01:00 0

02:00 0

03:00 0

04:00 3

05:00 2

06:00 3

07:00 5

08:00 13

09:00 4

10:00 12

11:00 8

24 Hour Total

AM Peak

PM Peak 15 (starting at 14:00:00)

13 (starting at 08:00:00)

126

Grand Total

Average Interval

Maximum in one Interval

230

15

5

3/3
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40 - 

35 - 

30 - 

25 - 

20 - 

15 - 

10 - 

5 

0 

PEE K 
Peek Traffic 

5401 N Sam Houston Pkwy W 
Houston, Tx 77086 

1-800-848-7025 (=L=-*› JEJITA113 

Volume by Lane 
Name: R1027 0012T9-035080A2AV 11 

Site: R1027 0012T9 Station: 035080A2AV 11 

Latitude: 0.000000 N Longitude: 0.000000 E 

Started: 10119200912:00:00 PM Ended: 10/212009 11:59:59 AM 

PEEK 

10/20/2009 12:00 AM 10/21/2009 12:00 AM 

Report Generated Wednesday, May 11, 2022 12:21 PM 

— Al Lanes 

1/3 

R1027_0012T9-035080A2AV11

R1027_0012T9 035080A2AV11Station:

Name:

Started: Ended:10/19/2009 12:00:00 PM 10/21/2009 11:59:59 AM

Site:

Latitude: 0.000000 N Longitude: 0.000000 E

Volume by Lane

1/3
Report Generated Wednesday, May 11, 2022 12:21 PM



Hasta 24 horas comenzando en Monday, October 19, 2009 

Interval All Lanes 

12:00 15 

13:00 25 

14:00 31 

15:00 31 

16:00 33 

17:00 37 

18:00 32 

19:00 25 

20:00 13 

21:00 10 

22:00 9 

23:00 1 

00:00 1 

01:00 0 

02:00 1 

03:00 1 

04:00 2 

05:00 9 

06:00 8 

07:00 27 

08:00 14 

09:00 11 

10:00 13 

11:00 17 

24 Hour Total 366 

AM Peak 27 (starting at 07:00:00) 

PM Peak 37 (starting at 17:00:00) 

2/3 
Report Generated Wednesday, May 11, 2022 12:21 PM 

Interval

Hasta 24 horas comenzando en Monday, October 19, 2009

All Lanes

12:00 15

13:00 25

14:00 31

15:00 31

16:00 33

17:00 37

18:00 32

19:00 25

20:00 13

21:00 10

22:00 9

23:00 1

00:00 1

01:00 0

02:00 1

03:00 1

04:00 2

05:00 9

06:00 8

07:00 27

08:00 14

09:00 11

10:00 13

11:00 17

24 Hour Total

AM Peak

PM Peak 37 (starting at 17:00:00)

27 (starting at 07:00:00)

366

2/3
Report Generated Wednesday, May 11, 2022 12:21 PM



Hasta 24 horas comenzando en Tuesday, October 20, 2009 

Interval All Lanes 

12:00 21 

13:00 17 

14:00 26 

15:00 28 

16:00 36 

17:00 31 

18:00 26 

19:00 14 

20:00 4 

21:00 11 

22:00 5 

23:00 1 

00:00 0 

01:00 0 

02:00 2 

03:00 0 

04:00 0 

05:00 6 

06:00 11 

07:00 25 

08:00 17 

09:00 25 

10:00 20 

11:00 25 

24 Hour Total 351 

AM Peak 25 (starting at 07:00:00) 

PM Peak 36 (starting at 16:00:00) 

Average Interval 15 

Maximum in one Interval 37 

Grand Total 717 

3/3 
Report Generated Wednesday, May 11, 2022 12:21 PM 

Interval

Hasta 24 horas comenzando en Tuesday, October 20, 2009

All Lanes

12:00 21

13:00 17

14:00 26

15:00 28

16:00 36

17:00 31

18:00 26

19:00 14

20:00 4

21:00 11

22:00 5

23:00 1

00:00 0

01:00 0

02:00 2

03:00 0

04:00 0

05:00 6

06:00 11

07:00 25

08:00 17

09:00 25

10:00 20

11:00 25

24 Hour Total

AM Peak

PM Peak 36 (starting at 16:00:00)

25 (starting at 07:00:00)

351

Grand Total

Average Interval

Maximum in one Interval

717

37

15

3/3
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing AM 

Project Description CR 1027 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2575 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 6.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 20.9 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.66210 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.30998 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.59048 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2575 20.9 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 20.9 Percent Followers, % 14.6 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.40 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 

T VMT 
veh-mi/p 

VHD 
veh-h/p 

Follower Density, followers/ 
mi/In 

LOS 

1 3 0.00 0.2 A 

Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS%1 Highways Version 2022 
Existing AM CR 1027.xuf 

Generated: 05/12/2022 13:44:19 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing AM

Project Description CR 1027 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2575

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 6.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 20.9

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.66210 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.30998 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.59048

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2575 - - 20.9

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 20.9 Percent Followers, % 14.6

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.40 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results

T VMT 
veh-mi/p

VHD 
veh-h/p

Follower Density, followers/
mi/ln

LOS

1 3 0.00 0.2 A
Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS™ Highways Version 2022 Generated: 05/12/2022 13:44:19

Existing AM CR 1027.xuf



HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing PM 

Project Description CR 1027 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2575 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 6.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 36 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 20.9 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.66210 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.30998 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.59048 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2575 20.9 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 20.9 Percent Followers, % 16.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.40 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 

T VMT 
veh-mi/p 

VHD 
veh-h/p 

Follower Density, followers/ 
mi/In 

LOS 

1 4 0.00 0.3 A 

Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS%1 Highways Version 2022 
Existing PM CR 1027.xuf 

Generated: 05/12/2022 13:44:52 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing PM

Project Description CR 1027 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2575

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 6.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 36 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 20.9

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.66210 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.30998 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.59048

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2575 - - 20.9

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 20.9 Percent Followers, % 16.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.40 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.3

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results

T VMT 
veh-mi/p

VHD 
veh-h/p

Follower Density, followers/
mi/ln

LOS

1 4 0.00 0.3 A
Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS™ Highways Version 2022 Generated: 05/12/2022 13:44:52

Existing PM CR 1027.xuf



HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing AM 

Project Description KY 3301 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1584 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 33.3 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 27 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 48.4 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.13556 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46639 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71076 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1584 48.4 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 48.4 Percent Followers, % 10.5 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.37 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1732 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi A

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 27 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 19 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing AM

Project Description KY 3301 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1584

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 33.3

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 27 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 48.4

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.13556 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46639 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71076

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1584 - - 48.4

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 48.4 Percent Followers, % 10.5

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.37 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1732

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 24.2

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 27 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 19

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.6 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.90478 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62836 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.22654 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78245 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1732 50.6 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.6 Percent Followers, % 6.9 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.39 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 3 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1056 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density pts/mi 12.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 27 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.7 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.41926 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.44983 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72120 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1056 53.7 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 53.7 Percent Followers, % 10.1 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.22 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 4 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.6

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.90478 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62836

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.22654 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78245

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1732 - - 50.6

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.6 Percent Followers, % 6.9

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.39 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 3

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1056

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 27 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.7

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.41926 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.44983 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72120

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1056 - - 53.7

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 53.7 Percent Followers, % 10.1

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.22 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 4



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1796 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 2.9 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 27 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 19 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.0 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.19448 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62836 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21184 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.80011 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1796 56.0 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 56.0 Percent Followers, % 6.4 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.36 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 5 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2565 

' Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.2 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 27 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.6 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.43628 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.39290 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73652 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1796

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 2.9

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 27 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 19

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.0

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.19448 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62836

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21184 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.80011

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1796 - - 56.0

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 56.0 Percent Followers, % 6.4

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.36 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 5

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2565

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.2

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 27 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.6

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.43628 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.39290 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73652

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2565 53.6 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 53.6 Percent Followers, % 9.2 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 6 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2067 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.4 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 27 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 19 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.9 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.03029 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62836 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.20996 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79496 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2067 52.9 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 52.9 Percent Followers, % 6.5 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.44 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 7 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4526 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 10.5 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 27 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2565 - - 53.6

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 53.6 Percent Followers, % 9.2

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 6

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2067

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.4

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 27 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 19

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.9

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.03029 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62836

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.20996 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79496

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2067 - - 52.9

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 52.9 Percent Followers, % 6.5

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.44 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 7

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4526

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 10.5

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 27 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02



Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.1 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.48395 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35008 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74489 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 4526 54.1 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 54.1 Percent Followers, % 8.7 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.95 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 8 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 3016 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.8 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 27 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 19 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.8 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.03813 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62836 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.18454 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.80498 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 3016 52.8 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 52.8 Percent Followers, % 6.2 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.65 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 9 

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.1

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.48395 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35008 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74489

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 4526 - - 54.1

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 54.1 Percent Followers, % 8.7

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.95 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 8

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 3016

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.8

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 27 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 19

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.8

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.03813 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62836

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.18454 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.80498

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 3016 - - 52.8

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 52.8 Percent Followers, % 6.2

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.65 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 9



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3185 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 26 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.0 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.40708 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.38055 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73849 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 3185 53.0 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 53.0 Percent Followers, % 8.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.68 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 
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Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3185

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 26 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.0

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.40708 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.38055 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73849

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 3185 - - 53.0

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 53.0 Percent Followers, % 8.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.68 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing PM 

Project Description KY 3301 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1584 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 33.3 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 48.4 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.13556 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46639 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71076 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1584 48.4 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 48.4 Percent Followers, % 10.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.37 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1732 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi A

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 19 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing PM

Project Description KY 3301 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1584

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 33.3

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 48.4

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.13556 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46639 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71076

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1584 - - 48.4

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 48.4 Percent Followers, % 10.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.37 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1732

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 24.2

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 19

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.6 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.90478 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62836 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.22654 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78245 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1732 50.6 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.6 Percent Followers, % 7.1 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.39 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 3 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1056 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density pts/mi 12.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.7 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.41926 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.44983 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72120 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1056 53.7 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 53.7 Percent Followers, % 10.3 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.22 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 4 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.6

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.90478 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62836

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.22654 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78245

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1732 - - 50.6

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.6 Percent Followers, % 7.1

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.39 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 3

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1056

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.7

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.41926 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.44983 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72120

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1056 - - 53.7

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 53.7 Percent Followers, % 10.3

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.22 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 4



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1796 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 2.9 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 19 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.0 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.19448 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62836 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21184 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.80011 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1796 56.0 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 56.0 Percent Followers, % 6.6 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.36 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 5 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2565 

' Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.2 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.6 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.43628 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.39290 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73652 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1796

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 2.9

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 19

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.0

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.19448 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62836

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21184 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.80011

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1796 - - 56.0

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 56.0 Percent Followers, % 6.6

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.36 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 5

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2565

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.2

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.6

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.43628 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.39290 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73652

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2565 53.6 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 53.6 Percent Followers, % 9.4 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 6 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2067 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.4 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 19 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.9 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.03029 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62836 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.20996 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79496 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2067 52.9 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 52.9 Percent Followers, % 6.7 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.44 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 7 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4526 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 10.5 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2565 - - 53.6

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 53.6 Percent Followers, % 9.4

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 6

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2067

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.4

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 19

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.9

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.03029 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62836

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.20996 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79496

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2067 - - 52.9

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 52.9 Percent Followers, % 6.7

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.44 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 7

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4526

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 10.5

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02



Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.1 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.48395 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35008 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74489 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 4526 54.1 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 54.1 Percent Followers, % 8.9 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.95 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 8 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 3016 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.8 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 19 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.8 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.03813 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62836 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.18454 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.80498 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 3016 52.8 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 52.8 Percent Followers, % 6.4 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.65 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 9 

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.1

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.48395 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35008 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74489

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 4526 - - 54.1

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 54.1 Percent Followers, % 8.9

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.95 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 8

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 3016

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.8

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 19

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.8

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.03813 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62836

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.18454 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.80498

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 3016 - - 52.8

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 52.8 Percent Followers, % 6.4

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.65 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 9



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3185 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 30 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.0 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.40708 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.38055 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73849 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 3185 53.0 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 53.0 Percent Followers, % 9.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.68 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 
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Segment 
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Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3185

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 30 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.0

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.40708 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.38055 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73849

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 3185 - - 53.0

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 53.0 Percent Followers, % 9.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.68 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing AM 

Project Description KY 1237 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8337 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 18.4 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 14 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.7 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.44540 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.34677 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72875 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 8337 52.7 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 52.7 Percent Followers, % 5.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.80 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8264 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 21.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 27 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing AM

Project Description KY 1237 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8337

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 18.4

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 14 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.7

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.44540 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.34677 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72875

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 8337 - - 52.7

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 52.7 Percent Followers, % 5.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.80 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8264

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 21.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 27 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.9 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.40003 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35159 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72676 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

' 1 Tangent 8264 51.9 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 51.9 Percent Followers, % 9.2 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.81 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 
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Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.9

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.40003 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35159 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72676

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 8264 - - 51.9

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 51.9 Percent Followers, % 9.2

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.81 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing PM 

Project Description KY 1237 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8337 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 18.4 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 23 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.7 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.44540 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.34677 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72875 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 8337 52.7 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 52.7 Percent Followers, % 8.4 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.80 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8264 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 21.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 43 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing PM

Project Description KY 1237 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8337

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 18.4

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 23 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.7

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.44540 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.34677 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72875

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 8337 - - 52.7

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 52.7 Percent Followers, % 8.4

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.80 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8264

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 21.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 43 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.9 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.40003 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35159 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72676 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

' 1 Tangent 8264 51.9 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 51.9 Percent Followers, % 12.7 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.81 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 
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1 24 0.00 0.1 A 

Speed Distribution 

55—

E

,a) 
a) 
0_ 

O 

50, 
1 

O 

2 
Segment 

• Speed > 60 

• 50 < Speed ≤ 60 
O 40 < Speed ≤ 50 

O 30 < Speed ≤ 40 

• 20 < Speed ≤ 30 

• Speed ≤ 20 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.9

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.40003 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35159 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72676

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 8264 - - 51.9

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 51.9 Percent Followers, % 12.7

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.81 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing AM 

Project Description KY 989 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 5412 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density pts/mi 10.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 6 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.00 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.7 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.52422 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33772 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74619 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 5412 54.7 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 54.7 Percent Followers, % 3.0 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.13 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 6410 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12A 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 6 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing AM

Project Description KY 989 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 5412

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 10.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 6 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.00

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.7

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.52422 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33772 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74619

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 5412 - - 54.7

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 54.7 Percent Followers, % 3.0

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.13 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 6410

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.4

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 6 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.00 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.2 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.51015 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33606 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74237 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 
i 
1 Tangent 6410 54.2 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 54.2 Percent Followers, % 3.1 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.34 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 

i T VMT 
veh-mi/p 
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Segment 

• Speed > 60 

• 50 < Speed ≤ 60 
O 40 < Speed ≤ 50 

O 30 < Speed ≤ 40 

• 20 < Speed ≤ 30 

• Speed ≤ 20 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.00

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.2

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.51015 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33606 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74237

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 6410 - - 54.2

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 54.2 Percent Followers, % 3.1

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.34 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing PM 

Project Description KY 989 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 5412 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density pts/mi 10.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 13 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.7 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.52422 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33772 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74619 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 5412 54.7 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 54.7 Percent Followers, % 5.0 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.13 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 6410 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12A 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 13 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing PM

Project Description KY 989 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 5412

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 10.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 13 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.7

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.52422 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33772 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74619

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 5412 - - 54.7

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 54.7 Percent Followers, % 5.0

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.13 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 6410

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.4

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 13 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.2 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.51015 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33606 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74237 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

' 1 Tangent 6410 54.2 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 54.2 Percent Followers, % 5.1 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.34 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 

i T VMT 
veh-mi/p 

VHD 
veh-h/p 

Follower Density, followers/ 
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Speed Distribution 

55-
O 

O 

E

a) 
a) 
0_ 
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Segment 

• Speed > 60 

• 50 < Speed ≤ 60 
O 40 < Speed ≤ 50 

O 30 < Speed ≤ 40 

• 20 < Speed ≤ 30 

• Speed ≤ 20 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.2

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.51015 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33606 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74237

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 6410 - - 54.2

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 54.2 Percent Followers, % 5.1

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.34 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing AM 

Project Description KY 559 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2862 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 31.5 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 49.4 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.20852 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.40969 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72659 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2862 49.4 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 49.4 Percent Followers, % 15.4 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.66 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2899 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 40 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing AM

Project Description KY 559 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2862

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 31.5

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 49.4

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.20852 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.40969 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72659

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2862 - - 49.4

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 49.4 Percent Followers, % 15.4

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.66 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2899

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 40

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.2 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.02857 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60883 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.20604 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79798 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2899 52.2 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 52.2 Percent Followers, % 11.0 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.63 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 3 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4715 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.44342 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35294 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74299 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 4715 53.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 53.3 Percent Followers, % 14.2 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.01 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 4 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.2

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.02857 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60883

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.20604 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79798

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2899 - - 52.2

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 52.2 Percent Followers, % 11.0

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.63 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 3

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4715

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.44342 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35294 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74299

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 4715 - - 53.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 53.3 Percent Followers, % 14.2

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.01 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 4



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 317 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 40 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.2 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.22057 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60883 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.25169 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78709 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 317 56.2 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 56.2 Percent Followers, % 11.7 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.06 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 5 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3168 

' Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.3 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

i Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.2 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.52656 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.36536 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74471 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 317

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 40

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.2

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.22057 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60883

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.25169 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78709

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 317 - - 56.2

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 56.2 Percent Followers, % 11.7

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.06 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 5

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3168

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.3

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.2

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.52656 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.36536 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74471

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 3168 55.2 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 55.2 Percent Followers, % 14.2 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.65 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 6 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1584 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 26.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 40 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.6 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.91831 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60883 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.25193 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77544 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1584 50.6 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.6 Percent Followers, % 12.1 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.36 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 7 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 12302 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.6 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 3168 - - 55.2

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 55.2 Percent Followers, % 14.2

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.65 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 6

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1584

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 26.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 40

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.6

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.91831 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60883

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.25193 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77544

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1584 - - 50.6

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.6 Percent Followers, % 12.1

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.36 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 7

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 12302

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.6

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03



Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.1 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.59986 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.36038 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.70449 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 12302 55.1 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 55.1 Percent Followers, % 15.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 8 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1003 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 45 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 40.8 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.72189 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.50480 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.68051 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1003 40.8 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 40.8 Percent Followers, % 18.5 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.28 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 9 

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.1

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.59986 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.36038 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.70449

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 12302 - - 55.1

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 55.1 Percent Followers, % 15.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 8

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1003

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 45 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 40.8

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.72189 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.50480 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.68051

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1003 - - 40.8

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 40.8 Percent Followers, % 18.5

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.28 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 9



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1869 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density, pts/mi 57.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 24.4 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.84278 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.38415 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.60433 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1869 24.4 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 24.4 Percent Followers, % 20.9 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.87 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.5 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 
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Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1869

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density, pts/mi 57.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 24.4

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.84278 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.38415 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.60433

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1869 - - 24.4

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 24.4 Percent Followers, % 20.9

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.87 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.5

Vehicle LOS A
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing PM 

Project Description KY 559 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2862 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 31.5 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 59 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 49.4 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.20852 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.40969 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72659 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2862 49.4 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 49.4 Percent Followers, % 16.4 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.66 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2899 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 59 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 44 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing PM

Project Description KY 559 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2862

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 31.5

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 59 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 49.4

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.20852 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.40969 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72659

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2862 - - 49.4

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 49.4 Percent Followers, % 16.4

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.66 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2899

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 59 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 44

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.2 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.03197 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60561 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.20906 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79721 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2899 52.2 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 52.2 Percent Followers, % 11.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.63 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 3 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4715 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 59 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.44342 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35294 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74299 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 4715 53.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 53.3 Percent Followers, % 15.1 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.01 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 4 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.2

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.03197 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60561

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.20906 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79721

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2899 - - 52.2

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 52.2 Percent Followers, % 11.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.63 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 3

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4715

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 59 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.44342 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35294 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74299

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 4715 - - 53.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 53.3 Percent Followers, % 15.1

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.01 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 4



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 317 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 59 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 44 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.2 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.22398 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60561 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.25480 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78639 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 317 56.2 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 56.2 Percent Followers, % 12.6 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.06 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 5 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3168 

' Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.3 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 59 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

i Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.2 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.52656 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.36536 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74471 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 317

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 59 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 44

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.2

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.22398 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60561

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.25480 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78639

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 317 - - 56.2

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 56.2 Percent Followers, % 12.6

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.06 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 5

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3168

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.3

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 59 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.2

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.52656 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.36536 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74471

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 3168 55.2 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 55.2 Percent Followers, % 15.2 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.65 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 6 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1584 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 26.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 59 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 44 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.6 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.92171 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60561 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.25510 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77474 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1584 50.6 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.6 Percent Followers, % 13.0 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.36 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 7 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 12302 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.6 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 59 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 3168 - - 55.2

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 55.2 Percent Followers, % 15.2

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.65 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 6

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1584

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 26.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 59 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 44

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.6

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.92171 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60561

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.25510 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77474

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1584 - - 50.6

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.6 Percent Followers, % 13.0

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.36 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 7

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 12302

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.6

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 59 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03



Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.1 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.59986 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.36038 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.70449 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 12302 55.1 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 55.1 Percent Followers, % 16.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 8 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1003 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 45 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 59 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 40.8 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.72189 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.50480 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.68051 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1003 40.8 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 40.8 Percent Followers, % 19.6 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.28 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 9 

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.1

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.59986 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.36038 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.70449

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 12302 - - 55.1

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 55.1 Percent Followers, % 16.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 8

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1003

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 45 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 59 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 40.8

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.72189 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.50480 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.68051

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1003 - - 40.8

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 40.8 Percent Followers, % 19.6

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.28 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.3

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 9



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1869 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density, pts/mi 57.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 59 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 24.4 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.84278 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.38415 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.60433 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1869 24.4 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 24.4 Percent Followers, % 22.0 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.87 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.5 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 
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Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1869

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density, pts/mi 57.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 59 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 24.4

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.84278 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.38415 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.60433

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1869 - - 24.4

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 24.4 Percent Followers, % 22.0

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.87 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.5
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing AM 

Project Description KY 344 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 512 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density pts/mi 20.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 35 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 29.5 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.10943 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46561 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.62573 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 512 29.5 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 29.5 Percent Followers, % 16.5 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.20 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2518 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 27.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 35 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 27 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing AM

Project Description KY 344 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 512

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 35 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 29.5

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.10943 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46561 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.62573

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 512 - - 29.5

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 29.5 Percent Followers, % 16.5

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.20 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2518

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 27.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 35 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 27

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.5 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62179 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.20383 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77717 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2518 50.5 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.5 Percent Followers, % 8.5 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.57 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 3 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 327 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density pts/mi 24.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 35 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.29099 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46577 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71525 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 327 51.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 51.3 Percent Followers, % 12.5 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.07 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 4 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.5

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62179

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.20383 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77717

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2518 - - 50.5

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.5 Percent Followers, % 8.5

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.57 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 3

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 327

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 24.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 35 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.29099 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46577 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71525

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 327 - - 51.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 51.3 Percent Followers, % 12.5

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.07 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 4



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1592 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.35025 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.44258 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72248 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1584 52.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 52.3 Percent Followers, % 12.5 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.35 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 5 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1525 

' Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 26.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

i Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.7 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.91171 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.61936 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.24427 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77686 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1592

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.35025 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.44258 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72248

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1584 - - 52.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 52.3 Percent Followers, % 12.5

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.35 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 5

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1525

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 26.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.7

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.91171 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.61936

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.24427 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77686

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1584 50.7 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.7 Percent Followers, % 9.2 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.34 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 6 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 528 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 30.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 49.8 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.20969 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47482 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71104 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 528 49.8 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 49.8 Percent Followers, % 13.2 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.12 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 7 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1584 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 10.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1584 - - 50.7

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.7 Percent Followers, % 9.2

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.34 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 6

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 528

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 30.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 49.8

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.20969 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47482 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71104

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 528 - - 49.8

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 49.8 Percent Followers, % 13.2

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.12 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 7

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1584

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 10.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02



Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.6 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.70657 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.16319 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78625 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1584 54.6 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 54.6 Percent Followers, % 8.4 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.33 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 8 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 528 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 0.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.61619 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.42067 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73029 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 528 57.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 57.3 Percent Followers, % 12.1 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.10 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 9 

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.6

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.70657

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.16319 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78625

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1584 - - 54.6

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 54.6 Percent Followers, % 8.4

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.33 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 8

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 528

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 0.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.61619 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.42067 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73029

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 528 - - 57.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 57.3 Percent Followers, % 12.1

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.10 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 9



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2112 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 5.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.0 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.65161 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.20105 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79250 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2112 56.0 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 56.0 Percent Followers, % 8.5 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.43 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 10 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1056 

' Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 28.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

i Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.23679 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47191 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71247 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2112

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 5.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.0

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.65161

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.20105 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79250

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2112 - - 56.0

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 56.0 Percent Followers, % 8.5

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.43 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 10

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1056

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 28.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.23679 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47191 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71247

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1056 50.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.3 Percent Followers, % 13.2 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.24 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 
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# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1056 - - 50.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.3 Percent Followers, % 13.2

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.24 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing PM 

Project Description KY 344 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 512 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density pts/mi 20.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 57 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 29.5 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.10943 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46561 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.62573 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.4 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 512 29.5 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 29.5 Percent Followers, % 21.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.20 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.4 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2518 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 27.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 57 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 43 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing PM

Project Description KY 344 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 512

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 57 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 29.5

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.10943 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46561 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.62573

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.4

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 512 - - 29.5

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 29.5 Percent Followers, % 21.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.20 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.4

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2518

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 27.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 57 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 43

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.5 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60526 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21726 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77397 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2518 50.5 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.5 Percent Followers, % 12.5 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.57 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 3 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 327 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density pts/mi 24.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 57 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.29099 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46577 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71525 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 327 51.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 51.3 Percent Followers, % 17.3 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.07 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 4 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.5

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60526

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21726 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77397

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2518 - - 50.5

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.5 Percent Followers, % 12.5

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.57 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 3

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 327

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 24.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 57 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.29099 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46577 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71525

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 327 - - 51.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 51.3 Percent Followers, % 17.3

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.07 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 4



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1592 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 67 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.35025 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.44258 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72248 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1584 52.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 52.3 Percent Followers, % 18.5 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.35 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 5 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1525 

' Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 26.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 67 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 48 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

i Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.7 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.92891 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60294 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.26041 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77331 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1592

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 67 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.35025 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.44258 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72248

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1584 - - 52.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 52.3 Percent Followers, % 18.5

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.35 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 5

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1525

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 26.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 67 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 48

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.7

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.92891 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60294

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.26041 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77331

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1584 50.7 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.7 Percent Followers, % 14.4 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.34 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 6 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 528 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 30.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 67 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 49.8 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.20969 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47482 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71104 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 528 49.8 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 49.8 Percent Followers, % 19.4 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.12 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 7 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1584 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 10.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 67 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 48 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1584 - - 50.7

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.7 Percent Followers, % 14.4

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.34 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 6

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 528

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 30.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 67 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 49.8

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.20969 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47482 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71104

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 528 - - 49.8

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 49.8 Percent Followers, % 19.4

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.12 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.3

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 7

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1584

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 10.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 67 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 48

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04



Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.6 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.67969 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.18377 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78189 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1584 54.6 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 54.6 Percent Followers, % 13.3 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.33 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 8 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 528 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 0.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 67 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.61619 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.42067 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73029 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 528 57.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 57.3 Percent Followers, % 17.9 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.10 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 9 

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.6

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.67969

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.18377 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78189

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1584 - - 54.6

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 54.6 Percent Followers, % 13.3

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.33 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 8

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 528

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 0.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 67 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.61619 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.42067 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73029

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 528 - - 57.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 57.3 Percent Followers, % 17.9

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.10 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 9



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2112 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 5.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 67 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 48 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.0 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.63164 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21718 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78859 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2112 56.0 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 56.0 Percent Followers, % 13.5 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.43 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 10 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1056 

' Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 28.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 67 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

i Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.23679 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47191 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71247 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2112

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 5.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 67 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 48

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.0

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.63164

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21718 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78859

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2112 - - 56.0

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 56.0 Percent Followers, % 13.5

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.43 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 10

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1056

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 28.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 67 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.23679 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47191 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71247

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1056 50.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.3 Percent Followers, % 19.3 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.24 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.3 

Vehicle LOS A 
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# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1056 - - 50.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.3 Percent Followers, % 19.3

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.24 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.3

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing AM 

Project Description KY 57 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3833 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 24.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 61 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.1 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.31561 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.37832 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73598 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 3833 51.1 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 51.1 Percent Followers, % 16.1 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.85 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 528 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 61 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 32 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing AM

Project Description KY 57 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3833

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 24.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 61 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.1

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.31561 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.37832 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73598

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 3833 - - 51.1

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 51.1 Percent Followers, % 16.1

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.85 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 528

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 61 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 32

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.10797 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.61544 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.25102 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78296 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 528 54.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 54.3 Percent Followers, % 13.0 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.11 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 3 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2580 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 6 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 61 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 32 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 59.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 4.07289 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.78235 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.11374 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.81930 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2580 59.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 59.3 Percent Followers, % 10.6 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.49 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 4 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.10797 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.61544

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.25102 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78296

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 528 - - 54.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 54.3 Percent Followers, % 13.0

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.11 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 3

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2580

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 6

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 61 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 32

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 59.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 4.07289 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.78235

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.11374 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.81930

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2580 - - 59.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 59.3 Percent Followers, % 10.6

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.49 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 4



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1400 

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 6 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 61 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 60.1 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 4.77922 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.53696 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47099 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73766 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1400 60.1 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 60.1 Percent Followers, % 17.0 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.26 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 5 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1399 

' Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 6 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.4 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 61 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 32 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 60.6 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.68039 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.22401 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79499 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1400

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 6

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 61 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 60.1

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 4.77922 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.53696

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47099 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73766

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1400 - - 60.1

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 60.1 Percent Followers, % 17.0

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.26 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 5

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1399

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 6

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.4

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 61 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 32

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 60.6

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.68039

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.22401 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79499

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1399 60.6 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 60.6 Percent Followers, % 12.4 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.26 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 6 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4187 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.9 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 83 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.7 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.56613 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.34280 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74945 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 4187 55.7 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 55.7 Percent Followers, % 18.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.85 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 7 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4905 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density, pts/mi 39.8 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 83 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1399 - - 60.6

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 60.6 Percent Followers, % 12.4

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.26 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 6

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4187

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.9

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 83 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.7

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.56613 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.34280 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74945

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 4187 - - 55.7

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 55.7 Percent Followers, % 18.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.85 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.3

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 7

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4905

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density, pts/mi 39.8

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 83 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05



Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 25.1 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.91896 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.32538 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.62496 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.8 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 4905 25.1 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 25.1 Percent Followers, % 24.4 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.22 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.8 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 8 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1162 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 83 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 45 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.8 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.63900 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.26501 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77411 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1162 55.8 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 55.8 Percent Followers, % 16.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.24 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 9 

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 25.1

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.91896 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.32538 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.62496

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.8

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 4905 - - 25.1

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 25.1 Percent Followers, % 24.4

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.22 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.8

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 8

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1162

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 83 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 45

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.8

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.63900

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.26501 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77411

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1162 - - 55.8

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 55.8 Percent Followers, % 16.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.24 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.3

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 9



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8686 

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.3 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 83 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.69306 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.31619 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73942 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 8686 57.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 57.3 Percent Followers, % 18.9 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.72 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 10 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1177 

' Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 28.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 83 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 45 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

Intermediate Results 

i Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.9 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.93442 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60522 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.26835 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77025 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8686

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.3

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 83 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.69306 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.31619 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73942

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 8686 - - 57.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 57.3 Percent Followers, % 18.9

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.72 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.3

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 10

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1177

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 28.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 83 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 45

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.9

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.93442 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60522

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.26835 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77025

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1177 50.9 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.9 Percent Followers, % 17.0 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.26 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 11 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1420 

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 11.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 83 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.56256 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.42277 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72994 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1420 56.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 56.3 Percent Followers, % 20.6 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.29 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 12 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 10212 

Lane Width, ft 11 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.4 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 83 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1177 - - 50.9

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.9 Percent Followers, % 17.0

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.26 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.3

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 11

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1420

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 11.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 83 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.56256 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.42277 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72994

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1420 - - 56.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 56.3 Percent Followers, % 20.6

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.29 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.3

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 12

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 10212

Lane Width, ft 11 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.4

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 83 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05



Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.4 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.60216 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33893 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72336 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 10212 55.4 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 55.4 Percent Followers, % 19.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.10 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 13 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 608 

Lane Width, ft 11 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 189 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.11 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.42136 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.52652 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71538 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 1.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 608 56.2 

Vehicle Results 
Mil 

Average Speed, mi/h 56.2 Percent Followers, % 37.1 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.12 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 1.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 

T VMT VHD Follower Density, followers/ LOS 

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.4

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.60216 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33893 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72336

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 10212 - - 55.4

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 55.4 Percent Followers, % 19.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.10 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.3

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 13

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 608

Lane Width, ft 11 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 189 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.11

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.42136

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.52652 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71538

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 1.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 608 - - 56.2

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 56.2 Percent Followers, % 37.1

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.12 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 1.3

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results

T VMT VHD Follower Density, followers/ LOS
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing PM 

Project Description KY 57 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3833 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 24.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.1 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.31561 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.37832 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73598 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.6 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 3833 50.4 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.4 Percent Followers, % 25.7 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.86 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.6 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 528 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 68 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing PM

Project Description KY 57 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3833

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 24.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.1

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.31561 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.37832 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73598

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.6

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 3833 - - 50.4

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.4 Percent Followers, % 25.7

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.86 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.6

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 528

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 68

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.13495 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.59025 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27577 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77756 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 528 53.9 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 53.9 Percent Followers, % 22.3 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.11 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.5 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 3 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2580 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 6 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 68 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 59.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 4.16555 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.74144 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.14385 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.81165 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.4 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2580 59.0 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 59.0 Percent Followers, % 19.0 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.50 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.4 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 4 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.13495 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.59025

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27577 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77756

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 528 - - 53.9

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 53.9 Percent Followers, % 22.3

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.11 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.5

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 3

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2580

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 6

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 68

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 59.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 4.16555 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.74144

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.14385 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.81165

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.4

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2580 - - 59.0

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 59.0 Percent Followers, % 19.0

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.50 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.4

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 4



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1400 

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 6 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 60.1 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 4.77922 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.53696 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47099 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73766 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.6 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1400 59.5 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 59.5 Percent Followers, % 27.1 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.27 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.6 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 5 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1399 

' Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 6 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.4 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 68 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 60.6 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.64975 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.24948 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78919 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.4 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1400

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 6

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 60.1

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 4.77922 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.53696

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47099 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73766

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.6

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1400 - - 59.5

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 59.5 Percent Followers, % 27.1

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.27 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.6

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 5

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1399

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 6

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.4

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 68

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 60.6

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.64975

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.24948 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78919

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.4

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1399 60.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 60.3 Percent Followers, % 21.4 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.26 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.4 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 6 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4187 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.9 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 74 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.7 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.56613 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.34280 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74945 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 4187 55.7 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 55.7 Percent Followers, % 17.4 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.85 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 7 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4905 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density, pts/mi 39.8 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 74 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1399 - - 60.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 60.3 Percent Followers, % 21.4

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.26 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.4

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 6

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4187

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.9

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 74 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.7

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.56613 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.34280 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74945

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 4187 - - 55.7

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 55.7 Percent Followers, % 17.4

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.85 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 7

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4905

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density, pts/mi 39.8

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 74 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04



Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 25.1 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.91896 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.32538 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.62496 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.7 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 4905 25.1 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 25.1 Percent Followers, % 23.0 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.22 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.7 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 8 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1162 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 74 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 40 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.8 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.64288 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.26168 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77479 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1162 55.8 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 55.8 Percent Followers, % 15.5 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.24 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 9 

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 25.1

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.91896 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.32538 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.62496

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.7

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 4905 - - 25.1

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 25.1 Percent Followers, % 23.0

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.22 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.7

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 8

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1162

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 74 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 40

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.8

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.64288

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.26168 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77479

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1162 - - 55.8

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 55.8 Percent Followers, % 15.5

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.24 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 9



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8686 

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.3 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 74 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.69306 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.31619 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73942 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 8686 57.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 57.3 Percent Followers, % 17.5 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.72 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 10 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1177 

' Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 28.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 74 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 40 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

i Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.9 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.93104 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60842 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.26517 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77093 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8686

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.3

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 74 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.69306 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.31619 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73942

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 8686 - - 57.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 57.3 Percent Followers, % 17.5

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.72 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 10

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1177

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 28.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 74 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 40

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.9

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.93104 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60842

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.26517 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77093

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1177 50.9 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.9 Percent Followers, % 15.7 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.26 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 11 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1420 

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 11.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 74 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.56256 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.42277 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72994 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1420 56.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 56.3 Percent Followers, % 19.2 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.29 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 12 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 10212 

Lane Width, ft 11 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.4 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 74 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1177 - - 50.9

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.9 Percent Followers, % 15.7

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.26 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 11

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1420

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 11.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 74 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.56256 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.42277 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72994

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1420 - - 56.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 56.3 Percent Followers, % 19.2

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.29 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.3

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 12

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 10212

Lane Width, ft 11 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.4

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 74 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04



Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.4 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.60216 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33893 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72336 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 10212 55.4 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 55.4 Percent Followers, % 18.5 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.10 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 13 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 608 

Lane Width, ft 11 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 230 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.14 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.42136 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.52652 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71538 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 1.7 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 608 56.0 

Vehicle Results 
Mil 

Average Speed, mi/h 56.0 Percent Followers, % 41.3 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.12 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 1.7 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 

T VMT VHD Follower Density, followers/ LOS 

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.4

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.60216 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33893 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72336

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 10212 - - 55.4

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 55.4 Percent Followers, % 18.5

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.10 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 13

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 608

Lane Width, ft 11 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 230 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.14

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.42136

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.52652 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71538

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 1.7

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 608 - - 56.0

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 56.0 Percent Followers, % 41.3

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.12 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 1.7

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results

T VMT VHD Follower Density, followers/ LOS
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing AM 

Project Description CR 1037 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2558 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density pts/mi 14.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 15 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 18.9 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.55508 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27783 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.57790 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2558 18.9 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 18.9 Percent Followers, % 10.6 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 

T VMT 
veh-mi/p 

VHD 
veh-h/p 

Follower Density, followers/ 
mi/In 

LOS 

1 2 0.00 0.1 A 
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing AM

Project Description CR 1037 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2558

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 14.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 15 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 18.9

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.55508 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27783 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.57790

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2558 - - 18.9

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 18.9 Percent Followers, % 10.6

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results

T VMT 
veh-mi/p

VHD 
veh-h/p

Follower Density, followers/
mi/ln

LOS

1 2 0.00 0.1 A
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing PM 

Project Description CR 1037 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2558 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density pts/mi 14.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 18 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 18.9 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.55508 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27783 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.57790 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2558 18.9 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 18.9 Percent Followers, % 11.6 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 

T VMT 
veh-mi/p 

VHD 
veh-h/p 

Follower Density, followers/ 
mi/In 

LOS 

1 2 0.00 0.1 A 

Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS%1 Highways Version 2022 
Existing PM CR 1037.xuf 

Generated: 05/12/2022 13:48:48 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing PM

Project Description CR 1037 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2558

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 14.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 18 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 18.9

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.55508 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27783 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.57790

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2558 - - 18.9

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 18.9 Percent Followers, % 11.6

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results

T VMT 
veh-mi/p

VHD 
veh-h/p

Follower Density, followers/
mi/ln

LOS

1 2 0.00 0.1 A
Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS™ Highways Version 2022 Generated: 05/12/2022 13:48:48

Existing PM CR 1037.xuf



HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing AM 

Project Description CR 1036 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3025 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 20 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 19.4 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.58682 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27434 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.58479 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 3025 19.4 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 19.4 Percent Followers, % 12.2 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.77 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 

T VMT 
veh-mi/p 

VHD 
veh-h/p 

Follower Density, followers/ 
mi/In 

LOS 

1 3 0.00 0.1 A 

Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS%1 Highways Version 2022 
Existing AM CR 1036.xuf 

Generated: 05/12/2022 13:46:20 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing AM

Project Description CR 1036 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3025

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 20 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 19.4

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.58682 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27434 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.58479

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 3025 - - 19.4

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 19.4 Percent Followers, % 12.2

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.77 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results

T VMT 
veh-mi/p

VHD 
veh-h/p

Follower Density, followers/
mi/ln

LOS

1 3 0.00 0.1 A
Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS™ Highways Version 2022 Generated: 05/12/2022 13:46:20

Existing AM CR 1036.xuf



HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing PM 

Project Description CR 1036 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3025 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 15 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 19.4 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.58682 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27434 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.58479 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 3025 19.4 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 19.4 Percent Followers, % 10.3 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.77 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 

T VMT 
veh-mi/p 

VHD 
veh-h/p 

Follower Density, followers/ 
mi/In 

LOS 

1 2 0.00 0.1 A 

Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS%1 Highways Version 2022 
Existing PM CR 1036.xuf 

Generated: 05/12/2022 13:46:44 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing PM

Project Description CR 1036 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3025

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 15 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 19.4

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.58682 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27434 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.58479

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 3025 - - 19.4

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 19.4 Percent Followers, % 10.3

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.77 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results

T VMT 
veh-mi/p

VHD 
veh-h/p

Follower Density, followers/
mi/ln

LOS

1 2 0.00 0.1 A
Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS™ Highways Version 2022 Generated: 05/12/2022 13:46:44
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing AM 

Project Description CR 1030 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4172 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.6 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 13 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 20.5 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.66165 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27316 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.59682 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 4172 20.5 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 20.5 Percent Followers, % 9.2 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.31 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 

T VMT 
veh-mi/p 

VHD 
veh-h/p 

Follower Density, followers/ 
mi/In 

LOS 

1 2 0.00 0.1 A 

Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS%1 Highways Version 2022 
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing AM

Project Description CR 1030 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4172

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.6

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 13 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 20.5

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.66165 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27316 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.59682

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 4172 - - 20.5

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 20.5 Percent Followers, % 9.2

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.31 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results

T VMT 
veh-mi/p

VHD 
veh-h/p

Follower Density, followers/
mi/ln

LOS

1 2 0.00 0.1 A
Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS™ Highways Version 2022 Generated: 05/12/2022 13:45:43
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing PM 

Project Description CR 1030 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4172 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.6 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 12 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 20.5 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.66165 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27316 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.59682 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 4172 20.5 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 20.5 Percent Followers, % 8.6 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.31 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 

T VMT 
veh-mi/p 

VHD 
veh-h/p 

Follower Density, followers/ 
mi/In 

LOS 

1 2 0.00 0.0 A 

Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS%1 Highways Version 2022 
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Existing PM

Project Description CR 1030 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4172

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.6

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 12 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 20.5

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.66165 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27316 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.59682

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 4172 - - 20.5

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 20.5 Percent Followers, % 8.6

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.31 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results

T VMT 
veh-mi/p

VHD 
veh-h/p

Follower Density, followers/
mi/ln

LOS

1 2 0.00 0.0 A
Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS™ Highways Version 2022 Generated: 05/12/2022 13:46:00
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction AM 

Project Description CR 1027 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2575 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 6.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 41 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 20.9 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.66210 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.30998 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.59048 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.4 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2575 20.9 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 20.9 Percent Followers, % 18.1 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.40 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.4 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 

T VMT 
veh-mi/p 

VHD 
veh-h/p 

Follower Density, followers/ 
mi/In 

LOS 

1 5 0.00 0.4 A 

Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS%1 Highways Version 2022 
Construction AM CR 1027.xuf 
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction AM

Project Description CR 1027 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2575

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 6.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 41 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 20.9

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.66210 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.30998 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.59048

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.4

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2575 - - 20.9

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 20.9 Percent Followers, % 18.1

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.40 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.4

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results

T VMT 
veh-mi/p

VHD 
veh-h/p

Follower Density, followers/
mi/ln

LOS

1 5 0.00 0.4 A
Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS™ Highways Version 2022 Generated: 05/12/2022 17:12:07

Construction AM CR 1027.xuf



HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction PM 

Project Description CR 1027 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2575 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 6.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 54 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 20.9 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.66210 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.30998 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.59048 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2575 20.9 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 20.9 Percent Followers, % 20.9 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.40 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.5 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 

T VMT 
veh-mi/p 

VHD 
veh-h/p 

Follower Density, followers/ 
mi/In 

LOS 

1 6 0.00 0.5 A 
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Construction PM CR 1027.xuf 

Generated: 05/12/2022 17:12:26 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction PM

Project Description CR 1027 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2575

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 6.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 54 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 20.9

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.66210 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.30998 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.59048

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2575 - - 20.9

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 20.9 Percent Followers, % 20.9

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.40 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.5

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results

T VMT 
veh-mi/p

VHD 
veh-h/p

Follower Density, followers/
mi/ln

LOS

1 6 0.00 0.5 A
Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS™ Highways Version 2022 Generated: 05/12/2022 17:12:26
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction AM 

Project Description KY 3301 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1584 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 33.3 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 36 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 48.4 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.13556 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46639 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71076 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1584 48.4 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 48.4 Percent Followers, % 12.9 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.37 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1732 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi A

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 36 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 26 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction AM

Project Description KY 3301 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1584

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 33.3

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 36 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 48.4

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.13556 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46639 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71076

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1584 - - 48.4

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 48.4 Percent Followers, % 12.9

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.37 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1732

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 24.2

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 36 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 26

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.6 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.91212 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62113 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.23351 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78085 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1732 50.6 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.6 Percent Followers, % 8.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.39 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 3 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1056 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density pts/mi 12.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 36 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.7 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.41926 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.44983 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72120 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1056 53.7 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 53.7 Percent Followers, % 12.3 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.22 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 4 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.6

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.91212 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62113

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.23351 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78085

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1732 - - 50.6

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.6 Percent Followers, % 8.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.39 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 3

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1056

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 36 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.7

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.41926 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.44983 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72120

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1056 - - 53.7

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 53.7 Percent Followers, % 12.3

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.22 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 4



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1796 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 2.9 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 36 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 26 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.0 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.20182 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62113 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21865 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79846 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1796 56.0 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 56.0 Percent Followers, % 8.2 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.36 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 5 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2565 

' Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.2 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 36 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.6 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.43628 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.39290 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73652 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1796

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 2.9

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 36 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 26

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.0

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.20182 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62113

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21865 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79846

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1796 - - 56.0

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 56.0 Percent Followers, % 8.2

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.36 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 5

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2565

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.2

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 36 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.6

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.43628 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.39290 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73652

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2565 53.6 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 53.6 Percent Followers, % 11.3 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 6 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2067 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.4 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 36 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 26 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.9 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.03763 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62113 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21680 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79330 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2067 52.9 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 52.9 Percent Followers, % 8.3 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.44 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 7 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4526 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 10.5 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 36 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2565 - - 53.6

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 53.6 Percent Followers, % 11.3

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 6

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2067

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.4

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 36 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 26

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.9

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.03763 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62113

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21680 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79330

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2067 - - 52.9

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 52.9 Percent Followers, % 8.3

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.44 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 7

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4526

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 10.5

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 36 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02



Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.1 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.48395 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35008 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74489 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 4526 54.1 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 54.1 Percent Followers, % 10.7 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.95 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 8 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 3016 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.8 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 36 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 26 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.8 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.04547 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62113 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.19121 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.80322 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 3016 52.8 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 52.8 Percent Followers, % 7.9 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.65 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 9 

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.1

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.48395 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35008 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74489

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 4526 - - 54.1

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 54.1 Percent Followers, % 10.7

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.95 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 8

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 3016

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.8

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 36 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 26

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.8

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.04547 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62113

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.19121 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.80322

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 3016 - - 52.8

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 52.8 Percent Followers, % 7.9

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.65 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 9



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3185 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 34 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.0 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.40708 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.38055 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73849 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 3185 53.0 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 53.0 Percent Followers, % 10.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.68 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 
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Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3185

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 34 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.0

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.40708 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.38055 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73849

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 3185 - - 53.0

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 53.0 Percent Followers, % 10.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.68 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction PM 

Project Description KY 3301 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1584 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 33.3 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 48.4 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.13556 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46639 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71076 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1584 48.4 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 48.4 Percent Followers, % 13.2 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.37 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1732 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi A

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 26 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction PM

Project Description KY 3301 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1584

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 33.3

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 48.4

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.13556 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46639 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71076

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1584 - - 48.4

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 48.4 Percent Followers, % 13.2

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.37 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1732

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 24.2

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 26

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.6 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.91212 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62113 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.23351 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78085 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1732 50.6 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.6 Percent Followers, % 9.0 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.39 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 3 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1056 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density pts/mi 12.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.7 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.41926 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.44983 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72120 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1056 53.7 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 53.7 Percent Followers, % 12.7 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.22 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 4 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.6

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.91212 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62113

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.23351 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78085

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1732 - - 50.6

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.6 Percent Followers, % 9.0

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.39 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 3

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1056

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.7

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.41926 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.44983 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72120

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1056 - - 53.7

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 53.7 Percent Followers, % 12.7

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.22 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 4



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1796 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 2.9 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 26 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.0 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.20182 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62113 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21865 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79846 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1796 56.0 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 56.0 Percent Followers, % 8.4 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.36 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 5 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2565 

' Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.2 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.6 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.43628 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.39290 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73652 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1796

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 2.9

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 26

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.0

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.20182 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62113

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21865 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79846

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1796 - - 56.0

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 56.0 Percent Followers, % 8.4

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.36 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 5

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2565

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.2

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.6

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.43628 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.39290 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73652

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2565 53.6 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 53.6 Percent Followers, % 11.6 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 6 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2067 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.4 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 26 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.9 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.03763 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62113 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21680 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79330 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2067 52.9 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 52.9 Percent Followers, % 8.6 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.44 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 7 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4526 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 10.5 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2565 - - 53.6

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 53.6 Percent Followers, % 11.6

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 6

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2067

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.4

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 26

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.9

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.03763 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62113

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21680 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79330

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2067 - - 52.9

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 52.9 Percent Followers, % 8.6

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.44 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 7

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4526

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 10.5

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02



Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.1 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.48395 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35008 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74489 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 4526 54.1 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 54.1 Percent Followers, % 11.0 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.95 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 8 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 3016 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.8 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 26 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.8 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.04547 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62113 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.19121 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.80322 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 3016 52.8 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 52.8 Percent Followers, % 8.1 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.65 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 9 

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.1

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.48395 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35008 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74489

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 4526 - - 54.1

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 54.1 Percent Followers, % 11.0

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.95 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 8

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 3016

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.8

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 37 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 26

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.8

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.04547 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62113

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.19121 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.80322

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 3016 - - 52.8

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 52.8 Percent Followers, % 8.1

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.65 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 9



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3185 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 40 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.0 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.40708 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.38055 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73849 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 3185 53.0 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 53.0 Percent Followers, % 12.1 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.68 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 
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Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3185

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 40 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 0.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.0

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.40708 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.38055 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73849

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 3185 - - 53.0

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 53.0 Percent Followers, % 12.1

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.68 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction AM 

Project Description KY 1237 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8337 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 18.4 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 19 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.7 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.44540 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.34677 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72875 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 8337 52.7 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 52.7 Percent Followers, % 7.3 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.80 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8264 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 21.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 36 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction AM

Project Description KY 1237 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8337

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 18.4

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 19 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.7

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.44540 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.34677 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72875

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 8337 - - 52.7

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 52.7 Percent Followers, % 7.3

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.80 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8264

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 21.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 36 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.9 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.40003 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35159 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72676 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

' 1 Tangent 8264 51.9 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 51.9 Percent Followers, % 11.3 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.81 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 
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Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.9

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.40003 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35159 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72676

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 8264 - - 51.9

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 51.9 Percent Followers, % 11.3

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.81 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction PM 

Project Description KY 1237 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8337 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 18.4 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 32 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.7 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.44540 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.34677 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72875 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 8337 52.7 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 52.7 Percent Followers, % 10.3 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.80 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8264 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 21.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 57 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction PM

Project Description KY 1237 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8337

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 18.4

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 32 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.7

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.44540 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.34677 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72875

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 8337 - - 52.7

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 52.7 Percent Followers, % 10.3

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.80 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8264

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 21.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 57 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.9 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.40003 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35159 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72676 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

' 1 Tangent 8264 51.9 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 51.9 Percent Followers, % 15.6 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.81 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 
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Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.9

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.40003 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35159 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72676

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 8264 - - 51.9

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 51.9 Percent Followers, % 15.6

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.81 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction AM 

Project Description KY 989 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 5412 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density pts/mi 10.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 9 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.7 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.52422 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33772 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74619 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 5412 54.7 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 54.7 Percent Followers, % 3.7 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.13 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 6410 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12A 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 9 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction AM

Project Description KY 989 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 5412

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 10.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 9 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.7

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.52422 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33772 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74619

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 5412 - - 54.7

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 54.7 Percent Followers, % 3.7

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.13 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 6410

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.4

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 9 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.2 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.51015 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33606 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74237 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

' 1 Tangent 6410 54.2 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 54.2 Percent Followers, % 3.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.34 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 
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Follower Density, followers/ 
mi/In 

LOS 

1 4 0.00 0.0 A 

Speed Distribution 

55-
O 

O 

E

a) 
a) 
0_ 

50, 
1 2 

Segment 

• Speed > 60 

• 50 < Speed ≤ 60 
O 40 < Speed ≤ 50 

O 30 < Speed ≤ 40 

• 20 < Speed ≤ 30 
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Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.2

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.51015 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33606 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74237

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 6410 - - 54.2

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 54.2 Percent Followers, % 3.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.34 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction PM 

Project Description KY 989 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 5412 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density pts/mi 10.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 17 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.7 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.52422 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33772 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74619 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 5412 54.7 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 54.7 Percent Followers, % 6.2 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.13 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 6410 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12A 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 17 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction PM

Project Description KY 989 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 5412

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 10.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 17 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.7

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.52422 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33772 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74619

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 5412 - - 54.7

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 54.7 Percent Followers, % 6.2

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.13 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 6410

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.4

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 17 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.2 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.51015 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33606 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74237 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

' 1 Tangent 6410 54.2 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 54.2 Percent Followers, % 6.3 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.34 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 
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Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.2

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.51015 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33606 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74237

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 6410 - - 54.2

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 54.2 Percent Followers, % 6.3

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.34 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.0

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction AM 

Project Description KY 559 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2862 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 31.5 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 49.4 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.20852 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.40969 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72659 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2862 49.4 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 49.4 Percent Followers, % 18.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.66 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2899 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 55 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction AM

Project Description KY 559 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2862

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 31.5

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 49.4

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.20852 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.40969 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72659

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2862 - - 49.4

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 49.4 Percent Followers, % 18.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.66 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.3

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2899

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 55

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.2 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.03967 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.59843 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21582 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79548 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2899 52.2 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 52.2 Percent Followers, % 13.9 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.63 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 3 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4715 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.44342 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35294 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74299 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 4715 53.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 53.3 Percent Followers, % 17.4 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.01 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 4 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.2

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.03967 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.59843

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21582 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79548

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2899 - - 52.2

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 52.2 Percent Followers, % 13.9

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.63 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 3

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4715

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.44342 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35294 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74299

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 4715 - - 53.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 53.3 Percent Followers, % 17.4

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.01 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 4



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 317 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 55 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.2 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.23168 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.59843 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.26178 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78483 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 317 56.2 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 56.2 Percent Followers, % 14.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.06 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 5 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3168 

' Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.3 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

i Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.2 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.52656 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.36536 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74471 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 317

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 55

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.2

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.23168 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.59843

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.26178 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78483

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 317 - - 56.2

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 56.2 Percent Followers, % 14.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.06 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 5

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3168

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.3

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.2

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.52656 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.36536 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74471

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 3168 55.2 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 55.2 Percent Followers, % 17.5 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.65 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 6 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1584 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 26.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 55 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.6 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.92941 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.59843 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.26220 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77317 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1584 50.6 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.6 Percent Followers, % 15.2 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.36 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 7 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 12302 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.6 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 3168 - - 55.2

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 55.2 Percent Followers, % 17.5

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.65 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 6

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1584

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 26.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 55

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.6

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.92941 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.59843

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.26220 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77317

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1584 - - 50.6

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.6 Percent Followers, % 15.2

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.36 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 7

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 12302

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.6

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04



Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.1 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.59986 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.36038 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.70449 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 12302 55.1 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 55.1 Percent Followers, % 19.2 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 8 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1003 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 45 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 40.8 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.72189 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.50480 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.68051 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.4 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1003 40.8 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 40.8 Percent Followers, % 22.2 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.28 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.4 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 9 

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.1

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.59986 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.36038 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.70449

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 12302 - - 55.1

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 55.1 Percent Followers, % 19.2

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 8

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1003

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 45 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 40.8

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.72189 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.50480 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.68051

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.4

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1003 - - 40.8

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 40.8 Percent Followers, % 22.2

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.28 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.4

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 9



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1869 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density, pts/mi 57.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 24.4 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.84278 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.38415 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.60433 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.7 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1869 24.4 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 24.4 Percent Followers, % 24.6 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.87 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.7 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 
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Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1869

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density, pts/mi 57.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.04

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 24.4

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.84278 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.38415 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.60433

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.7

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1869 - - 24.4

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 24.4 Percent Followers, % 24.6

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.87 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.7
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Facility Results

T VMT 
veh-mi/p

VHD 
veh-h/p

Follower Density, followers/
mi/ln

LOS

1 98 0.00 0.3 A

20
25
30
35
40
45
50
55
60

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Speed > 60
50 < Speed ≤ 60
40 < Speed ≤ 50
30 < Speed ≤ 40
20 < Speed ≤ 30
Speed ≤ 20

AP1
Segment

Speed Distribution

Sp
ee

d 
(m

i/h
)



Followers Density Distribution 
F

ol
lo

w
er

s 
D

en
si

ty
 (f

ol
lo

w
er

s/
m

i/l
n)

 

5-

• 1 • • • --I-1'r----.. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Segment 
AP1 

• FD ≤ 2 

• 2 < FD ≤ 4 

O 4 < FD ≤ 8 

O 8 < FD ≤ 12 

• 12 < FD ≤ 99 

• FD > 99 

Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS%1 Highways Version 2022 
Construction AM KY 559.xuf 

Generated: 05/17/2022 09:17:03 

0

5

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

FD ≤ 2
2 < FD ≤ 4
4 < FD ≤ 8
8 < FD ≤ 12
12 < FD ≤ 99
FD > 99

AP1
Segment

Followers Density Distribution
Fo

llo
w

er
s 

D
en

si
ty

 (f
ol

lo
w

er
s/

m
i/l

n)

Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS™ Highways Version 2022 Generated: 05/17/2022 09:17:03
Construction AM KY 559.xuf



HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction PM 

Project Description KY 559 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2862 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 31.5 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 79 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 49.4 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.20852 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.40969 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72659 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2862 49.4 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 49.4 Percent Followers, % 20.0 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.66 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2899 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 79 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 60 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2022

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction PM

Project Description KY 559 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2862

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 31.5

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 79 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 49.4

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.20852 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.40969 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72659

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2862 - - 49.4

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 49.4 Percent Followers, % 20.0

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.66 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.3

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2899

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 79 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 60

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.2 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.04360 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.59482 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21923 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79461 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2899 52.2 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 52.2 Percent Followers, % 15.0 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.63 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 3 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4715 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 79 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.44342 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35294 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74299 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 4715 53.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 53.3 Percent Followers, % 18.6 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.01 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 4 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.2

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.04360 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.59482

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21923 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79461

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2899 - - 52.2

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 52.2 Percent Followers, % 15.0

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.63 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 3

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4715

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 15.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 79 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 53.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.44342 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.35294 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74299

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 4715 - - 53.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 53.3 Percent Followers, % 18.6

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.01 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.3

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 4



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 317 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 79 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 60 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.2 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.23561 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.59482 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.26530 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78405 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 317 56.2 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 56.2 Percent Followers, % 15.9 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.06 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 5 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3168 

' Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.3 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 79 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

Intermediate Results 

i Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.2 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.52656 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.36536 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74471 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 317

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 79 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 60

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.2

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.23561 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.59482

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.26530 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78405

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 317 - - 56.2

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 56.2 Percent Followers, % 15.9

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.06 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 5

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3168

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.3

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 79 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.2

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.52656 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.36536 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74471

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 3168 55.2 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 55.2 Percent Followers, % 18.6 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.65 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 6 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1584 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 26.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 79 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 60 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.6 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.93334 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.59482 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.26579 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77239 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1584 50.6 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.6 Percent Followers, % 16.3 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.36 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 7 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 12302 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.6 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 79 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 3168 - - 55.2

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 55.2 Percent Followers, % 18.6

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.65 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.3

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 6

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1584

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 26.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 79 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 60

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.6

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.93334 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.59482

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.26579 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77239

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1584 - - 50.6

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.6 Percent Followers, % 16.3

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.36 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.3

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 7

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 12302

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.6

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 79 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05



Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.1 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.59986 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.36038 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.70449 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 12302 55.1 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 55.1 Percent Followers, % 20.3 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 8 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1003 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 45 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 79 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 40.8 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.72189 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.50480 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.68051 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1003 40.8 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 40.8 Percent Followers, % 23.5 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.28 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.5 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 9 

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.1

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.59986 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.36038 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.70449

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 12302 - - 55.1

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 55.1 Percent Followers, % 20.3

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.3

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 8

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1003

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 45 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 79 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 40.8

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.72189 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.50480 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.68051

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1003 - - 40.8

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 40.8 Percent Followers, % 23.5

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.28 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.5

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 9



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1869 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density, pts/mi 57.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 79 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 24.4 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.84278 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.38415 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.60433 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.8 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1869 24.4 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 24.4 Percent Followers, % 25.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.87 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.8 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 
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Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1869

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density, pts/mi 57.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 79 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 24.4

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.84278 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.38415 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.60433

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.8

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1869 - - 24.4

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 24.4 Percent Followers, % 25.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.87 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.8

Vehicle LOS A
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction AM 

Project Description KY 344 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 512 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density pts/mi 20.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 29.5 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.10943 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46561 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.62573 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.4 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 512 29.5 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 29.5 Percent Followers, % 20.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.20 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.4 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2518 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 27.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 40 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction AM

Project Description KY 344 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 512

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 29.5

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.10943 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46561 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.62573

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.4

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 512 - - 29.5

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 29.5 Percent Followers, % 20.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.20 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.4

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2518

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 27.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 40

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.5 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60723 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21564 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77436 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2518 50.5 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.5 Percent Followers, % 11.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.57 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 3 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 327 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density pts/mi 24.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.29099 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46577 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71525 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 327 51.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 51.3 Percent Followers, % 16.5 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.07 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 4 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.5

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60723

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21564 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77436

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2518 - - 50.5

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.5 Percent Followers, % 11.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.57 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 3

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 327

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 24.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 53 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.29099 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46577 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71525

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 327 - - 51.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 51.3 Percent Followers, % 16.5

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.07 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 4



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1592 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 56 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.35025 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.44258 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72248 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1584 52.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 52.3 Percent Followers, % 16.5 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.35 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 5 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1525 

' Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 26.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 56 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 41 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

i Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.7 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.92396 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60760 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.25581 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77432 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1592

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 56 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.35025 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.44258 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72248

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1584 - - 52.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 52.3 Percent Followers, % 16.5

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.35 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 5

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1525

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 26.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 56 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 41

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.7

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.92396 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60760

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.25581 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77432

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1584 50.7 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.7 Percent Followers, % 12.7 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.34 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 6 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 528 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 30.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 56 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 49.8 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.20969 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47482 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71104 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 528 49.8 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 49.8 Percent Followers, % 17.4 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.12 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 7 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1584 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 10.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 56 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 41 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1584 - - 50.7

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.7 Percent Followers, % 12.7

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.34 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 6

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 528

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 30.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 56 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 49.8

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.20969 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47482 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71104

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 528 - - 49.8

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 49.8 Percent Followers, % 17.4

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.12 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 7

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1584

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 10.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 56 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 41

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03



Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.6 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.68727 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.17787 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78312 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1584 54.6 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 54.6 Percent Followers, % 11.7 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.33 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 8 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 528 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 0.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 56 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.61619 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.42067 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73029 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 528 57.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 57.3 Percent Followers, % 16.0 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.10 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 9 

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.6

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.68727

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.17787 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78312

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1584 - - 54.6

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 54.6 Percent Followers, % 11.7

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.33 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 8

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 528

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 0.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 56 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.61619 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.42067 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73029

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 528 - - 57.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 57.3 Percent Followers, % 16.0

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.10 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 9



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2112 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 5.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 56 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 41 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.0 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.63731 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21256 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78971 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2112 56.0 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 56.0 Percent Followers, % 11.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.43 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 10 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1056 

' Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 28.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 56 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03 

Intermediate Results 

i Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.23679 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47191 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71247 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2112

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 5.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 56 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 41

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.0

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.63731

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.21256 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78971

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2112 - - 56.0

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 56.0 Percent Followers, % 11.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.43 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 10

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1056

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 28.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 56 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.23679 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47191 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71247

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1056 50.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.3 Percent Followers, % 17.3 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.24 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 
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# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1056 - - 50.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.3 Percent Followers, % 17.3

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.24 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction PM 

Project Description KY 344 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 512 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density pts/mi 20.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 86 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 29.5 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.10943 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46561 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.62573 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.8 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 512 29.5 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 29.5 Percent Followers, % 27.1 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.20 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.8 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2518 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 27.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 86 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 64 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction PM

Project Description KY 344 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 512

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 86 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 29.5

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.10943 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46561 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.62573

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.8

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 512 - - 29.5

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 29.5 Percent Followers, % 27.1

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.20 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.8

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2518

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 27.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 86 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 64

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.5 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.58813 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.23157 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77061 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2518 50.5 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.5 Percent Followers, % 17.0 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.57 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 3 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 327 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density pts/mi 24.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 86 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.29099 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46577 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71525 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.4 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 327 51.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 51.3 Percent Followers, % 22.4 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.07 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.4 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 4 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.5

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.58813

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.23157 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77061

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2518 - - 50.5

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.5 Percent Followers, % 17.0

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.57 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.3

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 3

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 327

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 24.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 86 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.29099 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.46577 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71525

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.4

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 327 - - 51.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 51.3 Percent Followers, % 22.4

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.07 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.4

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 4



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1592 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 101 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.06 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.35025 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.44258 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72248 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1584 52.1 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 52.1 Percent Followers, % 24.1 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.35 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.5 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 5 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1525 

' Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 26.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 101 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.06 

Intermediate Results 

i Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.7 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.94536 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.58788 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27544 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77005 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.4 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1592

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 20.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 101 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.06

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 52.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.35025 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.44258 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72248

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1584 - - 52.1

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 52.1 Percent Followers, % 24.1

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.35 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.5

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 5

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1525

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 26.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 101 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.06

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.7

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.94536 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.58788

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27544 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77005

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.4

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1584 50.6 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.6 Percent Followers, % 19.6 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.34 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.4 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 6 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 528 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 30.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 101 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.06 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 49.8 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.20969 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47482 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71104 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 528 49.6 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 49.6 Percent Followers, % 25.1 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.12 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.5 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 7 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1584 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 10.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 101 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.06 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1584 - - 50.6

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.6 Percent Followers, % 19.6

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.34 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.4

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 6

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 528

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 30.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 101 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.06

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 49.8

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.20969 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47482 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71104

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 528 - - 49.6

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 49.6 Percent Followers, % 25.1

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.12 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.5

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 7

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1584

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 10.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 101 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.06



Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.6 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.65542 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.20321 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77793 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1584 54.5 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 54.5 Percent Followers, % 18.3 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.33 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 8 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 528 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 0.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 101 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.06 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.61619 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.42067 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73029 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.4 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 528 57.1 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 57.1 Percent Followers, % 23.4 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.11 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.4 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 9 

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.6

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.65542

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.20321 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77793

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1584 - - 54.5

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 54.5 Percent Followers, % 18.3

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.33 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.3

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 8

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 528

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 0.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 101 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.06

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.61619 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.42067 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73029

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.4

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 528 - - 57.1

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 57.1 Percent Followers, % 23.4

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.11 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.4

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 9



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2112 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 5.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 101 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.06 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.0 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.61333 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.23244 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78494 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2112 56.0 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 56.0 Percent Followers, % 18.4 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.43 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 10 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1056 

' Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 28.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 101 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.06 

Intermediate Results 

i Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.23679 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47191 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71247 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2112

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 5.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 101 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 72

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.06

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.0

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.61333

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.23244 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78494

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2112 - - 56.0

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 56.0 Percent Followers, % 18.4

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.43 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.3

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 10

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1056

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 28.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 101 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.06

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.23679 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47191 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71247

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1056 50.1 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.1 Percent Followers, % 25.0 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.24 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.5 

Vehicle LOS A 
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# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1056 - - 50.1

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.1 Percent Followers, % 25.0

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.24 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.5

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction AM 

Project Description KY 57 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3833 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 24.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 91 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.1 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.31561 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.37832 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73598 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.4 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 3833 51.1 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 51.1 Percent Followers, % 21.1 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.85 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.4 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 528 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 91 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 48 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction AM

Project Description KY 57 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3833

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 24.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 91 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.1

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.31561 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.37832 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73598

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.4

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 3833 - - 51.1

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 51.1 Percent Followers, % 21.1

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.85 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.4

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 528

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 91 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 48

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.12113 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60294 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.26325 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78028 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 528 54.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 54.3 Percent Followers, % 17.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.11 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 3 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2580 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 6 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 91 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 48 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 59.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 4.11812 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.76192 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.12853 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.81549 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2580 59.3 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 59.3 Percent Followers, % 14.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.49 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 4 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.12113 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.60294

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.26325 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78028

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 528 - - 54.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 54.3 Percent Followers, % 17.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.11 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.3

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 3

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2580

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 6

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 91 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 48

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 59.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 4.11812 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.76192

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.12853 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.81549

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2580 - - 59.3

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 59.3 Percent Followers, % 14.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.49 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 4



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1400 

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 6 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 91 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 60.1 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 4.77922 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.53696 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47099 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73766 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1400 60.1 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 60.1 Percent Followers, % 22.3 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.26 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 5 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1399 

' Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 6 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.4 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 91 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 48 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 60.6 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.66519 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.23651 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79213 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1400

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 6

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 91 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 60.1

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 4.77922 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.53696

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47099 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73766

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1400 - - 60.1

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 60.1 Percent Followers, % 22.3

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.26 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.3

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 5

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1399

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 6

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.4

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 91 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 48

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 60.6

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.66519

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.23651 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.79213

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1399 60.6 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 60.6 Percent Followers, % 17.0 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.26 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 6 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4187 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.9 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.7 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.56613 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.34280 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74945 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.6 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 4187 54.9 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 54.9 Percent Followers, % 24.6 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.87 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.6 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 7 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4905 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density, pts/mi 39.8 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1399 - - 60.6

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 60.6 Percent Followers, % 17.0

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.26 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.3

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 6

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4187

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.9

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.7

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.56613 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.34280 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74945

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.6

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 4187 - - 54.9

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 54.9 Percent Followers, % 24.6

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.87 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.6

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 7

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4905

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density, pts/mi 39.8

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07



Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 25.1 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.91896 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.32538 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.62496 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 1.5 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 4905 24.7 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 24.7 Percent Followers, % 30.3 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.25 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 1.5 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 8 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1162 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 67 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.8 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62152 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.28024 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77103 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1162 55.5 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 55.5 Percent Followers, % 22.6 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.24 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.5 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 9 

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 25.1

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.91896 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.32538 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.62496

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 1.5

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 4905 - - 24.7

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 24.7 Percent Followers, % 30.3

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.25 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 1.5

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 8

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1162

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 67

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.8

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62152

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.28024 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77103

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1162 - - 55.5

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 55.5 Percent Followers, % 22.6

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.24 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.5

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 9



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8686 

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.3 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.69306 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.31619 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73942 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 8686 56.5 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 56.5 Percent Followers, % 24.6 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.75 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.5 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 10 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1177 

' Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 28.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 67 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07 

Intermediate Results 

i Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.9 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.95000 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.59085 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.28278 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.76722 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.6 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8686

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.3

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.69306 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.31619 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73942

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 8686 - - 56.5

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 56.5 Percent Followers, % 24.6

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.75 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.5

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 10

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1177

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 28.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 67

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.9

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.95000 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.59085

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.28278 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.76722

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.6

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1177 50.6 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.6 Percent Followers, % 22.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.26 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.6 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 11 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1420 

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 11.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.56256 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.42277 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72994 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.6 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1420 55.5 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 55.5 Percent Followers, % 26.7 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.29 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.6 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 12 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 10212 

Lane Width, ft 11 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.4 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1177 - - 50.6

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.6 Percent Followers, % 22.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.26 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.6

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 11

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1420

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 11.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.56256 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.42277 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72994

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.6

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1420 - - 55.5

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 55.5 Percent Followers, % 26.7

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.29 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.6

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 12

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 10212

Lane Width, ft 11 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.4

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 124 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07



Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.4 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.60216 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33893 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72336 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.6 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 10212 54.6 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 54.6 Percent Followers, % 25.7 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.12 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.6 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 13 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 608 

Lane Width, ft 11 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 284 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.17 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.42136 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.52652 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71538 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 2.4 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 608 55.8 

Vehicle Results 
Mil 

Average Speed, mi/h 55.8 Percent Followers, % 46.2 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.12 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 2.4 

Vehicle LOS B 

Facility Results 

T VMT VHD Follower Density, followers/ LOS 

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.4

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.60216 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33893 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72336

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.6

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 10212 - - 54.6

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 54.6 Percent Followers, % 25.7

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.12 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.6

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 13

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 608

Lane Width, ft 11 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 284 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.17

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.42136

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.52652 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71538

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 2.4

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 608 - - 55.8

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 55.8 Percent Followers, % 46.2

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.12 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 2.4

Vehicle LOS B

Facility Results

T VMT VHD Follower Density, followers/ LOS
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction PM 

Project Description KY 57 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3833 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 24.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 187 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.11 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.1 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.31561 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.37832 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73598 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 1.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 3833 49.9 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 49.9 Percent Followers, % 33.1 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.87 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 1.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 2 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 528 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 187 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 102 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction PM

Project Description KY 57 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3833

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 24.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 187 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.11

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 51.1

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.31561 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.37832 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73598

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 1.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 3833 - - 49.9

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 49.9 Percent Followers, % 33.1

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.87 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 1.2

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 2

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 528

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 187 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 102

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50



Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.11 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.15417 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.57329 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.29266 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77391 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 1.0 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 528 53.5 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 53.5 Percent Followers, % 29.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.11 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 1.0 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 3 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2580 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 6 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 187 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 102 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.11 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 59.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 4.23153 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.71457 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.16478 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.80653 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.8 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2580 58.5 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 58.5 Percent Followers, % 26.0 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.50 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.8 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 4 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.11

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.15417 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.57329

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.29266 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77391

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 1.0

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 528 - - 53.5

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 53.5 Percent Followers, % 29.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.11 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 1.0

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 3

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 2580

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 6

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 187 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 102

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.11

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 59.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 4.23153 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.71457

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.16478 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.80653

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.8

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2580 - - 58.5

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 58.5 Percent Followers, % 26.0

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.50 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.8

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 4



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1400 

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 6 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.7 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 187 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.11 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 60.1 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 4.77922 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.53696 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47099 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73766 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 1.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1400 58.8 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 58.8 Percent Followers, % 34.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.27 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 1.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 5 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1399 

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 6 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.4 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 187 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 102 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.11 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 60.6 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62914 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.26730 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78517 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.9 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1400

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 6

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.7

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 187 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.11

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 3 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 60.1

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 4.77922 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.53696

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.47099 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73766

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 1.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1400 - - 58.8

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 58.8 Percent Followers, % 34.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.27 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 1.1

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 5

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1399

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 6

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.4

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 187 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 102

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.11

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 60.6

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62914

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.26730 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.78517

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.9

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1399 59.9 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 59.9 Percent Followers, % 28.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.27 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.9 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 6 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4187 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.9 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 112 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.7 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.56613 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.34280 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74945 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 4187 55.1 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 55.1 Percent Followers, % 22.9 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.86 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.5 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 7 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4905 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density, pts/mi 39.8 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 112 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1399 - - 59.9

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 59.9 Percent Followers, % 28.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.27 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.9

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 6

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4187

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.9

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 112 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.7

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.56613 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.34280 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.74945

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 4187 - - 55.1

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 55.1 Percent Followers, % 22.9

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.86 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.5

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 7

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4905

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 35 Access Point Density, pts/mi 39.8

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 112 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07



Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 25.1 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.91896 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.32538 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.62496 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 1.3 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 4905 24.8 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 24.8 Percent Followers, % 28.6 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.24 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 1.3 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 8 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1162 

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 112 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 61 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.8 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62611 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27620 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77185 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.4 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1162 55.6 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 55.6 Percent Followers, % 20.9 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.24 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.4 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 9 

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 25.1

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.91896 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.32538 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.62496

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 1.3

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 4905 - - 24.8

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 24.8 Percent Followers, % 28.6

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.24 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 1.3

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 8

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1162

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 8.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 112 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 61

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.8

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.62611

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27620 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.77185

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.4

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1162 - - 55.6

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 55.6 Percent Followers, % 20.9

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.24 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.4

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 9



Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8686 

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.3 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 112 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

_Segment Capacity, veh/h _ 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.69306 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.31619 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73942 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 8686 56.7 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 56.7 Percent Followers, % 22.9 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.74 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.5 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 10 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1177 

' Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 28.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 112 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 61 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07 

Intermediate Results 

i Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.9 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.94585 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.59462 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27898 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.76801 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 8686

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.3

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 112 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.69306 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.31619 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.73942

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 8686 - - 56.7

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 56.7 Percent Followers, % 22.9

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.74 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.5

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 10

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Zone Length, ft 1177

Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 28.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 112 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 61

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 50.9

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 2.94585 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.59462

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27898 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.76801

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data



Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1177 50.7 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 50.7 Percent Followers, % 21.1 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.26 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.5 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 11 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1420 

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 11.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 112 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.56256 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.42277 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72994 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 1420 55.8 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 55.8 Percent Followers, % 25.0 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.29 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.5 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 12 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 10212 

Lane Width, ft 11 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.4 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 112 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1177 - - 50.7

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 50.7 Percent Followers, % 21.1

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.26 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.5

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 11

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 1420

Lane Width, ft 12 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 11.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 112 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 56.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.56256 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.42277 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72994

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 1420 - - 55.8

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 55.8 Percent Followers, % 25.0

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.29 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.5

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 12

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 10212

Lane Width, ft 11 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.4

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 112 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.07



Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.4 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.60216 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33893 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72336 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 10212 54.8 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 54.8 Percent Followers, % 24.0 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.12 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.5 

Vehicle LOS A 

Segment 13 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 608 

Lane Width, ft 11 Shoulder Width, ft 1 

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 345 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.20 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.42136 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.52652 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71538 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 3.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 608 55.6 

Vehicle Results 
Mil 

Average Speed, mi/h 55.6 Percent Followers, % 51.0 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.12 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 3.2 

Vehicle LOS B 

Facility Results 

T VMT VHD Follower Density, followers/ LOS 

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.4

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.60216 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.33893 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.72336

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.5

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 10212 - - 54.8

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 54.8 Percent Followers, % 24.0

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.12 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.5

Vehicle LOS A

Segment 13

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 608

Lane Width, ft 11 Shoulder Width, ft 1

Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 4.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 345 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 3.50

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.20

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 2 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 57.3

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 3.11550 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.42136

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.52652 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.71538

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 3.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 608 - - 55.6

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 55.6 Percent Followers, % 51.0

Segment Travel Time, minutes 0.12 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 3.2

Vehicle LOS B

Facility Results

T VMT VHD Follower Density, followers/ LOS
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction AM 

Project Description CR 1037 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2558 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density pts/mi 14.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 22 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 18.9 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.55508 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27783 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.57790 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2558 18.9 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 18.9 Percent Followers, % 13.2 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 

T VMT 
veh-mi/p 

VHD 
veh-h/p 

Follower Density, followers/ 
mi/In 

LOS 

1 3 0.00 0.2 A 
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction AM

Project Description CR 1037 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2558

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 14.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 22 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 18.9

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.55508 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27783 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.57790

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2558 - - 18.9

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 18.9 Percent Followers, % 13.2

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results

T VMT 
veh-mi/p

VHD 
veh-h/p

Follower Density, followers/
mi/ln

LOS

1 3 0.00 0.2 A
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction PM 

Project Description CR 1037 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2558 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density pts/mi 14.0 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 18.9 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.55508 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27783 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.57790 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 2558 18.9 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 18.9 Percent Followers, % 14.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 

T VMT 
veh-mi/p 

VHD 
veh-h/p 

Follower Density, followers/ 
mi/In 

LOS 

1 3 0.00 0.2 A 
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction PM

Project Description CR 1037 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 2558

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 14.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 28 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 18.9

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.55508 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27783 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.57790

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 2558 - - 18.9

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 18.9 Percent Followers, % 14.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.54 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results

T VMT 
veh-mi/p

VHD 
veh-h/p

Follower Density, followers/
mi/ln

LOS

1 3 0.00 0.2 A
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction AM 

Project Description CR 1036 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3025 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 30 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 19.4 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.58682 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27434 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.58479 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 3025 19.4 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 19.4 Percent Followers, % 15.2 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.77 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.2 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 

T VMT 
veh-mi/p 

VHD 
veh-h/p 

Follower Density, followers/ 
mi/In 

LOS 

1 4 0.00 0.2 A 
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction AM

Project Description CR 1036 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3025

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 30 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 19.4

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.58682 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27434 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.58479

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.2

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 3025 - - 19.4

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 19.4 Percent Followers, % 15.2

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.77 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.2

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results

T VMT 
veh-mi/p

VHD 
veh-h/p

Follower Density, followers/
mi/ln

LOS

1 4 0.00 0.2 A
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction PM 

Project Description CR 1036 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3025 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.1 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 22 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 19.4 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.58682 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27434 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.58479 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 3025 19.4 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 19.4 Percent Followers, % 12.9 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.77 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 

T VMT 
veh-mi/p 

VHD 
veh-h/p 

Follower Density, followers/ 
mi/In 

LOS 

1 3 0.00 0.1 A 
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction PM

Project Description CR 1036 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 3025

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.1

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 22 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 19.4

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.58682 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27434 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.58479

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 3025 - - 19.4

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 19.4 Percent Followers, % 12.9

Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.77 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results

T VMT 
veh-mi/p

VHD 
veh-h/p

Follower Density, followers/
mi/ln

LOS

1 3 0.00 0.1 A
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction AM 

Project Description CR 1030 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4172 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.6 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 21 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 20.5 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.66165 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27316 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.59682 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 4172 20.5 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 20.5 Percent Followers, % 11.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.31 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 

T VMT 
veh-mi/p 

VHD 
veh-h/p 

Follower Density, followers/ 
mi/In 

LOS 

1 4 0.00 0.1 A 
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction AM

Project Description CR 1030 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4172

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.6

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 21 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 20.5

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.66165 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27316 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.59682

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 4172 - - 20.5

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 20.5 Percent Followers, % 11.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.31 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results

T VMT 
veh-mi/p

VHD 
veh-h/p

Follower Density, followers/
mi/ln

LOS

1 4 0.00 0.1 A
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report 

Project Information 

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022 

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023 

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction PM 

Project Description CR 1030 Units U.S. Customary 

Segment 1 

Vehicle Inputs 

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4172 

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width ft 0 

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.6 

Demand and Capacity 

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 18 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00 

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01 

Intermediate Results 

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 20.5 

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.66165 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674 

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27316 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.59682 

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1 

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0 

Subsegment Data 

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h 

1 Tangent 4172 20.5 

Vehicle Results 

Average Speed, mi/h 20.5 Percent Followers, % 10.8 

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.31 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/In 0.1 

Vehicle LOS A 

Facility Results 

T VMT 
veh-mi/p 

VHD 
veh-h/p 

Follower Density, followers/ 
mi/In 

LOS 

1 3 0.00 0.1 A 
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HCS Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst ATW Date 5/4/2022

Agency Stantec Analysis Year 2023

Jurisdiction Time Analyzed Construction PM

Project Description CR 1030 Units U.S. Customary

Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 4172

Lane Width, ft 9 Shoulder Width, ft 0

Speed Limit, mi/h 25 Access Point Density, pts/mi 7.6

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 18 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 Total Trucks, % 2.00

Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.01

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 20.5

Speed Slope Coefficient (m) 1.66165 Speed Power Coefficient (p) 0.41674

PF Slope Coefficient (m) -1.27316 PF Power Coefficient (p) 0.59682

In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/ln 0.1

%Improvement to Percent Followers 0.0 %Improvement to Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 4172 - - 20.5

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 20.5 Percent Followers, % 10.8

Segment Travel Time, minutes 2.31 Follower Density (FD), followers/mi/ln 0.1

Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results

T VMT 
veh-mi/p

VHD 
veh-h/p

Follower Density, followers/
mi/ln

LOS

1 3 0.00 0.1 A
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