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Inflation Percentage
Year 3.00%
2017 $5,904,592
2018 $6,081,730
2019 $6,264,182
2020 $6,452,108
2021 $6,645,671
2022 $6,845,041
2023 $7,050,392
2024 $7,261,904
2025 $7,479,761
2026 $7,704,154
2027 $7,935,278
2028 $8,173,337
2029 $8,418,537
2030 $8,671,093
2031 $8,931,226
2032 $9,199,163
2033 $9,475,137
2034 $9,759,392
2035 $10,052,173
2036 $10,353,738
2037 $10,664,351
2038 $10,984,281
2039 $11,313,810
2040 $11,653,224
2041 $12,002,821
2042 $12,362,905
2043 $12,733,792
2044 $13,115,806
2045 $13,509,280

Stage I
2018-2026 $61,784,942

Stage II
2027-2036 $90,969,074

Stage III
2037-2045 $108,340,270

Total $261,094,286

Federal & State Funding Forecast Thru 2045
Clarksville Transit System
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CPI
To account for the time value of money while developing the region’s historical average annual funding, 
historical funding amounts by year were brought to 2017 dollars by using Consumer Price Index (CPI) data 
provided by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.

The data obtained contains the CPI by month and year from 1980 to 2017 for the south urban region.  These 
values were averaged to a yearly value and then a CPI factor was developed (as shown in the table below) for 
each year based upon the ratio of that year to 2017.  This CPI factor was applied to previous years to adjust 
the funding in that year to 2017 dollars.

Bureau of Labor Statistics

Average Annual Inflation Rate
Series Id: 1980-2017 2.86%

1990-2017 2.24%
Area: 2000-2017 1.96%
Item: 2010-2017 1.38%
Base Period:
Years:

2017 Annual 
Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual Year FACTORS Change
1980 78.5 80.6 82.2 82.7 84.2 85.8 81.9 1980 2.899
1981 87.8 89.0 90.4 91.9 93.0 94.3 90.7 1981 2.618 10.74%
1982 95.1 94.7 97.0 97.6 98.0 97.8 96.5 1982 2.461 6.39%
1983 98.0 98.8 99.6 100.2 101.2 101.3 99.7 1983 2.382 3.32%
1984 102.4 103.1 103.6 104.3 105.1 105.3 103.8 1984 2.288 4.11%
1985 105.7 106.4 107.1 107.6 108.3 108.7 107.1 1985 2.217 3.18%
1986 108.9 107.9 108.7 108.7 109.4 109.7 108.9 1986 2.180 1.68%
1987 110.2 110.7 111.1 111.5 111.8 112.2 112.6 112.9 113.5 113.8 114.1 114.0 112.4 1987 2.113 3.21%
1988 114.1 114.4 114.8 115.4 115.6 116.1 116.6 117.0 117.7 118.2 118.3 118.5 116.4 1988 2.040 3.56%
1989 118.9 119.2 119.8 120.8 121.3 121.7 122.0 122.1 122.5 123.0 123.2 123.4 121.5 1989 1.954 4.38%
1990 124.6 125.4 126.0 126.1 126.5 127.3 127.8 128.7 129.7 130.7 130.9 130.9 127.9 1990 1.857 5.27%
1991 131.4 131.7 131.9 132.1 132.5 132.8 133.0 133.3 133.8 134.1 134.4 134.3 132.9 1991 1.787 3.91%
1992 134.4 134.9 135.5 135.9 136.2 136.7 136.8 137.0 137.3 137.8 138.1 137.9 136.5 1992 1.740 2.71%
1993 138.4 139.1 139.7 140.2 140.7 140.8 140.9 141.5 141.6 142.2 142.3 142.2 140.8 1993 1.686 3.15%
1994 142.5 142.9 143.6 143.8 144.3 144.7 145.0 145.5 145.8 145.9 146.0 146.1 144.7 1994 1.641 2.77%
1995 146.7 147.4 148.0 148.4 148.8 149.1 149.2 149.7 149.8 150.5 150.4 150.3 149.0 1995 1.594 2.97%
1996 151.1 151.5 152.4 153.2 153.5 154.0 154.0 154.1 154.5 154.9 155.1 155.1 153.6 1996 1.546 3.09%
1997 155.7 156.1 156.5 156.7 156.6 157.0 157.0 157.1 157.5 157.8 157.8 157.3 156.9 1997 1.513 2.15%
1998 157.6 157.8 158.2 158.5 158.8 159.1 159.3 159.5 159.5 159.8 159.6 159.6 158.9 1998 1.494 1.27%
1999 159.9 160.0 160.6 161.5 161.6 161.7 162.2 162.6 163.2 163.6 163.5 163.6 162.0 1999 1.466 1.95%
2000 164.1 164.8 166.5 166.7 166.7 167.5 168.0 168.0 168.5 168.5 168.6 168.4 167.2 2000 1.420 3.21%
2001 169.3 170.2 170.6 171.4 171.7 172.2 171.6 171.5 172.2 171.7 171.0 170.3 171.1 2001 1.388 2.33%
2002 170.6 171.0 172.1 173.1 173.2 173.5 173.6 173.8 174.2 174.9 174.9 174.6 173.3 2002 1.370 1.29%
2003 175.1 176.4 177.5 177.4 176.8 177.2 177.3 177.9 178.3 178.1 177.5 177.5 177.3 2003 1.339 2.31%
2004 178.2 179.1 180.1 180.9 182.0 182.9 182.6 182.6 182.8 183.7 183.7 183.3 181.8 2004 1.306 2.54%
2005 183.6 184.7 185.9 187.3 187.3 187.8 188.5 189.4 192.0 192.5 190.7 190.1 188.3 2005 1.261 3.58%
2006 191.5 191.8 192.8 194.7 195.5 196.3 197.0 197.1 195.8 194.7 194.3 194.8 194.7 2006 1.220 3.40%
2007 195.0 196.0 197.9 199.6 200.8 201.7 201.6 201.0 201.7 202.2 203.4 203.5 200.4 2007 1.185 2.91%
2008 204.5 205.1 206.7 208.1 210.0 212.3 213.3 212.4 212.7 210.1 205.6 203.5 208.7 2008 1.138 4.15%
2009 204.3 205.3 206.0 206.7 207.3 209.3 208.8 209.0 208.9 209.3 209.7 209.5 207.8 2009 1.142 -0.40%
2010 210.1 210.0 211.2 211.5 211.4 211.2 211.0 211.3 211.8 212.0 212.0 212.5 211.3 2010 1.124 1.68%
2011 213.6 214.7 217.2 218.8 219.8 219.3 219.7 220.5 220.4 220.0 220.0 219.5 218.6 2011 1.086 3.44%
2012 220.5 221.8 223.3 224.3 223.4 223.0 222.7 223.9 225.1 224.5 223.4 223.1 223.2 2012 1.064 2.12%
2013 223.9 225.9 226.6 226.2 226.3 227.1 227.5 227.8 227.9 227.4 226.8 227.1 226.7 2013 1.047 1.55%
2014 227.7 228.7 230.1 231.3 231.8 232.3 232.0 231.6 231.8 231.1 229.8 228.5 230.6 2014 1.030 1.70%
2015 226.9 227.9 229.3 230.0 230.9 232.0 231.7 231.3 230.9 230.9 230.4 229.6 230.1 2015 1.032 -0.18%
2016 229.5 229.6 231.0 232.0 232.9 233.8 233.3 233.6 234.1 234.3 234.0 234.2 232.7 2016 1.020 1.11%
2017 235.5 236.1 236.2 236.7 236.8 237.3 236.9 237.9 239.6 239.1 238.9 238.5 237.5 2017 1.000 2.05%

Source: https://data.bls.gov/pdq/SurveyOutputServlet?series_id=CUUR0300SA0,CUUS0300SA0

All items
1982-84=100
1980 to 2017

Consumer Price Index - All Urban Consumers
CUUR0300SA0,CUUS0300SA0

Not Seasonally Adjusted
South urban
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Clarksville Metropolitan Planning Area | 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan
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Line Items
During the public survey conducted in March 2018, the public was asked on how they wish to spend the 
region’s transportation dollars.  The results of this question are shown in Chapter 2, Figure 2.6 which show 
a desire for capacity improvements, safety, and maintenance.  The public also displayed a strong desire for 
additional bike/ped facilities.  These facilities have historically been funded in a sparse manner within the 
region, leading to an increase in capacity funding that would allow for bike/ped facilities to be built at the same 
time as other capacity projects.  These results, combined with historical funding for various improvement 
types, were used as a guide to allocate funds to the capacity and line item categories as shown on Page F-5 of 
Appendix F.  

IMPROVE Act Projects
The recently passed IMPROVE Act in the State of Tennessee allows the state to raise additional revenue for a 
variety of transportation projects.  TDOT has provided a list of projects, shown below, that could be funded 
using IMPROVE Act funds when they are available.  IMPROVE Act funds would be in addition to those listed in 
the financial forecast discussed in Chapter 9.
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TDEC Comments received on July 31st, 2018, regarding the draft MTP.  MPO responses are in red. 

 

1.          Reduce banner height at the top of the pages to fit more text on the page and shorten the overall 
document length. 

We have spoken with the MPO about this issue and we will explore if this can be done in a timely 
manner.   

2.          Table ES.2:  One of the prioritization criteria described is the ‘Balance Benefits vs. Cost’ and in 
Table 10.3, how are the benefits calculated?  How do we know what they are and their value? 

A brief description of what the benefits are will be provided within the table in the next draft.  The 
MPO has the worksheets used to calculate these values. 

3.          Page 1/13:  I don’t know how to make it simple, but the area is now (at least at this time) having 
to conduct conformity analysis due to the recent South Coast decision.  The paragraph at the bottom of 
page 1/13 makes it sound like the area just became maintenance. 

We will add text that clarifies this in the next draft. 

4.          Page 1/14:  At the top of the page, should we state standards are “lowered”, or “made more 
stringent” instead of “higher”?  The second paragraph does not seem to make sense.  What is intended 
here? 

The next draft will state “made more stringent” instead.  The second paragraph is an error from when 
the report was changed based on the South Coast decision for air quality.  This paragraph will be 
removed. 

5.          Are all the objectives in Chapter 3 currently measured such that we can evaluate performance of 
the MTP? 

Some objectives can be measured using data that the MPO has, while others can be obtained from 
the TDM.  However, some objectives are subjective. 

6.          Page 4/10: Does EPA set CAFE standards as indicated here? 

The EPA sets the GHG standards, while the NHTSA sets and enforces the CAFE standards.  This will be 
corrected in the next draft. 

7.          Table 4.3 appears to have incorrect information on the NAAQS. 

A portion of the Nitrogen Dioxide row is missing, affecting the remainder of the table and will be 
corrected in the next draft. 

8.          Table 4.5 and description above: What does the word “Test” in the title here mean?  Why are 
these “Test” projects? 
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A brief description of the MTP test projects will be added prior to the table for the sake of clarity. 

9.          Table 6.10: This table looks like it needs column headers. 

This will be corrected in the next draft. 

10.        Page 6/26:  This indicates we have hydrogen refueling in Clarksville.  Is this true, where? 

This information has been updated by the AVF locator since the draft was first submitted.  All of the 
AVF data will be updated to reflect this in the next draft. 

11.        Page 6/55: The discussion above figure 6.17 may need to reference from “2002 through 2015” 
instead of “2012 through 2015”; similar for text above figure 6.18. 

This will be corrected in the next draft. 

12.        Page 6/67: The last sentence, consider replacing “burden” with “demand”. 

We will make this change in the next draft. 

13.        Table 8.2: This table indicates a decrease in Collector centerline miles – is this due to 
reclassification of a roadway in the future? 

This is a result of the realignment of Oakland road in the Existing + Committed projects.  The original 
alignment is removed from the network and the new alignment is shorter than the original. 

14.        Table 8.2: This table may have an error – the bottom 2 sections have the same title – the bottom 
sections may need to be “delay”. 

This will be corrected in the next draft. 

15.        Table 8.3: This table appears to be duplicated in part. 

This will be corrected in the next draft. 

16.        The picture on page 8/21 appears to not be from the U.S. – the bike lane traffic is going in the 
wrong direction. 

We will select a new picture for the next draft. 

17.        Page 8/32: What is a DMU vehicle? 

This acronym will be spelled out in the next draft. 

18.        Page 8/33: second bullet – slowest rate compared to what?  The statement is not clear. 

This will be clarified in the next draft. 
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19.        Table 8.10:  Third column, should this be “To”? 

This will be changed in the next draft. 

20.        Page 8/39 Why is rail growth out to only 2040, not 2045? 

The data provided by TDOT through Transearch only covers the years 2012 and 2040.  This will be 
clarified in the next draft. 

21.        Page 9/5:  Is the statement at the bottom of page 9/5 about the MPO not receiving CMAQ funds – 
is this correct? 

This is an error from when the report was changed based on the South Coast decision for air 
quality.  This paragraph will be removed. 

22.        Section 10.1: does the TDM forecast of congestion also inform project identification for future 
projects?  How is this information used in project prioritization? 

The congestion forecast was not used to identify potential test projects, which instead relies on public 
input, state agencies, and the MPO.  However, the reduction of congestion based on TDM model runs 
is used in project prioritization. 

23.        Table 10.3:  The row regarding points for minority and low income groups – this should point out 
that the impact, as indicated here, is a negative impact.  What happens if the impact is positive?  Does 
the project gain additional points? 

This is addressed by a special note in Table 10.2.  This note will be added to the end of Table 10.3 

24.        Page 11/29:  In the call-out box on the right, isn’t this more than 4 times the state average? 

This will be corrected in the next draft.  
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TDOT Planning Comments received on August 7th, 2018, regarding the draft MTP.  MPO responses are 
in red. 

 

PIN 124656.00, widen I-24 from TN state line to SR-76 (Exit 11).  This project probably will be let by the 
end of 2021, but it’s on Page 11/15 of the MTP as a Visionary Project.  Total cost is about 
$130,000,000.  Should it remain visionary? 

If this project is let by the timeframe anticipated, the MTP can be amended to include it in the 
appropriate stage.  The cost of the project would have precluded other beneficial projects from being 
scheduled in Stage II.  

PIN 124659.00, I-24 Clarksville Welcome Center Renovation. 0.1 miles.  Total cost is around $3,250,000 
and probably will be let by the end of 2022.  I didn’t find it in the MTP. 

This project would be covered under the Enhancement Line Item and can be programed in the TIP at 
the appropriate time.  

PIN 123071.00, SR-48 from near SR-374 to near I-24.  Recently we’ve increased total project cost to 
$46,400,000.   

This will be updated in the next draft.  

PIN 101285.02, SR-112 (US-41A) intersection improvements at SR-76 in Clarksville.  This has a spring 
2019 letting but I couldn’t find it in the MTP. 

This project can be added to the list of potential intersection projects in Chapter 10, which will allow it 
to be included in the TIP.  

We added a couple of pedestrian projects at the end of last year.  I don’t know where you’d put them in 
your MTP.  PIN 126901.00 is a $2,000,000 11,800 foot sidewalk on the E. side of SR-12 from Quinn Road 
to the KY state line, including 50 ADA ramps and 8 pedestrian signals.  PIN 126902.00 is 9,300 feet of 5-
foot sidewalk along both sides of SR-13  from S. of Center Pointe Road to Holiday Drive.  It has 4,900 feet 
of drainage, 150 ADA ramps, and 12 pedestrian signals.  Cost is around $5,000,000.  Both are 
enhancement-type projects managed by TDOT. 

 These projects can be funded through the Enhancement Line Item.  These projects would be 
programmed in the TIP since the money is identified in the MTP.  
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TDOT Comments received on September 7th, 2018, regarding the draft MTP.   

Comment 
Number

Document 
Page No.

Comment MPO Response Final TDOT 
Response
September 7, 2018

Required Changes- Items related to rules, regulations, eligibility, and factual information that must be 
addressed
1 General The MPO’s metropolitan planning area, 

as defined by agreement between 
the MPO and the Governor, includes 
the entirety of Montgomery County, 
Tennessee, including the portion which 
covers Fort Campbell.  The MPO 
is responsible for carrying out the 
metropolitan transportation planning 
process across the entirety of the 
metropolitan planning area, again, 
including the portion of the MPA which 
covers Fort Campbell. 
It appears that the MPO is accounting 
for the transportation impacts of the Fort 
in its planning process, including the 
traffic generated by the Fort (captured 
through the travel demand model at 
external stations located at the entry/
exit gates to the Fort), and through 
coordination and consultation with Fort 
Campbell’s planners. However, it looks 
like there are opportunities to clarify 
the impact of the Fort on the region, 
such as identifying the Fort as a major 
employment center in the region.

Accordingly, TDOT recommends that the 
MPO clarify in the MTP that the planning 
process is being carried out across the 
entire MPA, not just the “study area” 
which excludes the Fort. This could be 
done through a narrative explaining 
how the MPO coordinates with the 
Fort and considers the Fort in planning 
for the region, and the limited role the 
MPO plays in addressing infrastructure 
planning for the Fort.  This should also 
be done through clearer maps which 
address the entire MPA,

The report figures 
will be updated to 
change references of 
Study Area Boundary 
to Travel Demand 
Model Boundary.  
Additional map 
features will add the 
boundary for Fort 
Campbell within the 
MPA, and an overall 
MPA boundary.

Where possible, 
additional information 
about Fort Campbell 
will be added in the 
next draft of the 
report.  A note will 
also be left in chapter 
about why Fort 
Campbell is excluded 
from the TDM area.

As I understand it, 
Ft. Campbell isn’t 
excluded from the 
TDM area, the traffic 
is captured at the 
external stations.
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Required Changes- Items related to rules, regulations, eligibility, and factual information that must be 
addressed
1.
continued

General including the Fort (the MPO might 
consider shading the Fort in a way to 
represent the unique situation in this 
area).  TDOT also recommends the 
MPO move away from defining a “study 
area” that differs from the MPA, as this 
appears to create confusion and gives 
the impression that the MPO is not 
planning for the entirety of the MPA. 
The study area represents a modeling 
network and should be represented and 
explained as such.  

2. 3-8 The MPO needs to include the PMs 
adopted to date, including baselines, 
and a discussion of how the Plan’s 
policies, programs, and projects support 
the States’ targets.  At a minimum this 
should include the information in the 
MTP Addendum submitted to TDOT for 
the current Plan. Since the MTP will be 
adopted by the Executive Board after 
November 16, 2018, the MPO may 
want to consider including PM2 and 
PM3 so that the Plan doesn’t need to be 
amended right after adoption.  

Refer to 450.324 - Development 
and content of the metropolitan 
transportation plan – in the May 27, 
2016 Planning Rule.

The adopted 
performance 
measures and their 
targets are included 
in Chapter 6.  The 
MPA’s baseline 
performance is 
also covered in the 
chapter.

An additional section 
will be added at the 
end of Chapter 6 
that summarizes 
the baseline 
performance and 
targets.  

The PM2 and PM3 
TPMs that Clarksville 
is subject to are 
also included in 
the performance 
measure tracking.

450.324 will be 
referred to in the next 
draft.

OK
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Required Changes- Items related to rules, regulations, eligibility, and factual information that must be 
addressed
3. Chapter 9 Fiscal Constraint – Refer to 450.324 

- Development and content of the 
metropolitan transportation plan – in the 
May 27, 2016 Planning Rule.
Page 9.15 - How did the MPO develop 
these numbers and reach these 
conclusions?  There is no historical 
information presented, nor is there a 
discussion of inflation factors or the 
methodology used.  No information for 
local governments is included.  What is 
the amount and source of local match for 
roadway and associated improvements?  
Where are the current and projected 
O&M costs for roadways, bikeways, 
greenways, sidewalks, and transit? This 
information is needed for all jurisdictions, 
including TDOT and KYTC.  What is the 
source of the funds used to pay for O&M 
costs?
There is no mention of the IMPROVE 
Act other than for public transit on page 
9-14.  This Act is having a significant 
impact on state and local funding, and is 
allowing projects to be accelerated.  
The MPO may want to refer to the 
Johnson City MTPO’s 2045 MTP 
adopted earlier this year, specifically 
Chapter 5 and Appendix II.

450.324 will be 
referred to in the next 
draft.
Additional 
information about the 
transit funding will be 
added to Page 9.15.  
An Appendix will be 
added that shows 
the historic funding 
data received from 
CTS and forecast 
development.
The development of 
the O&M costs and 
their relationship to 
the line item funding 
will be described 
in Chapter 11 and 
Appendix F.
The IMPROVE Act 
will be referenced on 
Page 9-5 in the next 
draft.

OK

4. Chapter 11 Pages 11-3 thru 11-9 - Why don’t the 
total costs of Tables 11.3, 11.4, and 11.5 
reconcile with the Estimated Fiscally-
Constrained MTP Project Costs for each 
Stage from Table 11.1?  This does not 
demonstrate fiscal constraint.

Table 11.1 reflects 
only the roadway 
capacity projects in 
the study area.  It will 
reflect the capacity 
projects and line 
items in the next 
draft.
Fiscal constraint for 
the line item funding 
will be addressed in 
the next draft.

OK
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Required Changes- Items related to rules, regulations, eligibility, and factual information that must be 
addressed
5. Chapter 11 PIN 124656.00, widen I-24 from TN 

state line to SR-76 (Exit 11).  This 
project probably will be let by the end 
of 2021, but it’s on Page 11/15 of the 
MTP as a Visionary Project.  Total cost 
is about $130,000,000.  Should it remain 
visionary?  If it’s being let in 2021, it will 
need to go in the new TIP.  Including it 
now in the fiscally constrained list will 
keep the MPO from having to do a Plan 
amendment and new CDR next year.  
PIN 124659.00, I-24 Clarksville 
Welcome Center Renovation. 0.1 miles. 
Total cost is around $3,250,000 and 
probably will be let by the end of 2022.  
I didn’t find it in the MTP. If it’s being let 
in 2021, it will need to go in the new TIP 
and needs to be in the MTP.  
PIN 123071.00, SR-48 from near 
SR-374 to near I-24.  Recently 
TDOT increased total project cost to 
$46,400,000.  
PIN 101285.02, SR-112 (US-41A) 
intersection improvements at SR-76 
in Clarksville.  This has a spring 2019 
letting but isn’t in the MTP.
Inclusion of these projects will obviously 
change the Financial Plan. 

If PIN 124656.00 is 
let by the timeframe 
anticipated, the MTP 
can be amended 
to include it in the 
appropriate stage.  
The cost of the 
project would have 
precluded other 
beneficial projects 
from being scheduled 
in Stage II.  This 
project can be 
included in Stage II 
if desired, but it will 
change Stage II and 
Stage III.
PIN 124659.00 would 
be covered under 
the Enhancement 
Line Item and can be 
programed in the TIP 
at the appropriate 
time.
The cost for PIN 
123071.00 will be 
updated in the next 
draft. 
The project for PIN 
101285.02 will be 
included in Table 
10.7.
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Questions/Comments -  Items for clarification or further consideration   

6. Executive 
Summary

Excellent Executive Summary. Thank you

7. Overall this is a very well written, easy 
to read Plan.  Good use of graphics to 
illustrate the points discussed in the text.  
“A picture is worth a thousand words.”

Thank you

8. 1-18 1st paragraph – MPOs aren’t required to 
set their own targets.  They may adopt 
the State’s.  This is correctly stated in 
Chapter 6.
Why doesn’t Table 1.2 include the 
MPOs’ Target Required Date?
State Target Setting – July 2, 2017 – 
State Highway Safety Offices report the 
3 identical HSIP targets in the HSP to 
NHTSA.  August 31, 2017 – State DOTs 
report 2014-2018 HSIP targets in the 
HSIP Annual Report to FHWA.

The first paragraph 
will have a change 
to reflect the proper 
information on TPM 
targets.
Table 1.2 does not 
contain the MPO’s 
Target Required Date 
since it is affected by 
two states.
The state submission 
deadlines for their 
targets are discussed 
in Chapter 6.

OK

9. 1-21 and 
General

1.3 – Does the Clarksville area exhibit 
these trends?  If so, how do the trends 
impact transportation and mobility, both 
now and in the future?
Throughout the MTP there’s a lot of 
discussion of requirements, trends, 
and issues at the Federal and national 
levels.  The Plan could be enhanced 
by providing examples of how 
Federal requirements are applied and 
implemented locally, and indicating if the 
Clarksville area exhibits trends not in 
line with national trends.

Where possible, this 
will be addressed in 
the next draft.

OK
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Questions/Comments -  Items for clarification or further consideration   

10. 1-25 1st paragraph – Chapter 3 is Visioning 
and Performance Measures.
2nd paragraph – There’s no mention of 
the AQ conformity process and review by 
the IAC.  Just to clarify, the MPO adopts 
the Plan, and the Federal agencies 
approve the CDR.  Neither TDOT nor 
FHWA/FTA/EPA approves the Plan.
3rd paragraph – TN doesn’t currently 
have an administrative adjustment 
process for Plans. Also applies to 1st 
paragraph in the block on p. 1-26.

The first and second 
paragraphs will be 
corrected in the next 
draft.
References to 
administrative 
adjustment will be 
removed in the next 
draft.

OK

11. 1-26 Last sentence – mention of TIP 
amendments and adjustments probably 
isn’t necessary since this is a discussion 
of the MTP.

This change will be in 
the next draft.

OK

12. 1-27 It may help to clarify that the TIP is a 
4-yr. document that is updated every 3 
yrs.

This will be changed 
for the next draft.

OK

13. 2-6 The process is somewhat different with 
air quality conformity.

This change will be in 
the next draft.

OK

14. 2-11 Kudos on the number of responses 
to the survey.  To what does the MPO 
attribute the increase from the previous 
Plan survey?

Electronic social 
media

OK

15. 2-12 2% for walking or biking for recreational 
or health purposes seems low.  How 
does this number compare to the 
statewide percentage?

This is based on 
responses to the 
public survey, for 
which this question 
was specifically 
created.  Statewide 
and national 
percentages 
were unavailable 
for comparison.  
Research from the 
ACS shows that just 
over 4% of work trips 
in the MPA counties 
are by walking or 
cycling.

OK
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Questions/Comments -  Items for clarification or further consideration   

16. 2-13 2.2 - Was the question “What is your 
primary method of transportation?” 
or “What is your primary method of 
transportation to work or school?” Those 
are two different questions that could 
elicit different responses.

The question asked 
as part of the survey 
was “What is your 
primary method 
of transportation.”  
This was meant to 
cover all trips within 
the MPA, including 
shopping and 
personal trips.

OK

17. 2-16 Are there projects to address on 
congestion and safety on Wilma 
Rudolph Blvd.?
3rd bullet – do not support efforts?

There is a section at 
the end of Chapter 
11 that recommends 
a study on Wilma 
Rudolph Blvd to 
address these 
concerns.
The third bullet will 
be corrected in the 
next draft.

OK

18. 3-4 What is a Blueway?  Not familiar with 
that term.  

This term will be 
clarified in the next 
draft.

OK

19. 4-10 Last sentence – numeric outputs that 
may be utilized?  are utilized?
This may be a good place to discuss the 
Clarksville area’s air quality history and 
status.

The change to the 
last sentence will be 
in the next draft.
A quick section 
on the region’s 
air quality history 
and status will be 
included in the next 
draft.

OK

20. Chapter 4 The MPO may want to consider placing 
this chapter later in the document.  At 
this point in the Plan, the reader isn’t 
familiar with the projects in the tables 
and how they were derived. 

This chapter could be 
moved to between 
Chapters 10 and 
11.  Optionally, a 
sentence can be 
added that refers the 
reader to Chapter 
10 to explain these 
projects.

OK
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Questions/Comments -  Items for clarification or further consideration   

21. 4-35 2nd sentence – is this a true, 
scientifically based statement?  Is 
human behavior the only cause of the 
increase in GHGs?

This sentence was 
improperly worded 
and will be adjusted 
in the next draft.

OK

22. 5-8 Any reason(s) why Montgomery is 
growing and Christian is not?

State income tax, 
housing, schools and 
other quality of life

OK

23. 5-9 Table 5-2 is just dropped into the 
document with no discussion or mention 
in the main text.

A line will be added 
at the end of the 
paragraph before to 
introduce this table.

OK

24. 5-11 Why isn’t Ft. Campbell on the list of 
Largest Employers?  It’s mentioned 
on 5-13.  Table 5.3 should be Largest 
Employers in the MPA.  Refer to 
Comment #1.  Review tables throughout 
the document to make sure the MPA is 
captioned and accurately represented.

It is not included 
in the Clarksville 
Area Chamber of 
Commerce Table, 
which is the source 
for Table 5.3
The employment for 
Fort Campbell will be 
added to this table in 
the next draft.

OK

25. 5-17 Why aren’t Hankook Tire and Trane 
considered specialized freight-
generating industries?

Specialized freight 
generating industries 
are based on 
location quotients, 
which compare a 
disproportionate 
amount of 
employment in 
an industry when 
compared to the 
state or nation.

OK

26. 6-29 PlanGo isn’t the current Statewide Plan. This will be updated 
in the next draft.

OK

27. 6-30 No distinction between a bike lane and a 
buffered bike lane?

This will be added in 
the next draft.

OK

28. 6-35 Clarksville Greenway and Blueway 
Master Plan info is in Figure 6.11, not 
Figure 6.12.

This will be updated 
in the next draft.

OK
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Questions/Comments -  Items for clarification or further consideration   

29. 6-39 Can Fig. 6-13 be made larger? This figure will be 
enlarged in the next 
draft.

OK

30 6-36 & 
6-41

What are the items labeled “Existing” 
and “Proposed” in the legend of these 
two figures?

Bike and Ped 
facilities

OK

31. 6-43 Can Fig. 6-15 be made larger? This figure will be 
enlarged in the next 
draft.

OK

32. 6-44 Is Clarksville Greenway really 9 mile 
long? It looks closer to 5 on Google.

Alltrails.com and the 
City of Clarksville 
website list the trail 
at 9 miles.  This can 
be corrected if it is 
determined to be 
wrong.

OK

33. 6-45 “The KYTC has a policy that requires 
consideration of incorporating pedestrian 
and bicycling facilities on any new, 
or reconstructed, state-maintained 
roadways.” – TDOT’s Multimodal Access 
Policy requires the same consideration 
on TN roadways.

This will be added to 
the next draft.

OK

34. 6-53 Isn’t Exit 8 the Rossview Rd exit? The 
first two paragraphs on this page seem 
redundant.
Also, which grant funds this shuttle? 
CMAQ?

These paragraphs 
will be consolidated 
and adjusted in the 
next draft.

OK

35. 6-55

6-56

Figure 6.17 shows fixed route ridership 
from 2002 to 2015, not 2012.

Same for Figure 6.18 and Lift ridership

The text in the report 
will reflect the correct 
years in the next 
draft.

OK

36. 6-57 Footnote 6: NTA or NTD? This will be corrected 
in the next draft.

OK

37. 6-67 The 2nd sentence is confusing.  Average 
age or % of population?

This will be corrected 
in the next draft.

OK
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Questions/Comments -  Items for clarification or further consideration   

38. 6-82 Can labels be added to the rail lines 
displayed in Figure 6.27? The narrative 
only mentions two lines, but there are 
three shown within the MPA.

This will be added in 
the next draft.  The 
third rail line serves 
the airport and Fort 
Campbell and will be 
adjusted to reflect 
the proper terminus 
within the MPA.

OK

39. 6-88 Table 6.27 displays the breakdown of 
alcohol involvement for crashes, not 
Table 6.26

This will be corrected 
in the next draft.

OK

40. 6-88 Should the first column in Table 6.27 be 
renamed?

This will be corrected 
in the next draft.

OK

41. 6-93 Table 6.30 shows the ten segments with 
the highest crash frequencies, not 6.29.

This will be corrected 
in the next draft.

OK

42. 6-93 Table 6.31 shows the ten segments with 
the highest crash rates, not 6.29.

This will be corrected 
in the next draft.

OK

43. 6-93 Table 6.32 shows the ten intersections 
with the highest crash frequencies, not 
6.31.

This will be corrected 
in the next draft.

OK

44. 6-93 Figure 6.29 illustrates the locations with 
highest crash frequencies and rates, not 
6.30.

This will be corrected 
in the next draft.

OK

45. 6-110 – 
6-116

Very good section on Safety and 
Security, tailored to the area.

Thank you. OK

46. 7-11 E+C – How is committed funding 
defined?  Programmed in TIP or local 
CIPs?  Constructed or open to traffic?
Last sentence – why was it assumed 
that Gateway Medical Center would not 
undergo a significant expansion when 
the medical field is a growing industry 
and Montgomery Co. is a growing 
county?

The E+C funding will 
be further defined in 
the next draft.
The Gateway 
Medical Center is 
not expected to 
undergo a significant 
expansion at its 
current location due 
to the buildup around 
it and lack of ability to 
expand outwards.

OK
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Questions/Comments -  Items for clarification or further consideration   

47. 8-1 Same paragraph repeated twice at 
beginning of chapter 8.

This will be corrected 
in the next draft.

OK

48. 8-21 Bike/Ped recommendations are in 
Figure 6.11, not 6.12.

This will be corrected 
in the next draft.

OK

49. 8-22 “The Clarksville Cycling Club provided a 
detailed list of recommendation, shown 
in the Appendix…” – Which appendix?

This will be corrected 
to show Appendix D 
in the next draft.

OK

50. 8-26 “Pedestrian signal heads and mid-block 
crossings should be employed where 
volumes are high.” – Does the MPO or 
the City conduct pedestrian counts?

Not at present. OK

51. 8-33 Does KYTC have any truck counts for 
Christian County?

This data was 
requested from 
KYTC and we were 
informed that it was 
not available.

OK

52. 8-40 The official name of the RTA is the RTA 
of Middle Tennessee. Also, “studies 
are currently being conducted” for 
the feasibility of rail in the area. What 
studies are currently being conducted? 
The Northwest Corridor Study was 
finalized years ago, and TDOT is not 
aware of any on-going studies.  If there 
are, please list them. 

This will be corrected 
in the next draft.

OK

53. 8-41 “The inclusion of a general-purpose port 
would eliminate these costly trips and 
reduce traffic.” – A new port wouldn’t 
really eliminate trips, would it? It may be 
more accurate to say it would shift the 
mode of a number of trips.
Suggested re-write of sentence under 
Port Service – “This addition has also 
been identified as a project in TDOT’s 
state freight plan.”
Isn’t the reason the Clarksville Regional 
Airport has no scheduled commercial 
flights is its proximity to BNA?

The text revisions will 
be included in the 
next draft.
Currently, the BNA 
is why there are 
no commercial 
flights.  However, 
Outlaw Field is 
still considering its 
inclusion.

OK
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Questions/Comments -  Items for clarification or further consideration   

54. 8-46 Same paragraph repeated in Systems 
Management and Operation section.

This will be corrected 
in the next draft.

OK

55. 8-47 Do TDOT and KYTC currently provide 
incident management services in the 
Clarksville area?  If not, is there a need 
for them over the life of the Plan?

These services 
currently do not 
"patrol" and provide 
emergency service 
to the MPA on a 24/7 
basis.  However, they 
assist with larger 
incidents.

OK

56. 8-49 Has the MPO considered participating in 
TDOT’s CMA program?  Has the MPO 
identified corridors where a CMA would 
be a viable option?

Yes.  Currently City 
Dept. is addressing.

OK

57. 9-5 “The Clarksville MPO currently does not 
qualify for CMAQ funds…” – This is not 
an accurate statement.

This was written 
before the conformity 
analysis became 
necessary and will be 
removed in the next 
draft.

OK

58. 9-7, 9-8 The first two funding sources listed in 
this section identify what percentage 
of local tax revenues they generate, 
but they only add up to 83%. Can 
the last 17% be identified as well?  
These numbers appear to be for local 
government in general.  Where are the 
figures specific to the Clarksville MPO’s 
member jurisdictions?

The remaining 
sources will be 
identified in the next 
draft.
The current 
numbers are for 
local government 
in general.  If area-
specific figures 
for the member 
jurisdictions are 
available, this can 
be placed in the next 
draft.

OK

59. 10-7 Local standards may be different, but the 
TDOT standard for shared-use paths is 
10ft wide. Using that width will likely give 
the MPO more accurate planning-level 
project cost estimates.

The next draft 
will feature a cost 
based on the TDOT 
standard.

OK
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Questions/Comments -  Items for clarification or further consideration   

60. 11-2 First paragraph says the plan covers 
2016-2045, but Stage I starts at 2018.
Under “Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans”
only sidewalks are mentioned.  What 
about bicycles?  In addition, it may be 
appropriate to go into further detail 
than just “they can be developed 
at the same time as other highway 
improvements.” Those routes are mainly 
on local facilities and have no planned 
improvements that TDOT is aware of.

A note will be added 
at the end of the 
paragraph that will 
explain why the 
tables reflect 2018, 
since 2016 and 2017 
have already passed.
The reference to 
bicycle projects in 
relation to the level 
of concern will be 
addressed in the 
next draft, as well 
the additional detail 
requested about 
project timing for the 
sidewalks.

OK

61. Appendix The public outreach effort should be 
commended. 
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Product/Process Improvements - Observations on content, grammar, structure, and other stylistic 
components
62. 3-6 “Through MAP-21 and the FAST Act, the 

FHWA and FT have created…” should 
be FTA.

This will be corrected 
in the next draft.

OK

63. 5-1 Is the abbreviation for Micropolitan 
Statistical Area correct?

The abbreviation is 
correct; however, it is 
not used anywhere 
else in the report and 
will be removed in 
the next draft.

OK

64. 5-16 Big blue box and the paragraph beneath 
it have the same text.

This will be corrected 
in the next draft.

OK

65. 6-42 Should the sentence about Fort 
Campbell Boulevard sidewalks be 
bulleted like those that follow it on the 
remainder of the page?

This will be corrected 
in the next draft.

OK

66. Chapter 8 Should Section captions say “Needs” 
rather than “Need”?  It varies throughout 
the chapter.  Page 8-33 – Trucking 
Needs?

This will be changed 
in the next draft to 
say “Needs” instead 
of “Need”.

OK

67. 8-51 …TDOT is working on a review…. This will be corrected 
in the next draft.

OK
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EPA Comments received on September 14th, 2018, regarding the draft conformity reports.  MPO 
responses are in red. 

Thanks for sending the Draft Conformity Determination Report for review.  I have the following 
comment: 

 

In the Background sections of both Kentucky’s and Tennessee’s reports,  please include language to 
reflect that this conformity determination is prepared as a result of the South Coast II Decision. 

 

The following section is the revised section based on the EPA’s comments: 

1.0 Background 

The Clarksville MPA consists of Montgomery County, Tennessee and the southernmost portion of 
Christian County, Kentucky.  The planning area is shown in Figure 1.2 of the MTP 2045, available from 
the MPO.  On July 18, 1997, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) developed a revised 8-hour 
ozone standard of 0.08 parts per million (ppm), which was more stringent than the previous ozone 
standard.  As a result of the change, the EPA designated the Clarksville-Hopkinsville area (which is made 
up of Montgomery County, Tennessee and Christian County, Kentucky) as nonattainment for the 8-hour 
average ozone NAAQS, and designated a basic ozone nonattainment area. 

However, both counties have since been redesignated as Attainment with a Maintenance Plan for 8-
hour National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) ozone standard.  The Clarksville-Hopkinsville area 
is still required to perform conformity analysis for the following three areas: 

•         The Kentucky donut (which encompasses Christian County but is not part of the MPA)  

•         The Kentucky MPO area (which is the portion of Christian County within the MPA) 

•         The Tennessee MPO area (which is the entirety of Montgomery County, with the exception 
of Fort Campbell) 

In 2015, the Clarksville MPO stopped demonstrating conformity for the 2008 8-hour ozone standard due 
to the revocation of the 1997 8-hour ozone standard by EPA. The decision to revoke the 1997 ozone 
standard was vacated by the South Coast II Decision on Feb. 16, 2018, via USCA Case No.  15-1123. As a 
result, the Clarksville MPO must demonstrate conformity for the MTP and TIP.  Effective on April 23, 
2018, FHWA issued the Interim Guidance on Conformity Requirements for the 1997 ozone standard 
dated April 23, 2018, which states that new MTP and TIP updates and amendments that include the 
addition of a project that is not exempt from transportation conformity may not proceed until 
conformity with the 1997 ozone NAAQS is determined. This conformity determination complies with 
FHWA’s April 23, 2018 guidance until further notice is given.   

While the MPO is designated Attainment with a Maintenance Plan, and thus has a 5-year planning cycle, 
the conformity analysis must be conducted every four (4) years for MTPs and TIPs, as per 40 CFR 
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93.104.  It must also conduct the analysis each time the MTP or TIP is updated, as per 40 CFR 93.  The 
Fort Campbell Army base is considered an external station for the purpose of transportation conformity. 
In addition, transportation conformity requirements are applicable for any roadway that receives 
funding or approved under Title 23 or 49 through the U.S. Department of Transportation (U.S. DOT). 
Fort Campbell does not contain any roadways that meet these conditions and is therefore exempt from 
conformity requirements.  
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TDEC Comments received on September 20th, 2018, regarding the draft conformity reports.  MPO 
responses are in red. 

I attempted to replicate one of the MOVES runs.  It turns out, the emissions I calculated for NOx were 
different.  So I checked the other two runs for Montgomery County.  The emissions I calculated for NOx 
for 2026, 2036 and 2045 were: 2.46, 1.81 and 1.74 tons/year, respectively.  It took a while, but what I 
found was that the input databases did not include the ramp fractions.  This may account for the 
differences.  I did not check the KY MOVES runs, but suspect it may have the same issue.  The VOC 
results were the same. 

Thank you for bringing this to our attention.  It appears that when we cleared and then updated 
the input files for our previous model runs, MOVES provided us the symbol showing the input was 
accepted; however, it used the default values instead.  We re-imported the ramp fractions and 
obtained the values that you obtained.  All of the MOVES model runs for Montgomery and 
Christian Counties will be re-run and the reports updated in the next draft to reflect these 
changes.   

Appendix D to the CDR: Table D-8: It would be helpful to include the fuel formulation numbers in the left-
hand column so they can be identified and compared in the fuel supply table. 

This will be added to the next draft.  

In looking at the CDR and MTP, maybe I missed it, but where do we have a list of all the projects with a 
determination of the projects’ regional significance or exempt status?  I’m assuming that all of the projects 
in the CDR’s Table A-1 are proposed as non-exempt, regionally significant, and the impacts of which are 
modeled.  What are the remaining projects?  We need to have the IAC concur on which of those are 
exempt from transportation conformity as per 93.126 and 127. 

The IAC and MPO will need to determine which projects are non-exempt, regionally significant and 
which ones are not.  Once those determinations have been made, we can add a column to the 
relevant tables in the MTP and CDRs.  At this time, all of the projects in the MTP and those 
provided by KYTC have been modeled in MOVES and treated as non-exempt. 

Would the tables in Appendix E be more informative if the emissions are grouped by source types? 

Currently, the Post Processing tab of the MOVES software does not provide breakdowns beyond 
what is shown in the Appendix E tables.   
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KYTC Comments received on October 2nd, 2018, regarding the draft MTP.  MPO responses are in red. 

1.      Page 1–5: Revise the list of local government to identify Oak Grove, Kentucky. 

This will be revised in the next draft. 

2.      Page 1–21, 3rd paragraph: The statement in the 3rd paragraph of this page, appears to 
be an opinion. Revise to provide information data source of the statement. Otherwise, 
please remove paragraph. 

This will be addressed in the next draft either through revision and removal. 

3.      Executive Summary Table ES–3: It would be helpful a more description of the projects. 

This table is intended to show only the most pertinent project data.  Since this is a planning 
document, detailed descriptions of the exact alignments and needs of the projects are unavailable. 

4.      Page 2–8: Bullet #6, revise to “Demonstrating explicit” consideration and response to 
public input received during the development of the metropolitan transportation plan and the 
TIP; 

This will be addressed in the next draft. 

5.      Page 5–19: Revise to add to the section that FHWA/FTA are the agencies making the 
conformity determination. 

This will be addressed in the next draft by adding a small sentence to page 4-11, where the conformity 
analysis is mentioned. 

6.      Page 5–19: We would like to see a freight study looking at the needs and identify trip 
generation of freight in the MPA area, especially since the MPO may become a TMA. 

This will be addressed in the next draft by adding a section at the end of the report that explains why 
the study could be explored by the MPO. 

7.      Page 6–45: We would like to see a bicycle/pedestrian study since the MPO may 
become a TMA. 

This will be addressed in the next draft by adding a section at the end of the report that explains why 
the study could be explored by the MPO. 
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