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The US 71 Location and Environment Study is a proposed transportation improvement extending 26.4
kilometers (16.4 miles) from the McKisic Creek Interchange south of Bella Vista, Arkansas to Missouri
Route H, southwest of Pineville, Missouri. The project will improve US 71 to interstate standards along
the existing alignment or a new alignment. This project will improve the safety and system efficiency of
the facility. This document incorporates a description of the environmental conditions and evaluates
the potential impact of each project alternative.
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Summary

The Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD), Missouri Department of
Transportation (MoDOT) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) are proposing to
improve US 71 from south of Bella Vista, Arkansas to near Pineville, Missouri. In compliance
with the appropriate provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), this
environmental impact statement (EIS) has been prepared to aid in the decision-making process
for the proposed action (i.e. improvements to US 71). This section provides a summary of the
alternative improvements considered for US 71, the potential environmental impacts of these
alternatives, and the identification of the Selected Alternative.

A. Description of US 71 Improvements

This EIS contemplates the improvement of US 71 to interstate standards through or around the
community of Bella Vista, Arkansas connecting the existing US 71 bypass around Bentonville,
Arkansas to the south with the planned four-lane improvements by MoDOT at or near the
Missouri/Arkansas state line. These improvements entail the conversion of the existing two-
lane and four-lane partially-limited access roadway to a freeway facility with fully-controlled
access either on the existing alignment or on a new location alignment.

The extent and character of the planned MoDOT improvements were defined in a Final EIS
completed in 1992 which considered US 71 improvements north of the state line (MoDOT Job
Number J7P0427-FHWA-EIS-90-02-F). The selected alternative (Alternative 1 in the 1992
MoDOT EIS) consists of a divided dual-lane traffic facility, built to interstate standards, between
I-44 and the Arkansas state line. The alignment of the selected alternative begins at Route I-
44, approximately 4.8 km (3.0 miles) east of the City of Joplin, then proceeds south along the
existing Route 71 corridor to the Arkansas state line. Those commitments enumerated in the
MoDOT Final EIS and Record of Decision (ROD) (see Appendix L) will continue to be enforced
except as modified by this EIS.

As shown on Exhibit S-1, the Study Area for this EIS extends from a southern terminus
connection with the existing US 71 bypass around Bentonville to a connection with the planned
MoDOT improvements at a point near Pineville, Missouri. This Study Area delineation was
defined to fully encompass the areas in both Missouri and Arkansas which could potentially be
impacted by possible route relocations on either side of the Bella Vista community.

B. Purpose and Need for US 71 Improvements

In 1991, the US Congress identified the existing US 71 corridor extending from Kansas City,
Missouri to Shreveport, Louisiana as a high-priority corridor. As listed in the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA), this corridor, possibly to be designated 1-49, was
identified as a high-priority north-south highway corridor from the Gulf of Mexico to the Midwest.
Towards this end, both AHTD and MoDOT have begun implementing improvement programs to
upgrade the corridor to current interstate standards.

Other purposes for the US 71 improvements that stem from the high-priority corridor status
include:
e Improved traffic safety
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Elimination of roadway deficiencies

Efficient operations of the regional transportation system
Improved local access

Sufficient capacity for future traffic conditions

Improved access to nearby recreational facilities

C. Reasonable Alternatives

In compliance with federal regulations requiring the consideration of all reasonable alternatives,
a full set of improvement alternatives was considered for US 71. The alternatives were defined
in accordance with the needs of the Study Area and traffic considerations.

1. OVERVIEW OF IMPROVEMENT CONCEPTS
The following types of improvement concepts were considered:

e “No-Build” Concept - This concept consists of maintaining the existing roadway

- system plus any committed street and highway improvements within the Study Area.
Committed improvements include Transportation System Management (TSM)
measures applied to the existing US 71 roadway. These measures would include
signalized intersection control at key intersections, intersection approach
improvements and reductions in the posted speed (70 km/h (45 mph)). This concept
provides a basis_of comparison for the determination of the benefits and adverse
impacts of the other improvement alternatives.

« Non-Freeway Improvement to Existing Roadway Concept - This concept would
involve retrofitting the existing US 71 roadway to the fullest extent reasonable to
meet future travel demands and safety needs. This concept would not provide a
freeway improvement. These retrofits would entail a combination of roadway
widening, improved access control and TSM improvements. Because this concept
would not provide a freeway improvement, it would not comply with the high-priority
corridor interstate standard. Consequently, this concept was not considered further.

e “Freeway-Build” Concept - This concept would involve the construction of a
freeway facility either on new location or along the existing US 71 alignment. Based
on current land use and the built-up environment of the Bella Vista area, several
preliminary corridors have been identified — Far West, Near West, Existing and East.
Exhibit S-2 shows the locations of the Study Corridors.

e Other Concepts - Public transportation alternatives, such as bus systems and rail
transit, were considered as multi-modal options to the roadway alternatives. Due to
the lack of land use and population densities and due to the highly dispersed trip
origin/destination distributions of the Study Area,. public transportation aiternatives
were not considered a reasonable alternative to the proposed action.

2, PRELIMINARY “FREEWAY-BUILD” STUDY CORRIDORS
As shown on Exhibit S-2, four preliminary 1,600 meter-wide (one mile-wide) Study Corridorsv

were identified — Far West Corridor, Near West Corridor, Existing Corridor and East Corridor.
The locations of these corridors were defined to minimize the potential adverse impacts to the
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built environment, to minimize the length of the freeway improvements, and to provide the most
direct connections to the existing US 71 bypass east of Bentonville and the planned MoDOT
improvements to the north.

For the purpose of identifying the corridors which are reasonable and meet the stated purpose
and need for the proposed action, a preliminary assessment, evaluation, and screening were
conducted. The goals of this screening were to eliminate from further consideration those
corridors with any “fatal flaws” or those that wouldn't comply with the project’s stated purpose
and need. Based on a total-project assessment of the Study Corridors’ potential impacts on the
social, environmental and engineering/traffic issues of the Study Area, it was determined that
the East Corridor would not accomplish the goals of the project, primarily relating to traffic.
Consequently, freeway improvements within the East Corridor were not considered further. No
“fatal flaws” were identified in the other Study Corridors.

3. SUMMARY OF REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES

In accordance with the preliminary screening of the “Freeway-Build” Study Corridors, the
following group of reasonable alternatives were defined and evaluated:

e “No-Build” Aliernative

o ‘“Freeway-Build” Alternative
- Freeway Alternatives Within the Far West Corridor
- Freeway Alternatives Within the Near West Corridor
- Freeway Alternatives Within the Existing Corridor

Within each remaining preliminary Study Corridor (Far West, Near West and Existing), a group
of reasonable alternative freeway alignments were defined in greater detail utilizing current
aerial mosaic maps and topographic data. These reasonable alternative alignments and the
corresponding labeling nomenclature, using segment designations, are shown on Exhibit S-3.
In addition, aerial plan plates showing each of the alternatives are presented in Appendix C.

Due to the uncertainties of the collective abilities of AHTD and MoDOT to jointly and
instantaneously construct the freeway improvements, regardless of the improvement corridor,
and due to the need to provide short-term improvements to the existing US 71 roadway for
safety considerations, both interim and ultimate improvements were defined for each corridor.
The interim improvements would consist of short-term investments to address the safety and
capacity concerns of US 71 until the ultimate freeway improvements can be constructed
throughout the entire Study Area. Depending on the ultimate freeway alternative (Far West,
Near West or Existing) and the compatibility of the ultimate freeway construction with the short-
term needs of US 71, these interim improvements would consist of roadway-related
construction along the existing US 71 Corridor in addition to what would be required for the
ultimate freeway construction. For the Near West and Existing Alternatives, the interim
improvements represent .a staging of the-ultimate freeway improvements such that little or no
additional construction would be necessary. Table S-1 summarizes the extent of the interim
improvements and provides a description of the improvements for each of the “Freeway-Build”
Alternatives. The relationships of the ultimate and interim improvements are further clarified on
Exhibit S4.
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY DESCRIPTIONS OF INTERIM AND ULTIMATE IMPROVEMENTS

¢ Ultimate Freeway Improvements - Construct a four-lane freeway on new location extending from a connection
with the planned MoDOT improvements at Route H located southwest of Pineville to the existing US 71/US 71B
Interchange south of Bella Vista on an alignment around the western edge of Bella Vista.

e Short-Term (Interim) Improvements - Construct a combination of four-lane expressway and five-lane urban
arterial improvements from a connection with the planned MoDOT improvements at Route H to a connection
with existing US 71 at the state line on an alignment concurrent with the existing US 71 roadway. Roadway
approach and signal improvements would be provided at several existing intersections in Arkansas and
Missouri, as warranted. The combination four-lane expressway and five-lane urban arterial improvements along
the existing US 71 Corridor would be additional to the ultimate improvements.

e Ultimate Freeway Improvements - Construct a four-lane freeway extending from a connection with the planned
MoDOT improvements at Route H located southwest of Pineville to the existing US 71/US 71B Interchange
south of Belia Vista on an alignment along existing US 71 in Missouri and through the west-central area of Bella
Vista in Arkansas. Roadway approach and signal improvements would be provided at several existing
intersections in Arkansas and Missouri.

e Short-Term {Interim) Improvements - Construct the four-lane ultimate freeway improvements in Missouri from
Route H to a point just north of the state line at which the ultimate freeway improvements diverge from the
existing US 71 Corridor, and construct a four-lane improvement from this point to a connection with the existing
US 71 roadway at the state line. Roadway approach and signal improvements would be provided at several
existing intersections in Arkansas and Missouri, as warranted. The four-lane improvements from the divergence
point (3.6 km north of the state line) to the state line would be additional to the ultimate improvements.

EXisting ANBrRaty

o Ultimate Freeway Improvements - Construct a four-lane freeway extending from a connection with the planned
MoDOT improvements at Route H located southwest of Pineville to the existing US 71/US 71B Interchange
south of Bella Vista on an alignment along the existing US 71 Corridor.

s Short-Term (Interim) Improvements - Construct the four-lane ultimate freeway improvements in Missouri from
Route H to a connection with the existing US 71 roadway at the state line. Roadway approach and signal
improvements would be provided at several existing intersections in Arkansas and Missouri, as warranted. No
additional construction would be required.

For each of the “Freeway-Build” Alternatives, the interim improvements are consistent with the
selected alternative from the MoDOT Final EIS (MoDOT Job Number J7P0427-FHWA-EIS-90-
02-F). As such, commitments for the continued study and mitigation of adverse impacts from
the interim improvements in Missouri would be fulfilled in compliance with and under the
auspices of the documented MoDOT Final EIS and ROD. However, though the adverse
impacts of the interim improvements are adjudicated by the previous MoDOT EIS, the total,
cumulative impacts of the combined interim and ultimate improvements have been evaluated in
this EIS. :

D. Summary of Major Impacts

In order to compare the potential impacts of the competing reasonable alternatives, a two-
phase process was required. Due to the number of reasonable alternative alignments
identified, Phase 1 involved the selection of a single “Freeway-Build” Alternative within each
Study Corridor. Because each Study Corridor was divided in segments, with each segment
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offering several alternative alignments, the first step in Phase 1 required determining the best
alignment within each segment. This was accomplished using detailed evaluation data
regarding the engineering/traffic, environmental and social impacts for each alternative
alignment within each segment. The combination of the best alignment for each segment then
formed the reasonable alternative for the overall, total-project evaluation. Phase 2 then entailed
the overall, total-project assessment, evaluation and comparison of the reasonable alternatives
(i.e., “No-Build Alternative, Far West Alternative, Near West Alternative and Existing
Alternative), using similar methodologies as Phase 1. The interim improvements associated
with each of the ultimate “Freeway-Build” Alternatives would not change depending on the best
alternative alignment within each respective Study Corridor.

1. STUDY CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENT EVALUATION (PHASE 1)

The results of the Phase 1 alternative alignment evaluations and comparisons are summarized
in Table S-2. This table corresponds to the alignment locations and labels shown on Exhibit
S-5. Factors, issues and impacts affecting the selection of the alternative alignments are
summarized in the following section. The evaluation data and the overall matrices are included
in Appendix B. Only those segments which included alternative alignments are summarized
below. For those segments which included only one alternative alignment, an individual
evaluation was not necessary as part of Phase 1.

TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENT EVALUATIONS
BY STUDY CORRIDOR
Segment Alternative Best
Alternative

Alignments

ST Far WestiCo
FWA1, FWA2, FWA3
FWB1/C1, FWB2/C2 FWB2/C2
FWD1, FWD2 FWD1
FW/NWH1, FW/NWH2 FW/NWH1

D/E NWD1/E1 NWD1/E1
O NWF 1, NWF2, NWF3, NWF4, NWF5 NWF2
G NWG1 NWG1
HD FW/INWH1, FW/NWH2 FW/NWH1
A EX/NWA1 EX/NWA1
B® EX/NWB1 EX/NWB1
c@ EX/NWCH1 EX/NWC1

D EXD1 EXD1

E EXE1 EXE1

Note: s

1)  Far West and Near West Cormidors are the same in Segment H.
2)  Near West and Existing Corridors are the same in Segments A, B and C.
3) Alternative NWF1 = Links 1, 4 and 8

Altemnative NWF2 = Links 1, 3, 5, 8 and 8

Altemative NWF3 = Links 2, 5,6 and 8

Alternative NWF4 = Links 1,3, 5and 7

Alternative NWFS = Links 2, 5 and 7
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a. Far West Corridor

e Segment A - Alternative FWA3 was identified as the best alternative for this ‘
segment. Even though FWA2 wouid be the alternative with the lowest cost, it could
potentially impact Cave Hollow — a cave located north of the state line — in an
adverse way. Alternative FWA1 would have unacceptable impacts to an existing
swine farm located near Route H, and maintaining access to the farm would be cost
prohibitive. No other evaluation factors show an advantage of one alternative over
another.

e Segment B/C - Alternative FWB2/C2 was identified as the best alternative for this
segment. Measurable advantages of this alternative include lower construction
costs, fewer impacts to forests, and less potential adverse effects regarding habitat
fragmentation. Due to its closer location to the Highlands development within the
western area of Bella Vista, Alternative FWB2/C2 would provide less division of the
existing forested area and less potential secondary impacts due to development.

o Segment D - Alternative FWD1 was identified as the best alternative for this
segment. By virtue of its westerly crossing of Route 72, west of Hiwasse, Alternative
FWD1 would provide significantly better traffic service than Alternative FWD?2.
Alternative FWD1 would be slightly more costly to construct due to its longer length
and second interchange. Alternative FWD1 would have less adverse impacts to
forests, but greater adverse impacts to farmlands. Located on the south side of
Hiwasse, FWD1 would have less adverse impacts to existing residences
(displacements and noise) and would adversely impact fewer architectural sites.

e Segment H - Alternative FW/NWH1 was identified as the best alternative for this '
segment. The anticipated construction costs for the two alternatives would be
roughly equivalent and the adverse environmental impacts would not be notably
different. But due to the proximity of Alternative FW/NWH2 to the Bella Vista
development and its infrastructure, FW/NWH2 would be more disruptive. Alternative
FW/NWH1 would have fewer displacements and adverse noise impacts.

b. Near West Corridor

e Segment F - Alternative NWF2 was identified as the best alternative for this
segment. The combination of Links 1, 3, 5, 6 and 8 comprises this alternative.
(Segment F is defined by various combinations of alignment links.) Due to the
adverse impacts of Link 4 on Gordon Hollow Creek, its associated wetlands and
adverse impacts to the Scotsdale Golf Course, Link 4 was determined to be
unacceptable. By eliminating Link 4, a channel relocation of Gordon Hollow Creek
would be avoided. Similarly, Link 2 would adversely impact Marshall Cave and was
not viewed favorably. Considering the segment as a whole, Alternatives NWF2 and
NWF4 would be the least costly to construct.. However, NWF4 would be located
(Link 7) along bottomland forest including wetlands. While all the alternatives would
have similar adverse impacts to existing structures and noise, Alternative NWF1
would have unacceptable impacts to Gordon Hollow (Link 4) and Alternatives NWF2
and NWF3 would adversely impact the Highland Christian Church which:is currently
under construction.
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o Segment H - Alternative FW/NWH1 was identified as the best alternative. Since the
Far West and Near West Corridors are the same for this segment, see Far West
Corridor discussion.

2. TOTAL-PROJECT REASONABLE ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION (PHASE 2)

Utilizing the results of Phase 1, a total-project evaluation was performed for the “No-Build”
Alternative and the best “Freeway-Build” Alternative within each of the three Study Corridors
(see Exhibit S-5). Similar methodologies were used for the total-project comparison as were
used earlier. As shown in Table S-3, evaluation factors reflecting Engineering, Traffic,
Environmental and Social issues were quantified for each of the alternatives. The data shown
in the table reflect the total impacts of the alternatives including the ultimate improvements and
the short-term improvements necessary for the interim construction.

TABLE S-3
“FREEWAY-BUILD” REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES - IMPACT SUMMARY TABLE
FAR NEAR
EVALUATION FACTOR UNITS WEST WEST EXISTING

Length - Ultimate (Interim)
Construction Cost

Kilometers

30.5 (15.3)

30.7 (3.6)

26.4 (0.0)

Construction Dollars (Million) 169.6 139.5 124.9

Right-of-Way Dollars (Million) 4.9 9.3 155

Total Construction Cost Dollars (Million) 174.5 148.8 140.4
Staged Construction Rating™ 2 3 4
Maintenance of Traffic Rating" 4 4 1

Local Access
Long-term Corridor Capacity

Corridor Capacity (US 71 and US 71B) vpd 125,000 125,000 68,000

V/C Ratio in 2020 Volume/Capacity 0.68 0.63 1.00
Incident Management Rating!"’ 5 3 1
Regional MOE's (2020) Change from "No-Build"

Daily Vehicle Kilometers of Travel Kilometers 167,000 131,000 44,000

Daily Vehicle Hours of Travel Hours -9,100 -8,300 . =12,300
Projected Reduction in Crashes (2020)

Fatal Crashes T Number T2 2 2

Personal Injury Crashes Number 79 71 69

Property Damage Only (PDO) Crashes Number 175 158 1565
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TABLE S-3 (Continued)

“FREEWAY-BUILD” REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES - IMPACT SUMMARY TABLE

EVALUATION FACTOR

UNITS

FAR
WEST

NEAR
WEST

EXISTING

arkland

Waters of the U.S.
Special Aquatic Sites:

Regulated Ponds:
Streams (Culverted):
Streams (Bridged):

Floodplain (100 Year)
Floodplain Crossings
Threatened and Endangered Species
Natural Community Impacts
Dry Limestone-Dolomite Forest
Dry Mesic Limestone-Dolomite Forest
Dry Mesic Bottomiand Forest
Woodlot
Unimproved Pasture
Habitat Fragmentation
Prime Farmlands
Statewide Important Farmland
Visual and Aesthetic Considerations
Air Quality
Cultural Resources
Predictive Archeological Sites (Impact Probability)
Previously Recorded Archeological Sites
Historic Sites
Architectural Sites
Hazardous Waste Sites
High Risk
Moderate Risk
Low Risk

Type
Number

Number
Hectares
Number
Hectares
Number
Hectares
Number
Hectares
Hectares
Meters
Number

Hectares
Hectares
Hectares
Hectares
Hectares
Number®
Hectares
Hectares
Rating'"

Rating'"

Rating'"
Number
Number
Number

Number
Number
Number
Number

0.00

0.00

0.34

0.95
15.7
2,465

11.0
200.2
0.6
26.1
167.7

21.36
55.65

O 0 W

- N OO

0.01

0.17

0.37

0.83
11.7
1,220

30.7
142.9
0.0
0.0
124.9

14.4
31.44

S W

SO O W

W NNO

19.7
36.7
0.0
0.0
78.1

9.74
17.63

- o

N =2 QW -

Natural Features and Caves
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TABLE S-3 (Continued)
“FREEWAY-BUILD” REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES - IMPACT SUMMARY TABLE

;»,a AN a’; [o]
Impacts to Existing Structures (Relocations)
Residential
House Number 15 26 12
Mobile Home Number 4 7 3
Business
General Number 2 8 15
Pouitry Number 0 0 0
Public Use Number 0 1 3
Noise Impacts
NAC Receptors Number 1 44 122
Additional "Substantial” Increase Receptors Number 58 77 15
Total NAC Receptors Along Existing US 71 Number 146 110 319
Compatibility w/ Current Land Use/Master Plan Rating 4 1 3
Adverse Impacts to Businesses During Rating 5 5 1
Construction
Economic Considerations
Highway User Cost Savings Dollars (Million) 113.6 92 143.5
O&M Costs Dollars (Million) 4.2 4.9 24
Environmental Justice Rating'" 4 4 4

Notes:

(1) Rating Scale

5 - Excellent (High), 4 - Good (Medium/High), 3 - Fair (Medium), 2 - Marginally Poor (Low/Medium), 1 - Pcor (Low)
{2) Number of 202 Hectare Forest Blocks (500 Acre Forest Blocks)

The following sections summarize the major impact factors for the three “Freeway-Build”
Alternatives (ultimate and interim improvements) as presented in Table S-3:

a. Engineering

Length - The length of the Existing Alternative (26.4 km (16.4 miles), measured
from the common northern and southern termini of the Study Area, is approximately
4.1 km (2.5 miles) and 4.3 km (2.7 miles) shorter than the Far West and Near West
Alternatives, respectively. This is due primarily to the more direct alignment of the
Existing Alternative through the Study Area.

Construction Cost - The construction cost, consisting of the freeway improvement
construction costs, additional interim improvement construction costs and right-of-
way costs, would be the lowest for.the Existing Alternative.($140.4 million).

Staged Construction - This factor, expressed as a rating, is a subjective measure
of an alternative’s ability to be constructed in stages in which commensurate
incremental benefits would be realized during each construction stage. Due to the
ability of the Existing Alternative to be constructed in smaller individual stages, with
each stage having independent utility and benefit, a higher rating was given to this
alternative. Conversely, the Far West Aiternative, and to a lesser extent the Near
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West Alternative, would essentially have to be constructed in its entirety before the
improvements would be utilized and returns on the public investment would be
realized. Consequently, the Far West was given a lower rating. This factor would
be of significance if the construction period was protracted due to unsteady funding.

e Maintenance of Traffic - This factor is a rating of how easily the existing traffic
could be maintained on the adjacent roadway system during the construction of the
improvements. Because both the Far West and Near West Alternatives are
relocation alternatives and would not interact with the existing US 71 roadway during
construction, these alternatives would have fewer impacts on traffic maintenance
issues. For each of these alternatives, the interim improvements would involve
some maintenance of traffic impacts in Missouri. However, these impacts would be
relatively minor compared to the total project maintenance of traffic impacts
associated with the Existing Alternative. Conversely, during construction of the
Existing Alternative, existing traffic would be difficult to maintain due to its alignment
along the existing US 71 roadway and the changes in profile grade of the new US
71. Due to the increased costs and additional adverse construction impacts of
maintaining four US 71 lanes during construction for the Existing Alternative, it was
assumed that maintaining a single lane in each direction during construction would
be acceptable. Over 2 million hours of traffic delay could be incurred annually during
the construction of the Existing Alternative. The existing four lanes of traffic would
be maintained with either the Far West or Near West Alternatives.

b. Traffic

e Local Access - This factor is a relative measure of the changes in local traffic
circulation due to the improvements. Because some out-of-direction travel,
compared to current travel patterns, would be required for local access with the
Existing Alternative, it was given a lower rating. Crossroad bridges across US 71
would be provided in several locations with the Existing Alternative, but not at all
current access locations. Frontage roads would be utilized to maintain access to all
local roads. Consequently, some out-of-direction travel would likely be required for
local trips which cross US 71. Furthermore, because of the greater local trip
volumes in the vicinity of the improvements, the aggregated effect of the increased
out-of-direction travel would be accentuated with the Existing Alternative.

e Long-term Corridor Capacity - For the purposes of establishing the design
characteristics of the alternatives, a design year of 2020 was utilized. Each of the
alternatives would provide the desired traffic service (level-of-service C) up to the
design year. However, in the case of the Existing Alternative, additional freeway
lanes would need to be constructed soon after 2020 to maintain the target service
level. This construction, beyond the horizon of this EIS, would be costly due to the
tight constraints of the Existing Alternative and would further impact adversely the
adjacent areas. In contrast, both the Far West and Near West Alternatives would
have considerable additional roadway capacity which could be utilized as traffic
volumes continue to grow beyond 2020. Additional construction beyond 2020 would
not be anticipated within the foreseeable future for either of these alternatives.
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To reflect these observations, the Long-term Corridor Capacity consists of two
measures -- the total daily capacity of the US 71 Corridor and a measure of the 2020
corridor-wide traffic volume/capacity ratio for US 71. The capacity reflects the
vehicle throughput capacity for level-of-service C for the total US 71 corridor (US 71
and US 71B). As shown, the Far West and Near West Alternatives would provide
measurably better long-term capacity to meet the needs of the region beyond 2020.
The 2020 traffic volume for the Existing Alternative would approximately equal the
capacity of US 71, whereas the bypass alternative would have roughly 30% of the
total capacity available for future growth.

e Incident Management - As a high-priority corridor and an important north-south
interstate facility, US 71 would need to provide reliable service to both commercial
and multi-state traffic. One reliability issue is the ability of an alternative to maintain
some semblance of through service in the event of an incident. As a measure of this
issue, this factor is a subjective rating of an alternative’s ability to maintain service
should an incident temporarily prohibit the through operation of US 71. Because the
Far West Alternative would maintain service for the existing US 71 roadway
throughout the Study Area, which could be utilized as an alternative route for
incident management, it was given the highest rating.

® Regional MOE (2020) Change from “No-Build” - Regional measures of
effectiveness (MOE) of each “Freeway-Build” Alternative were estimated in
comparison to the “No-Build” Alternative for 2020. These transportation impact
factors, expressed as the change in regional daily vehicle kilometers (miles) of travel
and hours of travel from the “No-Build” Alternative, provide a measure of the
improved travel efficiencies of the regional transportation system. Refiecting the
shorter length and closer proximity to currently denser land use, the Existing
Alternative would provide greater improvements in the efficiency of the roadway
system in 2020. As shown, the increase in daily travel distances would be the
lowest with the Existing Alternative and approximately 12,300 hours of daily travel
time would be saved in 2020. However, as reflected in the discussion for the Long-
term Corridor Capacity factor, the capacity limitations of the Existing Alternative
would constrain the apparent regional travel efficiencies of the alternative after 2020.
Because the capacity of US 71 would be reached in 2020 with the Existing
Alternative, the bypass alternatives would provide greater overall benefits regarding
regional travel efficiencies in the long-range.

e Projected Reduction in Crashes (2020) - These projections measure the
anticipated reductions in 2020 crashes and improvements in safety throughout the
Study Area for each alternative in comparison to the “No-Build” Alternative. This
measure includes the benefits of the interim improvements and the diversion of trips
from existing roadways to the new facilities. The concentration of existing crash
problems along the existing US 71 roadway would be addressed by each “Freeway-
Build” Alternative. Because of the more tightly-spaced interchanges and more
urban-like setting of the Existing Alternative, and because of its overall superior
travel efficiencies, the Far West Alternative would provide the best crash benefits of
the three alternatives. Furthermore, research regarding elderly drivers, such as in
the Bella Vista community, suggests that those alternatives which separate local
trips from high-speed through trips would provide additional safety benefits.
Research has concluded that the elderly have diminished vehicle operation abilities
due to the physiological and cognitive changes which accompany aging. The safety
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hazards associated with the elderly are further exacerbated when elderly drivers are
interspersed with truck traffic. For these reasons, the Far West Alternative is viewed
more favorably due to its ability to separate through traffic, including trucks, from the
local Bella Vista traffic.

c. Environmental

e Parkland - This factor is the number of publicly-owned recreational areas impacted
by an alternative. No parklands are present within the Study Area and therefore
none would be adversely impacted by the project.

e Waters of the U.S. - This factor measures the number and surface area of wetland
resources which would potentially be directly impacted by the project. Several types
of wetland resource impacts were quantified — special aquatic sites, regulated ponds
and streams, classified by type of roadway crossing. As shown, the Far West
Alternative would have less adverse impacts to special aquatic sites and regulated
ponds. For stream wetland resources, the alternatives would have similar adverse
impacts, measured by the number of stream crossings and the cumulative surface
area impacts of the crossings.

¢ Floodplain Impacts - As an overall measure of an alternative’s potential impacts on
flooding risks and other natural benefits of floodplains, this factor is expressed by the
surface area of the alignment within floodplains and the cumulative length of the
roadway over streams. The Existing Alternative and the interim improvements
associated with the Far West Alternative would have similar conceptual designs and
locations, and therefore, would have similar impacts to potential floodplains.

o Threatened and Endangered Species - The measure for this factor is the number
of habitat sites for threatened and endangered species that would be adversely
impacted by the alternatives. No known sites would be impacted.

e Natural Communities - This factor, quantified by the surface area of potential
impacts, measures the degree of the loss of terrestrial habitats due to the
alternatives. Five types of communities were identified ~ Dry Limestone-Dolomite
Forest, Dry Mesic Limestone-Dolomite Forest, Dry Mesic Bottomland Forest,
Woodlot, and Unimproved Pasture. As shown, the Existing Alternative would have
less adverse impacts to existing forest resources.

e Habitat Fragmentation - This factor measures the number of 202 hectare (500
acre) or greater block tracts of contiguous forested area which would be directly
impacted by the project. This measure reflects the potential fragmentation impacts
of the project on terrestrial habitats. Due to the fact that the Existing Alternative is
located along an existing transportation corridor, its primary and secondary impacts
would be considerably less than the relocation alternatives. Because the western
area of Bella Vista and those adjacent areas in McDonald County are currently
undeveloped, the Far West Alternative would have the greatest potential for
secondary impacts relating to habitat fragmentation. Secondary impacts, if any,
would be concentrated near the interchange access points for the Far West
Alternative.
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Prime Farmlands - This factor measures the surface area of prime farmlands and
farmlands of statewide importance that would be directly converted to other uses
due to the project. The Far West Alternative, though the impacts would not be
considered significant, would have the greatest adverse impact on farmiands.

Visual and Aesthetic Considerations - This factor consists of a subjective rating of
the visual and aesthetic impacts of the project on the existing visual environment.
The alternatives were rated similarly with no significant adverse impact.

Air Quality - This measure consists of an overall rating of an alternative’s adverse
impacts on the regional and local air quality, as compared to the “No-Build”
Alternative. The region's air quality is in compliance with the National Air Quality
Standards and each of the alternatives would equally affect the area’s air quality.

Cultural Resources - This factor reflects an alternative’s likelihood of adversely
impacting cultural resources based on predictive models and the presence of known
archeological, historic and architectural sites within or adjacent to the alternative’s
route. Because the Far West Alternative is located in undeveloped areas where
there is greater flexibility in roadway alignment controls and where fewer cultural
sites have been previously recorded, it is anticipated that the freeway improvements
for this alternative would have fewer adverse impacts to known sites and would be
less likely to adversely impact unknown archaeological sites. The interim
improvements associated with the Far West Alternative would have similar potential
for adverse archeological impacts as the Existing Alternative, due to their similarities
in concept and location.

Hazardous Waste Sites - The unit of measure for this factor consists of the number
of recorded or observed sites which have been confirmed or are suspected of
containing hazardous materials which would be adversely impacted by the project.
A rating (High, Moderate or Low) is assigned to each site to reflect the
characteristics of the site and the eminent risk of the site to adversely affect public
health or construction costs. One previously recorded high-risk site (Site B-25 -
Bella Vista Landfill) would potentially be impacted by the Existing Alternative. This
site is listed on the CERCLIS No Further Remedial Action Planned (NFRAP) list and
the Arkansas Permit Data Systems (PDS) list. In addition, the Existing Alternative
would adversely impact three moderate-risk sites. The Far West Alternative would
not adversely impact any known high-risk or moderate-risk sites.

Natural Features and Caves - This factor consists of the number of recorded
natural feature sites or caves that would be adversely impacted by the project. None
of the alternatives would adversely impact any recorded natural feature sites.
However, the Existing Alternative would potentially impact adversely two known
caves — Henson Cave and Wind Cave. Because the  Near West and Existing
Alternatives are concurrent within portions of Missouri, Henson Cave would also be
adversely impacted by the Near West Alternative. The interim improvements for the
Far West Alternative would also adversely impact Henson Cave. It has been
determined by the USDOI, Fish and Wildlife Service that these impacts would not
adversely affect the gray bat. Impacts to Henson Cave can not be reasonably
avoided and its entrance would need to be backfilled and capped. Avoidance would
not be reasonable due to its close proximity to the existing US 71 roadway.
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d. Social and Economic

Impacts to Existing Structures (Relocations) - This factor enumerates direct
impacts to existing residential, business and public use structures due to the
proposed action. Impacts to existing residences, consisting of the displacement of
houses and mobile homes, would be the greatest for the Near West Alternative due
to its location within the center of the Bella Vista residential area. Adverse business
impacts would be greatest for the Existing Alternative. This factor quantifies the
number of existing businesses which would be displaced by the improvements.

Though other business-related adverse impacts regarding patron access, parking
and business visibility are not enumerated by this factor, it is recognized that the
Existing Alternative, by virtue of its location along US 71, would have the greatest
indirect impact to existing businesses. The determination of these indirect impacts is
subjective, but for some businesses along existing US 71, the improved regional
access may be of benefit. However, as was commented at the public meetings by
some business owners, the changes in local access and visibility created by the
Existing Alternative would not be favorable with the business owners.

Though no public lands would be adversely impacted by the project, three public use
facilities would be displaced by the Existing Alternative — AHTD Rest Area, American
Legion Post 341 and Bella Vista Museum.

Noise Impacts - The noise impact factor represents the number of existing
structures which would experience noise levels beyond the FHWA Noise Abatement
Criteria (NAC) level in 2020 due to the US 71 improvements. To reflect the full
extent of noise impacts generated by the proposed action, the number of existing
structures (i.e. noise receptors) were counted for three impact issues: 1) Number of
additional noise receptors along the freeway improvements within the NAC, 2)
Number of noise receptors which would experience a “substantial” increase in
existing noise levels (measure of proximal impacts), and 3) Number of noise
receptors along the existing US 71 roadway which would remain within the NAC.
The Existing Alternative would have the greatest number of both additional and total
receptors which would experience 2020 noise levels beyond the NAC criterion.

Compatibility with Current Land Use/Master Plan - This land use impact factor is
a subjective measure, in the form of a rating, of how well an alternative would
interface with the Study Area's current land use, would promote the continued
evolution of the current development trends and would support the master plan for
the community. Conventional land use planning would suggest that because the
existing land use patterns have evolved around and in association with the current
roadway network, of which the principal element is US 71, the Existing Alternative
would best complement and promote the area’s current land use and infrastructure,
albeit only to its development capacity. However, Bella Vista is unique in its
composition and character, and has developed or evolved in accordance with the
Village’s corporate master plan. Though the US 71 corridor through the Study Area
is very urban like, the surrounding areas are not densely developed. It is this quality
that has attracted so many residents, mostly retirees, to the Bella Vista area.
Continued concentrated development of the US 71 corridor would alter the character
of the development. For this reason, the Far West Alternative is rated highly in
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regard to the support of the Bella Vista master plan. The Near West Alternative, due
to its location within a developed residential area which has evolved exclusive of
transportation-related uses, would have a significantly adverse impact on adjacent
land use, the community social structure and interactions within and between the
residential neighborhoods.

Outside of Bella Vista Village, the Study Area is rural with some agricultural uses.
The construction of the Far West Alternative would have impacts to the rural setting
of the Study Area, particularly in McDonald County. This alternative would result in
the direct conversion of farm and ranch uses to highway right-of-way while the
Existing or Near West Alternatives would have minimal takings of rural property for
highway right-of-way.

e Impacts to Businesses During Construction - As a subjective measure of the
temporary adverse impacts to existing businesses during the construction of the
improvements, this factor reflects that the Existing Alternative would have the
greatest temporary impacts on existing businesses along US 71 during construction.
Though construction would be conducted in general within or immediately adjacent
to the existing AHTD right-of-way, some inconveniences to patrons would result. In
addition, some temporary access adjustments would be required in front of the
existing businesses as part of the US 71 roadway detouring. Furthermore, because
the Existing Alternative would likely be constructed in a number of stages, the
staging of construction could add to the duration of the temporary construction
impacts to businesses. The Far West Alternative would have relatively no adverse
impacts to existing businesses during construction. Concerns about adverse
construction impacts along the Existing Alternative were expressed by the local
residents at the public meetings.

o Economic Considerations - This factor is a measure in dollar terms of the cost-
effectiveness of the project. As an investment of public dollars, the construction of
the improvements would result in a public benefit or return. These benefits would be
realized by the users of the improved roadway system as compared to the project
having not been constructed (i.e. “No-Build” Alternative). These user-cost savings
are typically measured as the annualized savings of improved travel times, vehicle
operating costs and reduced crash risks. For this analysis, only those benefits up to
2020 were captured. As part of the overall economic considerations, the changes in
the annual operations and maintenance (O&M) costs were considered. The O&M
costs for the alternatives would not be notably different.

As discussed for the Long-term Corridor Capacity factor, the economic benefits of
the Far West Alternative would exceed those of the Existing Alternative in the long-
term due to the capacity constraints of the Existing Alternative after 2020 -- the
design~horizon for this EIS. For long-range planning beyond 2020, the Far West
Alternative would provide the best benefit for the original investment because
additional transportation investments would not be required in the foreseeable future
beyond 2020. Soon after 2020, six-lane widening of the Existing Alternative would
be required to meet the growing travel demands, whereas the bypass alternatives
would both have unused capacity to absorb the continued US 71 traffic growth.
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¢ Environmental Justice - This factor consists of a subjective rating of how well each
alternative complies with federal regulations regarding the avoidance of
disproportionate adverse effects on certain designated population segments within
the Study Area. Since the presence of environmental justice indicators, such as
minority or low-income populations, have not been detected within the Study Area,
none of the alternatives would disproportionately impact any distinct population
segments within the area.

E. Selected Alternative

The selection of the preferred alternative is based on three primary considerations -- the
effectiveness of the alternatives in accomplishing the goals of the proposed action (i.e. Purpose
and Need), the comparison of the alternatives’ overall impacts and benefits, and input from the
public and review agencies, including the public hearing. Based on these three considerations,
the Far West Alternative has been selected as the preferred alternative for the US 71
improvements between Bella Vista, Arkansas and Pineville, Missouri (see Exhibit S-6).

The recommendation of the Far West Alternative as the preferred alternative was presented in
the Draft EIS, published on March 13, 1998, and at the associated location public hearing held
on May 21, 1998. Comments received from the public and review agencies regarding the Draft
EIS did not present any additional information that warranted substantial revisions of the
alternative analysis, as documented in the Draft EIS, which resulted in the selection of the Far
West Alternative as the preferred alternative. Although some questions and concerns were
submitted, each of the comments has been addressed in this Final EIS. In general, public and
agency comments have affirmed the selection of the preferred alternative. As a result, more
detailed assessments of the preferred alternative (i.e., Far West Alternative) regarding impacts
to the Waters of the U.S. and to cultural resources have been performed subsequent to the
public hearing. The results of these more detailed assessments are documented in the
following sections and in the relevant sections of Chapter IV — Environmental Consequences.
A summary of comments received from the Draft EIS and responses to these comments are
presented in Chapter VIl - Comments and Coordination.

The following sections present the reasoning for the selection of the Far West Alternative as the
preferred alternative:

1. EFFECTIVENESS IN ACCOMPLISHING THE PURPOSE AND NEED

As described in Chapter |, several goals and objectives for the US 71 improvements have been
defined based on the description of the current and projected transportation-related problems in
the Study Area. Each of the “Freeway-Build” Alternatives would accomplish in varying degrees
the stated purpose and need for the proposed action. However, in evaluating the overall
effectiveness of the improvements in accomplishing the defined goals, the Far West Alternative
is superior to the other two alternatives in several respects.- Each of the alternatives would
equally provide a multi-state interstate facility, upgrade the US 71 design features, improve the
efficiency of the system for the movement of people and goods, and facilitate access to nearby
regional recreational activities. However, the Far West Alternative has distinguished itself from
the other alternatives because of its superior effectiveness in improving traffic safety and its
overall roadway capacity. '
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a. Traffic Safety

The safety analysis of “Freeway-Build” Alternatives has determined that the Far West
Alternative would provide better reductions in projected crashes than the other two alternatives.
The superiority of the Far West Alternative is primarily due to the tighter physical constraints
and more urban-like setting of the other alternatives. The Far West Alternative would also have
the benefit of diverting trips from less safe highways to the new US 71 facility. But more
importantly, the Far West Alternative would provide a separate facility for those trips passing
through the Study Area and would eliminate the safety hazards of mixing the local, elderly traffic
with the higher-speed through traffic. Research suggests that elderly drivers, such as in Bella
Vista, have diminished driving abilities due to the effects of aging, and as such, present a
higher risk of crashes, particularly when mixed with truck traffic. For these reasons, the Far
West Alternative would be more effective regarding crash reductions and overall system safety.

b. Roadway Capacity

Each of the US 71 alternatives has been designed to provide the targeted level-of-service (LOS
C) in the design year 2020. However, the bypass alternatives distinguish themselves from the
Existing Alternative due to their ability to meet travel demands beyond 2020 without requiring
additional investments. As a four-lane freeway facility, the Existing Alternative would effectively
reach its capacity around 2020. Additional lanes would need to be constructed for the Existing
Alternative, generally in the southern segments, to efficiently serve the travel demands beyond
2020. What further complicates this issue are the tight physical constraints of the Existing
Alternative and the alternative’s inherent difficulties with future roadway widening. If the study
horizon was extended beyond 2020, the Existing Alternative would not be the lowest cost
improvement and its adverse impacts to the surrounding environments would be measurably
greater.

Should future capacity improvements for the Far West or Near West Alternatives ever be
needed, the incremental construction costs would be considerably less than the Existing
Alternative and would not be nearly as difficult to construct. The Far West and Near West
Alternatives would incorporate adequate right-of-way for future expansion, however, corridor
preservation is important to protect the alignments established by these studies. The existing
roadway is an expressway with numerous curb cuts and the new project would be a freeway
which would control access to adjacent development. The bypass alternatives would provide
additional capacity to efficiently serve the growing travel demands of US 71 well beyond 2020.
It is not anticipated that additional capacity would be required with the Far West or Near West
Alternatives within the foreseeable future beyond 2020. In addition, as bypass alternatives, the
Far West and Near West Alternatives would provide the greatest overall system capacity,
considering both the new bypass facility and the existing US 71 roadway. This system
redundancy would provide better overall capacity and superior flexibility for incident
management within the system.

2. COMPARISON OF OVERALL IMPACTS AND BENEFITS

The process of evaluating the improvement alternatives involves a balancing of the
benefit/impact tradeoffs with regard to the engineering, traffic, environmental and social
considerations, with the concems and interests of the commenting public and review agencies.
Particular issues and concerns which may be important to some may in fact conflict with the
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concerns of others. It is therefore the overall total-project comparison of the alternatives which
helps guide the selection of the best alternative.

Each of the alternatives would have varying degrees of adverse impacts and benefits, and for a
number of the impact issues, none of the alternatives differentiate themselves (see Table S-3).
But from an overall perspective, the Far West Alternative presents the best alignment based on
the overall comparison of the benefits and adverse impacts. As shown in Table S4 and the
following discussion, there are several issues which support this conclusion. For each of the
general evaluation categories, those factors which differentiate the alternatives from one
another and substantiate the identity of the best alternative have been listed. The comparison
is based on a five-part rating scale which considers the balance of the alternative’s benefits and
adverse impacts for each major evaluation category. The Far West Alternative has been
shaded signifying its selection as the best alternative regarding its balance of benefits and
adverse impacts.

TABLE S-4
“FREEWAY-BUILD” REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES
OVERALL IMPACT COMPARISON SUMMARY

Major Categories Near Existing Distinguishing
(Evaluation Factors) West Factors or Issues
s Engineering + - v - Long-range Costs
¥v" Maintenance of Traffic
e Traffic - v Safety (Traffic Mix)
v Long-term Corridor Capacity
¥ Incident Management
¥ Crash Reduction
e  Environmental + v MoDOT EIS/ROD
v Secondary Impacts
v Waters of the U.S.

v Adverse Impacts to Businesses During
Construction

v Impacts to Existing Structures
(Relocations)

v Noise Impacts

v Compatibility with Current Land
Use/Master Plan

Social/Economic

Rating Scale: ++ Benefits >> Adverse Impacts
+ Benefits > Adverse Impacts
Benefits = Adverse Impacts
- Benefits < Adverse Impacts

- Benefits << Adverse Impacts

s Engineering

v Long-range Costs - From an engineering perspective, if the current study horizon was
extended, additional roadway investments would be required at or near 2020 such that
the present worth construction cost for the Existing Alternative would increase.
Foreseeable additional roadway capacity improvements for the Far West and Near
West Alternatives would not be required beyond 2020. As the existing highway corridor
develops, the costs associated with acquisition of adjacent property would continue to
increase past the project’s planning period.
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v Maintenance of Traffic - Due to the complexities of the Existing Alternative and its

close spatial relationship to the existing US 71 roadway, maintenance of traffic during
construction for this alternative would be especially difficult. Existing traffic patterns and
local access would be disturbed during the construction of the Existing Alternative.
Furthermore, to minimize the construction costs and adverse environmental impacts of
the Existing Alternative, it was assumed that only two lanes of US 71 traffic would be
maintained during the construction period — resulting in potentially significant increased
traffic delays. For these reasons, and because existing US 71 and local traffic can be
maintained so easily with the bypass alternatives, the Far West and Near West
Alternatives are far superior regarding traffic maintenance.

Traffic

v Safety (Traffic Mix) - The nature of the typical Bella Vista driver creates unique traffic

hazards. Bella Vista, being a large retirement area, has a substantial number of elderly
drivers. Typically, elderly drivers have slower reaction times than the average driver and
tend to be involved in a higher portion of crashes. In a report entitled Transportation in
an Aging Society: Improving Mobility and Safety for Older Persons, published by the
Committee for the Study on Improving Mobility and Safety for Older Persons, it is stated
that the “accumulated skill and judgement gained over a lifetime of driving tend to be
offset by other factors (physiological and cognitive changes that accompany aging).”
Research also suggests that crash risks increase sharply when the elderly driver is
interspersed with truck traffic, as is currently the case in Bella Vista. This mix of traffic is
further complicated by the incompatibility of the varying expectations of the local and
interstate drivers. Local trips, typically involving an elderly driver, expect slower travel
speeds, whereas the driver of a through trip is expecting non-stop, higher speed service
through the Study Area. These issues strongly support the benefits of the Far West
Alternative due to its ability to effectively separate the local trips from the through trips.

Long-term Corridor Capacity - From a long-range planning perspective, the Far West
Alternative, and to a lesser extent the Near West Alternative, would provide a superior
framework for the long-term transportation needs of the Study Area. Service needs for
the interstate trips would be better met with a bypass facility for much longer-into the
future. A four-lane bypass improvement would provide the capacity needed now to
relieve the current congestion along US 71, and would provide additional capacity for
the future travel demands to grow into.

Incident Management - The bypass alternatives provide greater flexibility for the
management of incidents on US 71. Either the new facility or the existing US 71
roadway would provide an alternative north-south route for the continued operation
should a crash cause congestion on the other facility. Improved emergency vehicle
operations and routing would also be advantages of the bypass alternatives. For this
benefit to be fully realized, an incident management plan would need to be developed.

Crash Reduction - The Far West Alternative distinguishes itself by its superior ability to
reduce crashes within the Study Area. This distinction is due to its greater overall travel
efficiencies, shifting more travel to safer facilities, and due to its more rural-like driving
environment. This benefit is even further magnified when the issue of traffic mix is
considered.
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¢ Environmental

v MoDOT EIS/ROD - For the purposes of evaluating the “Freeway-Build” Alternatives, the
cumulative impacts of the ultimate and interim improvements were considered.
(Quantities shown in Table S-3 reflect the total impacts of the proposed action.) Though
the total impacts have provided the basis for the evaluation, the previously completed
EIS and Record of Decision by MoDOT for the US 71 improvements in Missouri will
provide the basis for any subsequent environmental investigations, permits or mitigation
for the interim improvements in Missouri. This arrangement is possible due to the
consistency of the interim improvements with the preferred alternative from the MoDOT
EIS. Consequently, for the Far West Alternative, the construction of the interim
improvements in Missouri would be performed in compliance with the MoDOT EIS and
any ultimate improvements would be completed through this document.

v' Secondary Impacts - By virtue of its location outside of the developed areas of Bella
Vista, the Far West Alternative has the overall advantage of fewer direct impacts to the
manmade and some of the natural environments. Though some direct impacts would
be realized by those residents and property owners located along the alignment, as a
whole, the Far West Alternative would not be as disruptive to the existing setting of the
Study Area — permanently as well as during construction. This fact is reflected in the
lower number of potential impacts to high-quality wetland resources, hazardous waste
sites, caves, existing structures, and noise receptors. However, because the
surrounding areas are generally undeveloped, the Far West Alternative would have the
greatest potential for adverse secondary impacts regarding land use, water quality, and
aquatic/terrestrial habitat resources. With the Far West Alternative, it is reasonable to
conclude that the planned development of the western portions of Bella Vista, as
documented in the corporate master plan for the community, would likely develop at a
quicker pace due to the new access provided by the bypass. For this reason, the Far
West Alternative is viewed slightly less favorably as the Existing Alternative for this
issue.

v" Waters of the U.S. - As shown on Table S-3, the Far West Alternative would have the
least potential impact to special aquatic sites and regulated ponds.

e Social/Economic

v" Adverse Impacts to Businesses During Construction - By virtue of its location along
the existing US 71 corridor, the Existing Alternative would have considerably greater
adverse impacts to existing businesses during construction. While construction is in
process, which could be a significant period of time, the existing businesses along US
71 would experience temporary changes in access, parking, visibility, construction
noise, and construction dust. A common theme heard from the residents of the Study
Area was concerns about the. adverse .construction .impacts of the improvements.
These impacts would not be incurred to nearly the same degree with either the Far
West or Near West Alternatives.

.v Impacts to Existing Structures (Relocations) - The Far West Alternative would cause -
the relocation of considerably fewer existing residences and businesses.
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v Noise Impacts - The Far West Alternative would increase noise levels at considerably
fewer existing noise receptors.

v' Compatibility with Current Land Use/Master Plan - As supported by comments
received by the majority of attendees at the various public meetings, the Far West
Aiternative is the most compatible alternative with both current and projected land use.
The Far West Alternative is consistent with the retirement, low-density nature of the
Bella Vista community and would not adversely affect the current social structure of the
Village. The Far West Alternative is also consistent with the long-range master plan for
Bella Vista. Conversely, the Near West Alternative would destroy the social structure of
the Bella Vista community due to its location within the heart of the residential areas of
the community. This issue is a primary reason for not considering the Near West
Alternative as the best option. Other factors that reflect the high degree of adverse
social impacts by the Near West Alternative include impacts to existing residences and
noise impacts. The Existing Alternative would support the existing land use trends of
Bella Vista, but would quickly reach the effective development capacity of the corridor.

3. PUBLIC/AGENCY PARTICIPATION AND COMMENT

The residents of Bella Vista and the surrounding communities have been very active in the US
71 study process. Input gathered through public meetings, Corridor Advisory Council meetings,
location public hearing, and other activities have directly contributed to the decision-making
process by prompting the inclusion of various evaluation factors. Additionally, in some cases
public input has affected the measure of each factor. Public comments have centered on
roadway safety, community cohesion, air quality, noise levels, environmental preservation, and
integrity of area amenities and economic concerns.

In general, there has been some degree of support for or opposition to all the ultimate
improvement alternatives considered. However, the majority of Bella Vista residents clearly
favor the Far West Alternative. While these residents also express extreme opposition to
selection of the Existing Alternative, their comments are offset to some degree by other
residents, particularly from McDonald County and the Hiwasse areas, who support the use of
the existing route. Opposition to the Existing Alternative by the Bella Vista residents has
centered on changes to access, adverse noise impacts, inconveniences during construction
and impacts to the golf courses. The Near West Alternative has received little support and a
great deal of opposition.

Resource agency coordination has been ongoing throughout the US 71 study. Environmental
scoping to identify issues and concerns which would affect the definition and evaluation of the
alternative improvements was performed since the beginning of the study, including the formal
scoping meeting. In addition, individual meetings were held with various agencies to discuss
the environmental issues and concerns in more detail. Resource agency comments regarding
the Draft EIS have been addressed in the Final EIS.-.In general, comments offered by the
resource agencies have requested further clarification on secondary and cumulative impacts
and impacts to cultural resources. Appropriate clarification of these issues has been provided
in the relevant sections of this Final EIS. Through the clarification of these issues and the
reconciliation of unresolved issues, as identified in the Draft EIS, there are no outstanding
resource agency issues potentially affecting the selection of the preferred alternative.
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Based on public input which has been received, two generalizations can be made regarding
public consensus — 1) the Far West Alternative is preferred due to its limited impact on the
status quo, and 2) safety and capacity issues need to be addressed along existing US 71. With
both interim and ultimate considerations, both of these issues are addressed by the Far West
Alternative. The interim improvements, consisting of roadway widening in Missouri and
intersection improvements in Arkansas, would meet the more immediate concerns of the public
regarding the existing US 71 roadway. The ultimate bypass improvements would then
ultimately provide a bypass facility around Bella Vista maintaining the nature and character of
the Village while providing an efficient regional transportation system.

4. SUMMARY OF ISSUES
a. Areas of Controversy

in the project planning and development of the US 71 improvements, some issues of potential
controversy have become apparent through the active coordination with resource agencies and
involvement of the general public. As with almost any public improvement project of a complex
nature, there are varying and diverse viewpoints regarding certain aspects of the proposed
improvements. In the case of the US 71 project, an active community involvement program
utilizing a pre-location public meeting, a scoping meeting, design information public meetings,
Corridor Advisory Council meetings and project information mechanisms such as newsletters
and a project phone line have facilitated the identification of these issues. Consequently,
project planning was adjusted as needed to adequately address these potentially controversial
issues.

The two most prevailing issues include:

e General opposition to the Existing Alternative by the Bella Vista residents and
general support of the Existing Alternative by residents in McDonald County and
other outlying areas:

Despite measures to reduce direct impacts to adjacent properties, the Existing
Alternative would directly impact the areas surrounding the existing roadway and
Bella Vista residents are generally opposed to the Existing Alternative due to these
adverse impacts. Specific concerns expressed by many residents relate to direct
impacts to the area’s golf courses and other amenity-related concerns including
impacts to the area’s shopping centers. With the Existing Alternative, local access
would be changed and the visibility of the shopping centers would be affected.
Access would be provided via interchanges and frontage roads. This type of access
would change the current degree of access and would not complement the driving
capabilities of the local elderly population. In the area of Sugar Creek Center, the
elevated US 71 roadway over the interchange area would affect the visual setting of
the area.

In addition to amenity-related concerns, residents have also expressed concern
about the driver demands of the Existing Alternative. A freeway facility with its
. higher operational speeds would require a greater degree of ability for drivers to
negotiate safely. Partially-continuous frontage roads would be provided with the
Existing Alternative such that some local trips would not necessarily need to enter
the freeway. This provision would mitigate some of the concerns of traffic mix on the
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freeway but not all. For all local trips to avoid the freeway entirely, undoubtedly a

‘ number of trips would experience out-of-direction travel. Further mitigation could
include lengthened acceleration lanes for the interchange ramps or auxiliary lanes
between the interchanges but this would increase the adverse impacts of the
alternative.

Many Missouri residents have expressed concerns regarding the present US 71
capacity and safety. Most feel that a bypass facility would not divert the through
traffic away from the existing facility. In light of the immediate need for capacity and
safety improvements, interim improvements were included as part of the Far West
Alternative. As such, the expressed needs of both the Bella Vista residents and the
McDonald County residents would be served with the Far West Alternative.

e Interaction of the US 71 improvements with the planned Northwest Arkansas
Regional Airport:

The Northwest Arkansas Regional Airport is a new airport located southeast of
Bentonville. Located approximately 14.0 km (8.7 miles) due south of the Far West
Alternative, previous traffic studies completed for the airport planning have shown
that the area of travel influence for the airport extends just north of Bentonville, at
the southern end of the US 71 Study Area. Because regional access to the facility
will be provided by the combination of US 71 south of Bentonville and US 412,
additional access to the airport from the US 71 improvements through or around
Bella Vista was not considered by this study.

‘ b. Unresolved Issues

The potential impacts of each alternative have been assessed, evaluated and compared in
sufficient detail to characterize the degree of impact and the relative differences of the
competing alternatives. For some issues, more detailed analyses were performed subsequent
to the location public hearing to more precisely quantify the absolute impacts of the project.
These analyses, conducted for only the preferred alternative (i.e. Far West Alternative) after the
location public hearing, included wetlands and cultural resource investigations.

Wetland Resources Investigations

Pursuant to the regulations of the Clean Water Act (CWA) as administered by the US Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE), more detailed assessments and impact quantity estimations for
wetland impacts were performed after the public hearing for the Far West Alternative (i.e.,
preferred alternative). Separate reports summarizing the potential impacts were prepared and
submitted for the ultimate improvements in Benton County, Arkansas and McDonald County,
Missouri. (Section 404 Permit coordination for the interim improvements in Missouri will be
performed by MoDOT in accordance with the previously completed EIS and Record of Decision
for US 71 ~ MoDOT Job Number J7P0427-FHWA-EIS-90-02-F.) Based on the findings of the
more detailed investigations, as documented in the summary reports, the USACE has

- authorized the construction of the Far West Alternative pursuant to the requirements of the
Department of the Army Nationwide Permit No. 14 (Nationwide Permit No. 13862) for McDonald
County and Department of the Army General Permit GB (General Permit No. 13862) for Benton
County. Copies of these permits are included in Appendix E. Subsequent design development
. and construction activities for the Far West Alternative ultimate improvements will need to be
performed in accordance with these permits. Other than the fulfiiment of the requirements of
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these permits by MoDOT and AHTD, respectively, no other issues relating to Waters of the US
or jurisdictional wetlands remain unresolved.

Cultural Resources Investigations

In accordance with the Historic Preservation Program standards, including the MoDOT cultural
resources protocol for Missouri resources, additional investigations of the Far West Alternative
(i.e., preferred alternative) were performed to more definitively determine its impacts to cultural
resources. The recommendation of the preferred alternative, as documented in Table S-3, was
based on a consistent methodology for all reasonable alternatives and consisted of a predictive
archeological impact factor, impacts to previously recorded archeological sites, impacts to
historic sites, and impacts to architectural sites determined to be potentially eligible to the
National Register of Historic Places. Since the location public hearing, additional Phase |
archaeological studies and determinations of effect for the Far West Alternative have
determined, in concurrence with the State Historic Preservation Officers for Missouri and

Arkansas:

e One archeological site in Arkansas (Site 3BE634) requires a Phase |l investigation.

e No architectural sites determined to be eligible for inclusion in the NRHP would be
adversely impacted.

A Phase Il assessment was conducted at 3BE634 and it was determined by the AR-SHPO to
not contain intact subsurface cultural features or deposits or otherwise have the potential to
contain information important in prehistory. Consequently, the AR-SHPO has determined that
no additional work is necessary for this resource. During the construction of the Far West
Alternative, compliance with Section 106 requirements would be fulfilled by MoDOT and AHTD
as necessary. For the interim improvements in Missouri, the current MOA executed in
association with the previous MoDOT EIS will govern the cultural resources investigations.

Roadway Alignment and Design Features

Though it was determined by the AR-SHPO as part of the cultural resources that all five of the
architectural sites determined to be eligible for the NRHP would not be adversely impacted by
the Far West Alternative. Therefore, special attention to roadway design issues should be
provided in subsequent design development activities in the vicinity of Site BE2177 — New
Home Church. To augment the SHPO’s determination of no effect, roadway noise
considerations should continue to be evaluated in the vicinity of the church.

A meeting with the New Home Church members was held in August, 1999 to discuss noise
abatement issues related to the proposed US 71 Highway relocation located adjacent to their
historic church. Abatement measures discussed included increasing the distance of the
highway from the Church, using a typical noise barrier, using a small berm and/or rock wall, and
using architecture soundproofing such as storm windows. These measures and various
combinations were discussed to determine a preference among the church members in
attendance. Moving the highway a sufficient distance to allow acceptable noise levels at the
church was the group’s first preference with the combination of a rock wall/berm combination
used with some soundproofing as their second choice. The group did not support the use of a
typical noise barrier which would reduce noise levels but would also result in creating an
unacceptable visual barrier.
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In the detailed design phase of this project, the Department will move the highway final
alignment as far as possible, but still within the existing engineering and environmental
constraints of this interchange area near McKisic Creek. If this design alignment change is not
sufficient to reduce the noise levels below the Federal Highway Administration criteria; then a
small berm/rock wall combination with appropriate vegetation cover will be designed and
coordinated with the church. Soundproofing options may be included if the berm/wall
combination is not sufficient to achieve acceptable noise levels (FHWA criteria).

One of the more commonly heard comments from the location public hearing regarding the
roadway alignment and design features of the Far West Alternative was the location of the
roadway relative to the Highlands Golf Course and associated residences on the western edge
of the Bella Vista Village. Concerns of proximal impacts were expressed by the area’s
residents. Though no existing residences would require noise abatement based on AHTD
noise abatement criteria, consideration should be given to shifting the roadway’s alignment
(FWB2/C2) farther to the west to provide more suitable distance between the roadway activities
and the nearby visual and aural receptors. This potential shifting of the alignment, to be
considered during subsequent design development activities, would likely be acceptable due to
the undeveloped nature of the area to the west. Relatively minor adjustments of the alignment
would be acceptable as long as the environmental impacts of the improvements would not be
measurably changed from those documented in this EIS or to the extent that the revised
impacts would affect the decision of the preferred alternative.

Additional Work for the MoDOT EIS and ROD

As stated in the previous paragraphs, the completed EIS and ROD by MoDOT and FHWA for
the US 71 improvements in Missouri will govern the environmental processing of the US 71
improvements along the existing roadway (i.e., interim improvements) in Missouri. This
arrangement is appropriate due to the consistency in location and design concept of the interim
improvements with the preferred alternative from MoDOT's EIS. Future actions by MoDOT and
the FHWA will include the continued processing of the appropriate environmental clearances for
the interim improvements in Missouri. In addition to the wetland and cultural resource
investigations, these activities will include the continued review of the future design details with
the planning assumptions and intentions specified in the earlier completed MoDOT EIS.

5. SUMMARY OF FUTURE ACTIONS

As a result of the environmental evaluation of the selected alternative, a number of identified
actions are necessary during the design development and construction phases of the project.
The following is a list of these actions:

¢ Continue coordination with the Bentonville/Bella Vista Trailblazers Association, Inc.
during design development and construction to coordinate the planning of a
pedestrian/ bicycle trail that would connect the two communities of Bentonville and
Bella Vista with the US 71 improvements.

e Coordinate the design development and construction activities with the US Fish &
Wildlife Service.

e Continue coordination of mitigation measures for impacts to the surrounding
environment which address environmental and social impacts including:
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- Continued consideration of noise abatement measures with “New
Home” Church and the Highlands Golf Course as part of the design
development phase of the project.

- Continued refinement to the highway final alignment within the
evaluated corridor to avoid impacts. During design development,
alignment refinements will be investigated, so that impacts to existing
water resources in the vicinity of McKisic Creek will be minimized. In
an attempt to minimize the proximal impacts to residences located
within the Highlands, alignment refinements will be investigated
during the design development phase of the project. Refinements to
the final alignment will be investigated during design development to
avoid impacts to Wetland B-3a.

- Continue investigation of residential displacements during design
development.

e Continue coordination of the Section 404 Permit for compliance with the provisions
of the Clean Water Act. Coordination with the US Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) as part of design development activities will entail fulfillment of the
requirements of the permits.

e Continue coordination with Missouri Dept. of Natural Resources (MDNR) and
Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality to ensure that a proper
construction water pollution control program is implemented during the design
development and construction phases of the project. ‘

-  Make sure Standard Erosion Protection Plans are followed with
proper inspection and maintenance.

- Identify and monitor any wells that would be impacted by the
alignment.

- Ensure that “Best Management Practices” are being used by
contractors during design and construction.

e Continue coordination with Missouri Dept. of Natural Resources (MDNR), in
Missouri, to ensure that a proper construction water pollution control program is
implemented during the design development and construction phases of the
project.

- Ensure that Stream Channel Modification Guidelines are followed
when modifying channels or relocating streams.

e Develop a “Construction Management Plan” for the improvements through the
Bella Vista Community, as part of detailed design.

e Continue coordination with Missouri Speleological Survey (MSS) or Arkansas
Association of Cave Studies (ASCS) to document any new caves discovered
during final design or construction.
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Chapter | - Purpose and Need for Action

The Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD), Missouri Department of
Transportation (MoDOT) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) are proposing to
improve US 71 from south of Bella Vista, Arkansas to Pineville, Missouri.

This chapter provides a description of the proposed action, the transportation-related problems
which are to be addressed by the proposed improvements and the purpose and need for the
project. :

A. Project Status
1. PROJECT HISTORY

in 1991, the US Congress identified the existing US 71 corridor extending from Kansas City,
Missouri to Shreveport, Louisiana as a high-priority corridor. As listed in the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA), this corridor, possibly to be called 1-49, was identified as
a high-priority north-south highway corridor from the Guif of Mexico to the Midwest (see Exhibit
I-1). Prior to ISTEA, the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1987 also identified US 71 as a highway
corridor of national significance. In response to the 1987 legislation, a multi-state corridor study
(Kansas City, Missouri to Shreveport, Louisiana Highway Feasibility Corridor Study) was
conducted by AHTD in cooperation with the FHWA and its neighboring states -- Missouri, Texas
and Louisiana. This study concluded that the US 71 corridor was essential to the economic
growth of the central region of the country.

Since the 1987 study and in accordance with the federal legislation, the AHTD has begun
implementing an improvement program to upgrade US 71 to a freeway facility, extending from
the Arkansas/Louisiana state line south of Texarkana, Arkansas, to the Missouri/Arkansas state
line north of Bella Vista. (A freeway is a multi-lane, typically four or more, highway with access
provided only at interchanges.) The total improvement of the US 71 corridor within the state is
at varying stages of development — planning, construction or open to traffic. In general, these
improvements consist of interstate-type improvements with four-lane widening on new or
existing alignment with access control upgrades. In some communities, new bypass facilities
have been provided. Immediately south of Bella Vista, new bypass facilities have been
constructed and are currently in operation for the communities of Bentonville, Springdale and
Fayetteville.

Similar to AHTD, the Missouri Highway and Transportation Commission has made a
commitment to upgrade existing US 71 to a freeway facility from the Missouri/Arkansas state
line to Kansas City. South of the city of Joplin, where the US 71 corridor intersects the 1-44
corridor, decisions regarding the location of the freeway facility have already been made
(MoDOT Job Number J7P0427, FHWA - EIS-90-02-F). Construction of a new four-lane
freeway facility has been completed immediately south of the new US 71/i-44 interchange and
construction is anticipated in the near future for the next phase to the south.
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In addition to issues relating to freeway upgrades, US 71 through Bella Vista, Arkansas, has
seen a significant growth in traffic over the years. Increased through-trips and intra Bella Vista
trips have caused an increase in traffic crashes in the area. The growth in traffic and
decreased safety within the region, in addition to regional corridor commitments, have resulted

in the need for improvements to US 71.

2. BI-STATE STUDY

One of the remaining portions of the US 71 corridor within the state of Arkansas where the
specific location details of the freeway improvements have not yet been identified or
implemented extends north from the recently completed bypass around Bentonville north to the
state line. Decisions regarding the location and nature of the US 71 improvements in Arkansas
have implications on the corresponding improvements in Missouri, and vice versa. Therefore,
this bi-state study is considering the area as a whole, extending from south of Bella Vista,
Arkansas to Pineville, Missouri, and AHTD and MoDOT have collaborated to conduct this study.
The necessary coordination of policies and standards for AHTD and MoDOT has been provided

for this study.

The identified Study Area, extending from south of Bella Vista to Pineville, Missouri, has logical
project termini along US 71. The project termini tie into proposed or completed improvements
along existing US 71. The study termini have independent utility separate from other portions
of the Kansas City to Shreveport high-priority corridor and serve a population activity center in
Northwest Arkansas and Southwest Missouri.

3. MAJORINVESTMENT STUDY

The southern end of the Study Area (extending from a connection with the existing US 71
bypass around the east side of Bentonville, Arkansas to Pineville, Missouri) is located within the
jurisdictional boundary of the Metropolitan Planning Organization (Northwest Arkansas Regional
Planning Commission) for the Bentonville-Rogers-Springdale area. The southern terminus is
defined as a connection with the US 71 freeway bypass around the eastern side of Bentonville.
Due to the project’s southern terminus location within the MPO long-range planning boundary,
and given the nature of the proposed action (i.e., capacity improvements), consideration was
given by the MPO, AHTD and the FHWA as to the need for a major investment study (MIS). In
compliance with the Metropolitan Planning Regulations and in consultation with other agencies,
it was agreed by the MPO and the FHWA that a MIS would not be necessary for this project,
due to the lack of multi-modal options for the capacity improvements. This decision was
coordinated with the Federal Transit Administration.

B. Project Description (Existing Route)
1. REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

In addition to being an important highway of national significance, US 71 is also the primary
north-south mobility provider for the Northwest Arkansas and Southwest Missouri regions.
Within these regions, several larger cities and economic activity centers are served by US 71.
These communities include Neosho, Joplin and Carthage within Missouri, and the cities of
Bentonville, Rogers, Springdale and Fayetteville in Arkansas. The village of Bella Vista, a
retirement/recreation community, is also primarily served by US 71. Other regionally significant
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activity centers which are indirectly served by US 71 through interchanges with other highways
include Springfield, Missouri via 1-44 and Siloam Springs, Arkansas via US 412. Exhibit 1-2
shows the regional transportation system which surrounds and serves the project area.

Within the multi-state area of northwest Arkansas, southwest Missouri, southeast Kansas, and
northeast Oklahoma, the significant north-south highway corridors, in addition to US 71, include
US 69 to the west and US 65 to the east. US 69 is roughly aligned parallel to US 71 and is
located approximately 100 km (62 miles) to the west, serving eastern Oklahoma and eastern
Kansas. To the east, US 65 is located approximately 90 km (56 miles) away, serving west-
central Arkansas and Missouri. It is not anticipated that significant traffic from these north-
south roadways would be diverted to US 71 as a result of the improvements.

As shown on Exhibit 1-2, other secondary north-south highways are more proximal to US 71.
Traffic volumes and travel patterns that could be impacted include: Route 59 extending from US
412 in Arkansas to the city of Anderson, Missouri. In addition, there are a number of secondary
routes that traverse through the area which directly or indirectly interact with US 71 and provide
regional mobility and accessibility. Table I-1 provides a brief description of the regional
transportation facilities within the area.

TABLE -1
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

Description

M e 9 s h Nl
Route 340 provides northeast/southwest access through Bella Vista.

Route 340

Route 279 Route 279 provides secondary north/south access through Belia Vista.

Route 72 Route 72 provides east/west access through the southern portion of Bella Vista and
provides access between Gravette and Bentonville.

Route 94 Route 94 provides secondary north/south access on the east side of Bella Vista.

b iB

Route 90 Route 90 provides east/west access between the cities of Noel and Jane, located near
the intersection of Route 90 and US 71.

Route E Route E provides secondary north/south access to the east of US 71 as an extension of
Route 94 in Arkansas on the east side of Bella Vista.

Route H Route H provides east/west access to the city of Pineville and provides direct access

between Pineville and Noel.

2. DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING US 71

Within the Study Area, through the area of Pineville, Missouri and extending south to the state
line, the existing US 71 roadway consists of a rural two-lane highway with stabilized shoulders
and partially-limited access control. At the state line, the existing roadway section transitions to
a four-lane divided roadway. This roadway section is maintained through the Bella Vista area
up to the connection with the freeway bypass around Bentonville. The four-lane section in
Arkansas includes a raised concrete median with stabilized outside shoulders. Access control
- through Bella Vista is partially controlied with a short segment of fully-controlied access near
the US 71/Route 340 Interchange — the only existing interchange on US 71 within the project
limits. Continuing south, fully-controlled access is provided along US 71 at the US 71/US 71
Business Interchange north of Bentonville. The freeway section around Bentonville consists of
a four-lane roadway with a grassy, depressed median.
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North of the Study Area, extending to north of Neosho, the existing US 71 roadway is similar to
the rural two-lane section through Pineville. South of the Study Area, up to a point just south of
Fayetteville, the existing US 71 roadway consists of a four-lane freeway facility.

3. PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS

Both the states of Missouri and Arkansas have stated their commitments to improve US 71 to
interstate standards in accordance with ISTEA legislation. In the vicinity of Bella Vista, other
segments of US 71 have already been improved or are planned.

In 1992, the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for US 71 from |-44 to the Arkansas
State Line in Jasper-Newton-McDonald Counties, Missouri; (MoDOT Job Number J7P0427,
FHWA-EIS-90-02-F), was approved by the FHWA and MoDOT. Soon after, the Record of
Decision was executed. This EIS defined a selected alternative for the improvement of US 71
in Missouri from |-44 to the state line. As shown in Exhibit I-3, the selected alternative consists
of freeway improvements along the existing US 71 alignment to incorporate as much of the
existing facility as possible. (A freeway is a multi-lane highway, typically four or more lanes,
with access provided only at interchanges. Freeways typically have higher operating speeds.)

C. Overview of Purpose and Need

The general purpose of the project is to provide a safe, efficient, environmentally sound and
cost-effective transportation facility that responds to the needs of the study area and the region.
The specific purpose and needs being addressed by the proposed action are summarized as
follows:

o Multi-State Interstate System - Provide a freeway as part of the multi-state, high-priority
transportation corridor extending from Shreveport, Louisiana to Kansas City, Missouri,
as established in ISTEA.

o Traffic Safety - Reduce the number and severity of traffic-related crashes occurring
along US 71 between Bella Vista and Pineville.

o Roadway Design Features - Upgrade current roadway design features along US 71
including roadway alignments and roadway cross-sections.

e Movement of People and Goods - Provide for the efficient transport of people and
goods through the region by reducing the total hours of travel through the Study Area.

e Local Access - Provide improved local access to the US 71 facility utilizing interchanges
and frontage roads wherever needed while providing efficient through service for non-
local trips and truck traffic.

e Roadway Cag‘acity - Increase roadWay system ‘capacity in accordance with the
projected travel demands to improve the general operating conditions of US 71.

e Recreational Activity Access - Facilitate the usage by motorists of nearby regional
recreational facilities through improved accessibility.

Each of these specific needs is discussed in the following sections.
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1. MULTI-STATE INTERSTATE SYSTEM

In 1991, President Bush signed the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA).
One provision of the ISTEA legislation identified high-priority corridors for transportation
improvements. One of the high-priority corridors identified (see Exhibit I-1) was US 71 from
Kansas City, Missouri to Shreveport, Louisiana. Recognized as a highway corridor of national
significance, this corridor would be improved to interstate standards and would provide an
extension of 1-49, which connects New Orleans with Shreveport via I-10. With this corridor, new
and improved transportation access would be provided from the international ports of the Guif
of Mexico to the Midwest.

In association with the designation of US 71 as a nationally significant transportation corridor,
the states of Arkansas and Missouri have developed their respective statewide plans to include
and complement the commitments to the US 71 corridor.

2. TRAFFIC SAFETY

The current roadway configuration, with at-grade intersections feeding traffic to a two-lane rural
highway in Missouri and a divided four-lane urban expressway in Arkansas, contributes to
higher crash experience than would a modern four-lane freeway facility. For example, the two-
lane rural highway in Missouri has limited passing areas, few shoulder areas for vehicles with
mechanical problems to park, lower visibility for motorists driving in the area’s hilly terrain, as
well as roadway and driveway intersections with uncontrolled access for turning vehicles. As a
result, the less-safe portions of this highway have crash rates approximately 90% higher than
similar facilities within the respective states.

While the existing four-lane facility in Arkansas has lower crash rates in general than the two-
lane facility in Missouri, the Arkansas facility still has several design features that contribute to
its higher than average crash rates. For example, there is only partial access control, with
several streets and driveways connecting directly with US 71.

Additionally, the nature of the typical Bella Vista driver creates additional traffic hazards. Bella
Vista, being a large retirement area, has a substantial number of elderly drivers. Typically,
elderly drivers have slower reaction times than the average driver and tend to be involved in a
higher portion of crashes. In a report entitied Transportation in an Aging Society: improving
Mobility and Safety for Older Persons, published by the Committee for the Study on Improving
Mobility and Safety for Older Persons, it is stated that the “accumulated skill and judgement
gained over a lifetime of driving tend to be offset by other factors (physiological and cognitive
changes that accompany aging).”

The crash risks increase sharply when the elderly driver is interspersed with truck traffic, as is
the case in Bella Vista. Based on statistics compiled by the Fatal Accident Reporting System
(FARS), the following is documented in a report entitled, The Safety Record of Heavy Trucks
and Older Drivers: An Analysis of Five Years of Large-Scale Accident Data: '

American drivers over the age of 65 are over fifty percent more likely to
be involved in a fatal heavy truck accident than younger drivers. Mile for
mile, senior drivers are over three times more likely to be both involved
in, and killed by, a fatal truck accident, as compared to displaying less
than twice the risk per mile of a fatal encounter with other automobiles.
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a. Current Crash Statistics

Utilizing five-year historical data provided by the AHTD and by MoDOT for the period between
1992 and 1996, a crash analysis along existing US 71 was performed. During these time
periods, there were 251 crashes in Arkansas between the US 71/US 71 Business Interchange
and the state line, including one fatal crash. In Missouri, between Route H and the state line,
there were 216 crashes, including five fatality crashes. The total number of crashes by year are
presented in Table 1-2.

TABLE I-2
TRAFFIC INCIDENTS BY YEAR AND TYPE
Location Property Damage
and Year Only Injury Fatality Total
Arkansas "
1992 26 16 0] 42
1993 29 12 0] 41
1994 30 9 0 39
1995 43 20 0] 63
1996 42 23 1 66
Total 170 80 1 251
Missouri ?
1992 21 13 0 34
1993 26 14 1 41
1994 30 13 3 46
1995 40 21 1 62
1996 22 11 o] 33
Total 139 72 5 216

Note: (1) US 71/US 71 Business Interchange to state line.
(2) Route H (Pineville, MO) to state line.

The historical crash figures in Arkansas indicate a consistent range of crashes without a distinct
trend higher or lower. The annual crash figures in Arkansas generally range from between 40
and 70 crashes every year. The crash information for Missouri, on the other hand, varies from
the yearly high of 62 in 1995 to 33 in 1996.

To provide a common basis of comparison, a crash rate was established for various segments
along US 71. The crash rates are typically expressed in crashes per hundred million vehicle
kilometers (miles) of travel (acc/HMVK(M)T), with one vehicle kilometer of travel representing
one vehicle traveling one kilometer.

The crash rates along US 71 within the Study Area vary between 64 (100) and 248 (400)
acc/HMVK(M)T in Arkansas and 55 (90) to 255 (410) acc/HMVK(M)T in Missouri. The crash
rates for the various US 71 segments are presented in Exhibit I-4. As shown, the segment of
US .71 with the most crashes is located just north of the Arkansas/Missouri border with 255
(410) acc/HMVK(M)T. The segment along the state line has a high number of access points
serving both local residences and business establishments where traffic entering and exiting
the highway create numerous traffic conflict points. Conflicting moves between the traffic on
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the main highway (i.e. US 71) and traffic on the access points (i.e. driveways) have been cited
in the traffic crash reports.

By comparison, the state average for rural two-lane highways in Missouri over the same time
period is 134 (215) acc/HMVK(M)T. For four-lane divided highways in Arkansas, the state
average crash rate is 76 (124) acc/HMV(M)T. There are portions of US 71 in Missouri that
have over 90% more crashes than the typical two-lane rural highway in Missouri, and in
Arkansas there are portions that have between 30% and 80% more crashes than the typical
four-lane divided highway in Arkansas.

b. Crash Projections in Project Area

Based on current crash rates for US 71 and expected traffic growth in the corridor, the total
number of crashes in 2020 was estimated and are presented in Table I-3. Assuming no
roadway improvements along US 71, the total number of annual crashes is projected to
increase by 176 percent in Arkansas and over 258 percent in Missouri by 2020.

TABLE I-3 |
PROJECTED INCREASE IN ANNUAL
TRAFFIC CRASHES ALONG US 71

Location Property Damage
and Year Only Injury Fatality Total (Rounded)
Arkansas'”
Actual 1996 42 23 1.0 66
Projected 2020 124 56 16 182
Percent Increase 195% 143% 60% 176%
Missouri @
Actual 1996 22 11 0 33
Projected 2020 80 36 11 118
Percent Increase 264% 227% N.A. 258%

Note: (1) US 71/US 71 Business Interchange to state line.
(2) Route H (Pineville, MO) to state line.

c. Comparison with Proposed Improvements

With an improved four-lane freeway facility, the total number of crashes along US 71, as well as
other highways in the area, would be expected to decrease. Depending on the location of the
freeway improvements such as along the existing alignment or on new location, the proposed
improvements would remove between 134 and 244 crashes per year from US 71 within the
Study Area. (See technical report Travel Efficiency Analysis, March 1997.) Based on standard
FHWA crash cost values updated to 1996 dollars, the total monetary crash cost savings of the
freeway improvements would range between $6 and $11 million annually by 2020, with a
discounted total savings between $40 and $82 million.
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3. ROADWAY DESIGN FEATURES

a. Alignment

Roadway design features currently existing along US 71 are based on the prevailing design
standards at the time of the original US 71 construction. Today, geometric design standards
are more stringent than they were in the past.

For safety reasons, sight distance of sufficient length must be provided along a roadway so that
drivers can control the operation of their vehicles to avoid striking an unexpected object on the
traveled way. The minimum sight distance available on a roadway should be long enough to
enable a vehicle traveling at or near the maximum safe driving speed, or design speed, to stop
before reaching a stationary object in its path. Roadway alignments should also be gentle
enough to permit smooth directional transitions for the traveling vehicle.

Based on a review of the existing horizontal and vertical alignments of US 71 within the Study
Area, the existing roadway does not comply in its entirety with current American Association of
State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) standards for a 110 km/h (70 mph)
design speed. As shown in Table -4, 100% of US 71 in Missouri meets the 110 km/h (70 mph)
design standard. However, US 71 in Arkansas does have some geometrically deficient
segments. Approximately 28% of the alignment in Arkansas, or approximately 3.1 km (2.0 mi.),
does not meet this standard. . Exhibit I-5 shows the existing horizontal and vertical curve design

speeds along US 71.

TABLE 14
GEOMETRIC DESIGN SUFFICIENCY
PERCENTAGE OF ALIGNMENT BASED ON DESIGN SPEED

Roadway Missouri Arkansas
Design Sub-segment Sub-segment
Speed % of Length km(mi) % of Length km(mi)
Standard Segment Segment
110 km/h (70 mph) 100% 15.2 (9.4) 72% 8.1(5.0)
100 km/h (60 mph) 100% 15.2 (9.4) 81% 9.1 (5.6)

s e s e Dl t O 2 L
Note: % of Segment represents the percentage of the US 71 roadway length within the
Study Area which does meet the given Roadway Design Speed Standard.

b. Roadside Hazards

Another standard of design, which has changed considerably over time, is the issue of roadside
safety. While every reasonable effort is made to design roadways consistent with current
design standards, motorists continue to have crashes in which they run off the road for one
reason or another. -Realizing-that ‘vehicles can potentially feave the ‘roadway at any given
location, a “forgiving roadway” should be maintained on US 71 to provide a safer roadside
environment for the traveling public.

Typical roadway improvement cross-sections would utilize 3.6 m (12 ft) travel lanes with full-
width paved shoulders. Furthermore, a clear zone area, free of roadside hazards such as
trees, boulders or non-breakable signposts, would be provided adjacent to the roadway surface.
The existing cross-section of US 71 does not meet these roadside safety standards in all cases.

US 71 (Bella Vista to Pineville) Final Environmental Impact Statement




Purpose and Need for Action 1-9

Improvements along the existing alignment or on a new alignment would provide a safer
roadside along US 71.

The elimination of roadside hazards, when combined with alignment improvements, wouid
provide a considerably safer, more efficient roadway through the project area.

4. MOVEMENT OF PEOPLE AND GOODS
a. Historical Traffic Trends on US 71

The ability to provide a more efficient transportation system is an integral component of the US
71 improvements. US 71 in southwest Missouri and northwest Arkansas serves as a primary
north-south highway for both commercial freight movements and private automobiles.
Fayetteville, Springdale, Bentonville, and Fort Smith have industries that truck a large portion of
their commerce through the US 71 corridor. J.B. Hunt, Wal-Mart and Tyson are all active
industries in the area, as are several other large and medium-sized companies. As these
companies continue to grow, and by association the local communities, the transportation
situation along the US 71 corridor will continue to deteriorate.

In addition to the commercial truck movements in the area (16 percent), US 71 is also used as
a local arterial by the citizens living in Bella Vista. The majority of the existing commercial
activity is located along the highway, and US 71 is the primary facility providing access to those
commercial activities not available in Bella Vista. Therefore, US 71 is carrying commercial and
individual trips with relatively long trip lengths in addition to the relatively short local trips that
would be more appropriately served by an arterial type roadway.

b. Current and Projected Traffic Volumes

The first step in evaluating the traffic implications of any corridor improvement is to establish the
baseline from which all the alternatives are compared. This baseline would include the existing
roadway system plus any reasonably anticipated or committed improvements. In other words,
the analysis seeks to define what traffic conditions would be like in 2020 if only minor safety
improvements were made, such as new traffic signals at existing major intersections. Exhibit |-
6 shows the existing (1996) traffic volumes and the projected (2020) traffic volumes along the
US 71 roadway within the Study Area. Over this time period, the following traffic patterns and
conditions are likely to occur:

e Along US 71, traffic is expected to increase from approximately 12,600 vehicles per
day (1996) north of the state line to approximately 23,700 vehicles per day in 2020,
for an 88 percent increase. Just south of the state line the traffic is expected to
increase from 13,000 to 28,300 vehicles per day for a 118 percent increase. Finally,
near McKissic Creek, the traffic is expected to increase from 30,300 vehicles per day
to about 63,200 vehicles per day for a 109 percent increase. _

e The total vehicle kilometers (miles) of travel in the network would increase from
approximately 1,787,200 (1,117,000) in 1996 to 4,150,400 (2 594,000) in 2020, for a
132 percent increase.

e The total vehicle hours of travel in the network would increase from approximately
28,600 to 84,500, for a 195 percent increase.
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e The average vehicle speed in the network would decline from 63.5 km/h (39.7 mph)
in 1996 to 49.1 km/h (30.7 mph) in the year 2020, for a 23 percent decline. This
decline in average vehicle speed would be attributable primarily to the anticipated
inclusion of traffic signals along US 71 to address the safety concerns, the growth in
local trips, as well as the growth in traffic traveling through the area.

e The total number of through trips (trips with both an origin and destination outside
the Study Area) would increase from 7,600 in 1996 to 17,700 vehicles per day in
2020. The vehicle split between through and local trips would increase from 5% and
95% of all trips in the network in 1996 to 6% and 94% in 2020. For trips using US
71, the percent of through trips increases from 30% (Arkansas) and 50% (Missouri)
in 1996 to 40% (Arkansas) and 75% (Missouri) in 2020.

5. LOCAL ACCESS

US 71 within the Study Area is currently being utilized by both long-distance through trips and
shorter, local trips. In effect, US 71 is functioning as both an urban arterial roadway and a
regional highway. This dual function creates traffic hazards because the through traveler
expects a regional highway without speed changes or at-grade turning movements. The local
traveler expects an urban facility with slower speeds and frequent turns. Forced onto the same
facility, this combination of driver expectations and speed differentials creates potential driver
conflicts. In addition, US 71 divides Bella Vista into two parts. This division causes local
motorists to either cross or utilize for short distances the US 71 roadway for local trips to
commercial or residential areas on the opposite side.

Freeway-type improvements to US 71 would help alleviate the problem of serving local access
while maintaining through-trip service. Contrasting with local service, a through-trip refers to a
motorist on US 71, which begins and ends his or her trip outside the Study Area. If the existing
roadway was upgraded to freeway standards, at-grade intersections (i.e. where roads intersect
or connect at the same elevation or grade) would be eliminated. A frontage road/cross road
system would funnel local traffic across US 71 using grade-separated facilities, thereby
simplifying the movement for travelers crossing US 71. Grade-separated facilities refer to the
crossing of roadways at different elevations using bridges. In addition, if US 71 were located on
a new location around Bella Vista, through trips should be removed from existing US 71,
thereby permitting the existing route to function more like an urban arterial with less traffic.
Under this condition with a new bypass facility additional safety and efficiency can be gained by
installing traffic signals at major intersections along the existing US 71 roadway.

6. ROADWAY CAPACITY

Roadway congestion is measured in terms of a facility’s ability to serve a specific volume of
traffic. Typically, traffic engineers assign a capacity to a specific roadway segment based on
such characteristics as number of travel lanes, divided or undivided traffic flow, availability of
roadway shouiders, travel speed, traffic composition, and other factors. Once a roadway
segment’s capacity is calculated, a comparison between the volume of traffic anticipated to
travel on a roadway segment and its specific capacity results in a determination of level of
service (LOS). For the purposes of this study, LOS C or better is the goal for future (2020)
traffic conditions.
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Levels of service are defined for the various classes of roadway in the “Highway Capacity
Manual — Special Report No. 209" (HCM), 1994, prepared by the Transportation Research
Board. The levels of service range from the most desirable (level A) to the theoretical capacity
of the roadway (level E) and also forced flow congested conditions referred to as level F.
General description of the operating conditions for freeway facilities for each of the levels of
service from the HCM are as follows:

e level-of-Service A - Level A describes primarily free-flow operations. Average travel
speeds near 100 km/h (60 mph) generally prevail on 110 km/h (70 mph) freeway
elements. Vehicles are almost completely unimpeded in their ability to maneuver within
the traffic stream.

e level-of-Service B - Level B also represents reasonably free-flow conditions and speeds
of over 92 km/h (57 mph) are maintained on 110 km/h (70 mph) freeway elements. The
ability to maneuver within the traffic stream is only slightly restricted, and the general
level of physical and psychological comfort provided to drivers is still high.

o Level-of-Service C - Level C provides for stable operations, but flows approach the
range in which small increases in flow will cause substantial deterioration in service.
Average travel speeds are still over 87 km/h (54 mph). Freedom to maneuver within the
traffic stream is noticeably restricted at LOS C, and lane changes require additional care
and vigilance by the driver.

e Level-of-Service D - Level D borders on unstable flow. In this range, small increases in
flow cause substantial deterioration in service. Average travel speeds of 74 km/h (46
mph) or more can still be maintained on 110 km/h (70 mph) freeway elements.
Freedom to maneuver within the traffic stream is severely limited, and the driver
experiences drastically reduced physical and psychological comfort levels.

o Level-of-Service E - The boundary between LOS D and LOS E describes operations at
capacity. Operations in this level are extremely unstable, because there are virtually no
usable gaps in the traffic stream. Vehicles are spaced at approximately 24 m (80 feet),
or 4 car-lengths, at relatively uniform headways. This, however, represents the
minimum spacing at which stable flow can be accommodated. .

e Level-of-Service F - Level F describes forced or breakdown flow. Such conditions
generally exist within queues forming behind breakdown points.

Based on existing geometric conditions within the Study Area, US 71 roadway capacities have
been estimated. These capacities reflect the maximum number of vehicles per day (vpd) that a
particular roadway could serve and still maintain acceptable service (LOS C). These capacities
are as follows: :

e 2-Lane Highway (Missouri) 12,500 vpd
e 4-lane Expressway (Arkansas) 26,000 vpd

Utilizing these respective capacities, the US 71 traffic volumes have been analyzed to
- determine the capability each roadway segment would have to carry existing and future traffic
volumes. As the existing traffic volumes indicate, the existing daily traffic volumes in Missouri
are slightly over the 12,500 vpd capacity. Therefore, these segments currently operate at LOS
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D and are considered undesirable. In Arkansas, depending on the roadway segment, the
existing traffic volumes are below or slightly exceed the 26,000 vpd capacity of a 4-lane
expressway. Consequently, US 71 in Arkansas currently operates near LOS C or better north
of the Riordan Road area. South of this point, US 71 currently operates at LOS D.

The same comparison for future (2020) conditions indicates that all of US 71 would operate at
unacceptable levels. The entire project length in Missouri would exceed the roadway capacity
and operate at LOS F. In Arkansas, the roadway between Route 340 and Business 71 would
exceed the roadway capacity and operate at LOS F. The roadway segment between State Line
and Route 340 is anticipated to operate at LOS D. Table 1-5 presents a summary of these
capacity comparisons.

TABLE I-5
ROADWAY CAPACITY ANALYSIS
US 71 STUDY CORRIDOR

us 71 Segment Existing (1996) Future (2020)
Segment Capacity vpd LOS vpd LOS

Missouri

Pineville to Rt. 90 12,500 13,000 D 23,200 F
Rt. 90 to State Line 12,500 12,600 D 23,700 F
Arkansas

State Line to Rt. 340 26,000 13,000 C+ 28,300 D
Rt. 340 to Riordan Rd 26,000 24,700 C+ 45,700 F
Riordan Rd. to Bus 71 26,000 30,300 D 63,200 F

Note:  C+ means LOS C or better.

7. RECREATIONAL ACTIVITY ACCESS

Tourism and recreational traffic have significantly affected the current travel demand along US
71. This influence on the Study Area’s traffic volumes due to recreational traffic is expected to
continue in the future.

a. Importance of Tourism to the States of Arkansas and Missouri

Tourism to sites such as Huckleberry Ridge State Forest, Pea Ridge National Park, Beaver
Lake (all located outside of the Study Area), and the Bella Vista community is served by US 71.
All of these recreational activities are important to Missouri and Arkansas’ economic base.
Purchases made by visitors to these areas create economic impacts to both the regions
themselves, as well as to the state. Direct economic impacts are realized when these new
dollars are spent in a defined area. Primary impacts of the initial expenditures go towards local
income and employment; the rest is realized in state and local taxes. Secondary impacts are
then realized as the initial dollars are used to purchase goods and services in other segments
of the states’ economies or in other geographic areas of the states. Improvements to the
transportation system which serves and sustains tourism growth is critical for the continued
realization of these statewide economic benefits.

b. - Travel Demand from Recreational Activities

Recreational activity centers located in and near the Study Area draw traffic through the area.
From October 1996 to September 1997, over 2.5 million people visited the Beaver Lake, US
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Army Corps of Engineers’ facilities. These visitors spent nearly 19 million visitor-hours at the
Lake. Another nearby recreational attraction is the Pea Ridge National Park, with
approximately 100,000 annual visitors. Each of these attractions draw traffic from the US 71
Corridor.

One of the biggest recreational destinations of the Northwest Arkansas and Southwest Missouri
areas is the Bella Vista community. The Bella Vista community draws visitors from around the
middle part of the country in all directions, with the majority using US 71 from the north and
south of the Study Area.

With the travel demand created by the recreational activity centers located within and outside of
the Study Area, improvements to US 71 are necessary to provide efficient and safe regional
access to the recreational traffic.

D. Project Description (Proposed Improvements)

Described in the following section, this project consists of improving US 71 to interstate
standards, through or around Bella Vista Village, and connecting the existing US 71 bypass
around Bentonville, Arkansas to the south with the planned four-lane improvements by MoDOT
at or near the Missouri/Arkansas state line.

1. STUDY AREA

As shown on Exhibit I-7, the Study Area extends from a southern terminus south of Bella Vista
to the northern terminus near Pineville, Missouri, and encompasses the areas potentially
impacted by possible route relocations. The potential improvement alternatives of upgrading
the existing roadway or constructing the freeway facility on new location around either the east
or west side of the Bella Vista Village are contained within the boundary of the Study Area. The
southern terminus of the Study Area consists of a connection with the existing freeway bypass
around Bentonville. The northern terminus represents a connection with the planned US 71
improvements to the north by MoDOT. The northern terminus consists of the planned US
71/Route H Interchange located southwest of Pineville.

The length of US 71 within the Study Area measured along the existing alignment is 15.2 km
(9.4 mi.) in Missouri, measured from Route H to the state line, and 11.2 km (7.0 mi.) in
Arkansas, measured from the state line to the existing US 71/US 71 Business Interchange.
The total project length within the Study Area is approximately 26.4 km (16.4 mi.).

Located within McDonald County, Missouri and Benton County, Arkansas, the Study Area
includes several municipalities. These small towns include Pineville and Jane in Missouri and
Hiwasse in Arkansas. In addition, the northern city limits of Bentonville, Arkansas, crosses into
the Study Area. The majority of the un-incorporated Bella Vista community comprises the
Study Area in Arkansas.

2. ROADWAY TYPE

The US 71 improvements are proposed to be a freeway facility using fully controlled access (i.e.
interstate standard). As shown in Exhibit I-8, the type of freeway improvement depends on the
specific site application — freeway on new location or freeway along existing.
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For the relocation option, the basic roadway would consist of two traffic lanes in each direction
separated by an 18.3 meter (60 foot) depressed median. Full-width paved shoulders would be
provided on each side of the traveled way. The roadway line and grade would be efficiently
adapted to the topography of the area to the extent allowed by the design criteria. Frontage
roads would be utilized where needed to provide access to adjacent properties.

The roadway type for freeway improvements along the existing roadway depends on the
configuration of the existing roadway. Within Missouri, where the existing roadway consists of
two lanes, the new freeway improvements would be similar to the freeway on new location —
four-lane divided freeway with depressed median. For the US 71 segment in Arkansas which
consists of a divided four-lane section, the existing traveled way would be utilized and the
existing raised concrete median would be replaced with paved inside shoulders and a concrete
median barrier. To the fullest extent possible, the existing roadway alignment would be utilized.
Frontage roads would be provided to maintain access to adjacent areas.
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Chapter Il - Alternatives

This chapter presents the definitions of the alternatives considered for the US 71 improvements
between Bentonville, Arkansas and Pineville, Missouri. These descriptions of the alternatives
include traffic considerations, construction cost estimates, and operations and maintenance
cost estimates. These descriptions of the alternatives provide the basis for the assessment and
evaluation of the potential impacts of the improvements.

A. Overview of Improvement Concepts

Based on the needs of the Study Area, as defined in Chapter |, and in compliance with federal
regulations requiring the consideration of all reasonable concepts, a full set of improvement
concepts has been developed. The following types of improvements have been considered:

1.  “NO-BUILD” CONCEPT

The “No-Build” Concept represents the existing roadway system plus any committed street and
highway improvements within the Study Area. Since no significant planned or committed
roadway improvements other than the US 71 improvements have been identified, this concept
consists of the current roadway network within the Study Area. This concept also consists of
short-term, minor safety and maintenance improvements to continue the operation of the
existing system.

2. NON-FREEWAY IMPROVEMENTS TO EXISTING ROADWAY CONCEPT

This concept consists of non-freeway roadway capacity and safety improvements along the
existing US 71 roadway to meet future travel demands and future safety concerns. According
to the Transportation Research Board's Highway Capacity Manual, capacity is the maximum
rate of traffic flow, persons or vehicles, which can reasonably be expected for a roadway under
prevailing conditions. As a result, an increase in capacity is an increase in the rate of traffic
flow. This concept would not provide a freeway type of improvement, but would provide
capacity improvements (i.e. additional lanes) to meet the growing traffic demands of the US 71
Corridor. However, this concept would not provide the same level of traffic service as the
“Freeway-Build” Concepts.

3. “FREEWAY-BUILD” CONCEPT

“Freeway-Build” Concept includes the construction of a freeway facility either on new location or
along the existing US 71 alignment. Based on the current land uses and built-up environment
of the Bella Vista area, several preliminary corridors have been identified — Far West, Near
West, Existing, and East. To minimize adverse impacts of the relocation corridors, the corridors
have been defined to either skirt the built-up areas of Bella Vista Village (Far West and East),
or to take advantage of undeveloped parcels located within the Village (Near West). North of
the state line, these corridors are aligned in accordance with the most direct route back to the
existing US 71 roadway alignment. Exhibit lI-1 shows the locations of the Study Corridors.
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4. OTHER CONCEPTS

Public transportation alternatives to highway improvements, such as bus systems and rail
transit, are generally considered viable concepts in large metropolitan areas where land use
intensity is relatively high, and where concentrated trip origins and/or destinations (such as
central business districts) make mass transit a more viable alternative. (The origin is the place
where a trip begins and a destination is the place where a trip ends.) Mass transit systems are
generally not a viable concept in areas with low population densities and widely distributed
origins and destinations, such as in Bella Vista. Public transportation is capable of carrying a
large number of people in relatively few vehicles, which can increase the capacity of a facility.
This would be measured in passenger-trips, and can contribute to a reduction in fuel
consumption and vehicle emissions. However, these benefits are realized only if transit
ridership is adequate and the construction costs of the transit system are not exorbitant. Based
on the experiences of transit systems across the country, because of the low population density
and the dispersed trip origins and destinations in the US 71 Corridor, public transportation
would not likely provide the same level of mobility as would the construction of a freeway, nor
would it likely provide the economic benefits that would be expected to accrue as the result of a
“Freeway-Build” Concept. For these reasons, public transportation alternatives are not
considered a reasonable alternative to the proposed action.

B. Traffic

The ability to provide a more efficient transportation system is an integral component of the US
71 improvements. US 71 in Southwest Missouri and Northwest Arkansas serves as a primary
north-south highway for both commercial freight movements and private automobiles. Based on
shipper surveys completed as part of this EIS, Fayetteville, Springdale, Bentonville, and as far
south as Fort Smith have industries that truck a large portion of their commerce through the US
71 Corridor. J.B. Hunt, Wal-Mart and Tyson are all active in the area, as are several other large
and medium-sized companies. As these companies continue to grow, and by association the
local communities, the traffic conditions along the US 71 Corridor will continue to worsen.

in addition to the commercial truck movements in the area (16 percent), US 71 is also used as
a local arterial by the citizens living in Bella Vista. The majority of the existing commercial
activity is located along the highway, and US 71 is the primary roadway providing access to
commercial activities not available in Bella Vista. Therefore, US 71 is carrying commercial and
individual trips with relatively long travel distances in addition to the relatively short local trips.

To evaluate the relative traffic improvement expected with each aiternative, a traffic model was
developed. This model was utilized to develop the projected design year traffic volumes (2020)
with and without each of the improvement alternatives. The results of the model were utilized in
the evaluation of the alternatives’ impacts on traffic patterns. In addition, the benefits of each
alternative in terms of crash savings, travel time savmgs and reductions in vehlcle operating
costs were estimated.

1.  TRAFFIC DEMAND FORECASTS

A computerized regional traffic model procedure was used to simulate existing and future traffic
within the US 71 Study Area. The TRANPLAN transportation modeling software was used in
this analysis. Traffic forecasts were developed by applying a traditional travel demand
modeling technique.
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a. Methodology

The general procedure for evaluating the effectiveness of each roadway alternative involves
calibrating the model to existing conditions, estimating the growth or decliine in traffic into the
future, and then comparing the roadway network with the alternative under investigation to the
baseline network without the alternative. The differences between the two networks would then
be attributable to the alternative.

More specifically, the effectiveness of each alternative depends on how much traffic would be
removed from congested sections, as well as how efficiently traffic would move throughout the
study region. The average annual daily traffic (AADT) is a model output which can be used to
measure the change in traffic volumes as traffic diverts from existing roads to the improved
roadway. AADT also indicates each alternative’s ability to reduce traffic at specific locations.
To assess overall efficiency, a series of measures were used. These measures of
effectiveness (MOE) include vehicle hours of travel (VHT), vehicle kilometers (miles) of travel
(VK(M)T), and the average vehicle speed. All four terms are defined as foliows:

o Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) - Once the modeling procedure assigns trips to
the roadway network, each roadway or roadway segment has a specific number of
assigned vehicles. Fluctuations in the number of vehicles will occur based on
seasonal factors, as well as variations throughout the day. The AADT averages these
fluctuations and represents the number of vehicles crossing a specified point on an
average day during the year.

e Vehicle Hours of Travel (VHT) - The amount of time vehicles are on the road is a
function of how far motorists must travel between their origin and destination as well
as the level of congestion encountered. The VHT is calculated by summing the travel
time made by each vehicle trip in the network.

e Vehicle Kilometers (Miles) of Travel (VK(M)T) - The distance vehicles travel
between their origin and destination is the primary determinant of the path chosen,
with drivers typically choosing the shortest route. Sometimes, however, the shortest
route has the most congestion and a longer route would actually be quicker. The
model calculates a travel path for each trip in the network depending on both travel
distance and time. By summing up the travel distances made by each vehicle, the
traffic model can calculate the total VK(M)T for the network.

e Average Vehicle Speeds - The traffic model reports average network-wide speeds,
based on congestion levels on the highway network.

b. Origin/Destination Study

In order to understand the {ravel characteristics of the Bella Vista area, a series of
origin/destination surveys were conducted along area roads during the week of September 9,
1996. These surveys were conducted on ten separate crossroads with US 71 between Jane,
Missouri and the south end of Bella Vista. (Surveys were not conducted on US 71 itself due to
logistical difficulties and concerns about the safety of stopping traffic along US 71.) Surveys
were conducted during daylight hours at each crossroad station. A total of 6,140 valid
responses were obtained. In addition, data from two previous origin/destination studies was
also used. The Northwest Arkansas Regional Airport EIS and the 1984 US Route 71 Corridor
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Study by MoDOT were used to supplement collected data. Existing responses, combined with
previously collected origination/destination data on US 71, provide detailed information about
the origins and destinations of motor vehicle trips within the Study Area, as well as information

about the reasons for those trips.

Table 11-1 presents a brief summary of key trip origination/destination information based on
three generalized travel zones — Bella Vista Village, Study Area, and Outside the Study Area.
The Bella Vista Village zone represents any trip originating from or destined to the Village area.
Trips coming from or going to the Study Area but outside of the Village would be associated
with the Study Area zone. Finally, any point outside of the Study Area, whether associated with
a regional trip or a muliti-state trip, would be categorized in the Outside the Study Area zone.
The information presented in Table 1l-1 was derived from the crossroad survey data. These
data were used in conjunction with previous origin/destination surveys on US 71 itself to
develop the traffic forecasting model, and to provide inputs into the travel efficiency analysis.

TABLE li1
ORIGIN/DESTINATION TRIP INFORMATION

Origin Zone / Destination Zone % of Total
Bella Vista Village / Bella Vista Village 36.3%
Bella Vista Village / Study Area 34.8%
Bella Vista Village / Outside Study Area 20.3%
Study Area / Outside Study Area 3.6%
Study Area / Study Area 3.3%
Outside Study Area / Outside Study Area 1.7%
Total 100%

Trip Purpose % of Total
Work 34.0%
Shopping 19.0%
Recreation 14.9%
Other 32.1%
Total 100%

Sources: 1996 US 71 Origin/Destination Study.

c. “No-Build” Alternative

The first step in evaluating the traffic implications of a roadway improvement is to establish the
baseline from which all the other alternatives are compared. This analysis defines what traffic
conditions would be like in the design year (2020) if no highway improvements were made (i.e.
“No-Build” Alternative) and then how each of the alternatives would alter the expected traffic
conditions associated with doing nothing. Based on the definition of the “No-Build” Alternative,
consisting of the existing roadway system plus committed improvements, safety upgrades along
the existing US 71 roadway were incorporated into the traffic model. These upgrades would
consist of signalized intersections at several locations in both Arkansas and Missouri, and an
adjustment of the posted speed limit to 70 km/h (45 mph). (The currently posted speed of US
71 is 100 km/h (60 mph) in Missouri and 90 km/h (55 mph) in Arkansas. Within the Arkansas
segment, a 70 km/h (45 mph) speed zone is provided near the Sugar Creek Center.) The
Sugar Creek Center and other landmarks located in Bella Vista are shown in Exhibit 11-2.
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Exhibit 11-3 depicts the existing traffic (1996) and the projected 2020 traffic for_ the “No-Bui[d"
Alternative. Over the next twenty-four years, the following traffic patterns would likely occur with
the “No-Build” Alternative:

e Along US 71 in Missouri, traffic is expected to increase from approximately 12,600
vehicles per day (1996) north of the state line to approximately 23,700 vehicles per
day in 2020, for an 88 percent increase. Just south of the state line the traffic is
expected to increase from 13,000 to 28,300 vehicles per day for a 118 percent
increase. Finally, immediately north of the US 71/US 71B Interchange, the traffic is
expected to increase from 30,300 vehicles per day to about 63,200 vehicles per day
for a 109 percent increase.

e The total vehicle kilometers (miles) of travel in the network would increase from
approximately 1,787,200 (1,117,000) in 1996 to 4,150,400 (2,594,000) in 2020, for a
132 percent increase.

e The total vehicle hours of travel in the network would increase from approximately
28,600 to 84,500, for a 195 percent increase.

e The average vehicle speed in the network would decline from 63.5 km/h (39.7 mph) in
1996 to 49.1 km/h (30.7 mph) in 2020, for a 23 percent decline.

d. “Freeway-Build” Alternatives

Utilizing the traffic model developed for the “No-Build” Alternative, each of the four “Freeway-
Build” Alternatives were coded separately into the model to develop the future travel
projections. The differences of the traffic volumes and regional performance measures
between “Freeway-Build” models and the “No-Build” model represent the changes attributed to
each respective alternative. The effectiveness of each “Freeway-Build” Alternative was
evaluated based on:

The total amount of traffic that would use the improvements.

The Alternative’s ability to reduce the total vehicle hours of travel in the network.

The Alternative’s ability to reduce the total vehicle kilometers of travel in the network.

The Alternative’s ability to improve the average vehicle speed in the network.

The projected traffic volumes for the four “Freeway-Build” Alternatives — Far West, Near West,
Existing, and East — are shown in Exhibit 11-4 through Exhibit 11-7.

Traffic Using Alternative

A primary goal of any highway improvement is to create enough incentive to attract vehicles
from congested, more hazardous roadways to the improved facility. Generally, an alternative
that provides a shorter, more convenient trip would draw more traffic than an alternative that is
farther away and inconvenient.
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As shown in Table li-2, with the exception of the East Alternative, each “Freeway-Build”
Alternative involving a relocation of US 71 onto a new alignment, would be effective in diverting
the through traffic (i.e. outside Study Area to outside Study Area trips) from existing US 71 to
the new facility. Due to a longer length and resulting longer travel time, the East Alternative
would not attract through trips. Consequently, the East Alternative would draw approximately
5,000 to 20,000 fewer daily trips than either the Far West or Near West Alternatives. With the
East Alternative, it would be more attractive for through trips to utilize the existing US 71
roadway posted at 70 km/h (45 mph) than to use the east bypass posted at 110 km/h (70 mph).
In order to make the eastern bypass more attractive, the existing US 71 roadway would need to
be posted at a speed lower than 65 km/h (40 mph) — a speed too slow for an expressway-type

facility.

Also shown in Table 1I-2 are the level-of-service (LOS) estimates for the “Freeway-Build”
Alternatives. (See Chapter |, Section C.6 for definitions of LOS.) As shown, each of the
alternatives, consisting of four-lane freeway improvements, would provide LOS C or better on
the new facility in 2020. The improvements in service level along the existing US 71 roadway
would depend on the bypass alternative - LOS estimates for the existing US 71 roadway are
discussed in Chapter |, Section C.6. The existing US 71 LOS estimates shown in Table 1I-2
reflect the operations of the existing roadway configuration with the completion of the “Freeway-
Build” Alternatives. The Existing Alternative would replace the existing US 71 roadway as a
freeway. Consequently, no traffic volumes or LOS estimates are shown for the existing US 71
roadway with the Existing Alternative. As shown, the existing US 71 roadway would not
adequately serve the 2020 traffic that would remain on the existing roadway with the “Freeway-
Build” improvements. More details regarding the necessary US 71 roadway improvements are
presented with the discussions of the alternatives following this section.

TABLE II-2
TRAFFIC UTILIZATION AND LOS FOR “FREEWAY-BUILD” ALTERNATIVES
YEAR 2020
(Average Daily Traffic / LOS)
“Freeway-Build” Alternative (ADT/LOS)
Roadway
Segment _ Far West Near West Existinj East
[ Existing: US:i 250k i s g
Pineville to Jane 5700/8B — —_— —_
Jane to State Line 5,800/8B 10,000/ C —_ 16,000/D
State Line to Route 340 12,800/ A 11,200/ A — 22,000/B
Route 340 to SCC® 25,800/ C 23,800/B — 36,400/ C
scc¥toUs71B 46,500/ E 42300/ E - 54,900 /E
I New Freeway sty

Pineville to State Line 23,100/B 24,400/8B 24,400/B 10,800/ A
AR Northemn Segment'®) 25,200/8B 19,700/ A 37,900/C 15,700/ A
AR Southern Segment™® 38,700/C 35,900 /B 67,700/ C 21,100/ A

)" LOS estimates based on cument US 71 roadway configuration (2-lane in MO and 4-fane in AR). B

2 L OS estimates based on new four-lane freeway. f cee =20 Cf’__

(3) SCC = Sugar Creek Center. a 2 \C"f/\p\

(4) Northern segment consists of the area from the state line to the first interchange.
(5) Southem segment includes the area from the first interchange to the southem terminus.

With the exception of the Existing Alternative, all the alternatives would result in a reduction in
traffic along existing US 71. As shown in Table II-3, of the relocation alternatives, the Far West
and Near West Alternatives would create the greatest reduction in traffic volumes along the
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current US 71 roadway. The East Alternative would result in only a minor reduction of traffic
along the existing roadway. In fact, the East Alternative is less than half as effective as the Far
West Alternative in reducing traffic along existing US 71. Due to the increased attractiveness of
improving the current US 71 facility to a freeway standard (i.e. Existing Alternative), the traffic
volumes along the existing corridor would increase. This fact is reflected in the positive percent
changes shown in Table II-3 for the Existing Alternative.

TABLE II-3
2020 TRAFFIC VOLUME CHANGE ON EXISTING US 71
(Percent Change in Traffic)

% Change in 2020 ADT Along Existing US 71 by Segment
“Freeway-Build” North of Northern Arkansas Southern Arkansas
Alternative State Line Segment Segment
Far West -75.4 % -54.8 % -26.4 %
Near West 52% -60.4 % -33.1%
Existing 3.4 % 33.9% 71 %
East -32.5 % -22.3 % -13.1 %

Vehicle Kilometers (Miles) of Travel (VK(M)T)

The introduction of a new transportation facility in an area typically results in an increase in
VK(M)T. Unless a large portion of existing trips are going out of their way to use an existing
facility and a new facility would shorten that trip, a new facility usually causes existing trips to
have a more circuitous trip route. Despite the longer trip route, drivers still choose to use the
new facility because the trip time is reduced over the existing route. From a transportation
perspective, any alternative would be preferable.

As expected, all the “Freeway-Build” Alternatives, including the Existing Alternative, would result
in an increase in total daily VK(M)T for the region. Exhibit 11-8 shows a graphical comparison of
the VK(M)T for the “No-Build” and the four “Freeway-Build” Alternatives in 2020. As shown, the
Existing Alternative would have a higher daily VK(M)T because the improved facility would draw
trips that are currently using shorter, but slower, routes. The East Alternative would result in
minimal increases in regional VK(M)T due to the inability of the improvements to attract trips to
the new facility. The majority of existing trips would continue on the existing route, which is less
circuitous.

Vehicle Hours of Travel (VHT)

A new facility would impact VHT in two ways. First, the new facility would allow those who do
not want to stop in Bella Vista to bypass the community. The higher travel speeds on the new
facility would improve their travel times. Second, fewer vehicles would be trying to use the
existing facility, thereby.allowing local drivers to travel in a-less congested environment.

As shown on Exhibit 11-8, all four “Freeway-Build" Alternatives would result in a reduction in the
daily total of time spent on the region’s roadway system. In 2020, the Existing Alternative would
result in the greatest benefit — VK(M)T reduction of approximately 15 percent. The Far West
and Near West Alternatives would provide an 11 and 10 percent reduction, respectively. The
East Alternative has the least impact on reducing travel time with less than an 8 percent
decline.
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Average Speed

The overall average vehicle speed within the region varies depending on the average length of
trip within the region, the number of starts and stops along the average trip, and the amount of
time spent in congestion. A new facility would improve the region’s average speed by reducing
both the time spent in congestion and the number of starts and stops experienced for both the
traveler using the new facility and those staying on existing roads.

All four “Freeway-Build” Alternatives would improve the average vehicle speed in the Study
Area. The Existing Alternative would result in the greatest benefit, with an average increase of
9.0 km/h (5.6 mph) over the “No-Build” Alternative in 2020. The Far West Alternative would
increase the average travel speed by approximately 8.2 km/h (5.1 mph). Similarly, the Near
West and East Alternatives would improve the average regional speed, but not to the same
extent - 7.1 km/h (4.4 mph) and 6.1 km/h (3.8 mph) respectively. Exhibit 11-8 shows the effects
of the various alternatives on the region’s average travel speed in 2020.

Summary

All four “Freeway-Build” Alternatives would create a more efficient roadway system than the
region’s current system. However, because of the East Alternative’s inability to draw through
trips away from the existing US 71 roadway, the study’s primary goal of serving the regional
through trips in an efficient manner would not be fulfilled.

In summary, the relative merits of each alternative are as follows:

e Compared to the other alternatives, the Existing Alternative would provide the best
overall improvement in the flow of traffic -- creating the greatest reduction in travel
time, least overall increase in travel distance, and best improvement in average
vehicle speed. The Existing Alternative does little to resolve the existing conflicts
between long-distance truck trips and local trips, improve access to western Bellia
Vista, or improve access to trip destinations on either side of existing Route 71.

e The Far West and Near West Alternatives would also provide improvements to the
region’s traffic conditions. The Far West Alternative would create the greatest out-of-
direction travel, but is better than the Near West at reducing total travel time and
improving average vehicle speed. The Far West Alternative has the added benefit of
providing improved access to Route 59, as well as the cities of Noel, Sulphur Springs
and Gravette.

o Due to its circuitous routing and inability to draw substantial traffic off the existing US
71 roadway, the East Alternative would not satisfy the purpose and need for the
project. The East Alternative would not improve the average vehicle speed and total
vehicle hours of travel as effectively as the other alternatives.

2. TRAVEL EFFICIENCIES

By.investing in US 71 improvements, AHTD and MoDOT would provide benefits to the traveling
public through the improved efficiency of the region’s roadway system. These travel efficiency
benefits of the highway improvements would be of three types -- vehicle operating cost savings,
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value of travel time savings, and crash cost savings. Such benefits would be realized for both
automobiles and commercial trucks.

Total travel efficiency benefits were calculated for the base year (1996), as if the improvements
were already in place, and for the planning horizon (2020). In each case, the benefits of each
alternative were evaluated against the “No-Build” Alternative using consumer surplus
techniques. These techniques include summing the benefits for every year between 1996 and
2020 and discounting the total based on the FHWA-approved discount rate. Discounting
adjusts the result to account for the economic principle that a dollar today is worth more than a
dollar twenty years from now. The intermediate year benefits were interpolated from the base
year and planning horizon year benefits. The FHWA-approved discount rate of seven percent,
as published by the FHWA in the Federal Register, was used for discounting benefits back to
the base year. Details of these techniques are provided in the technical report Travel Efficiency
Analysis completed in March 1997.

a. Vehicle Operating Cost Savings

Each of the aiternatives create improved vehicle operating conditions by eliminating stopping
and starting traffic. On the other hand, fuel efficiency is reduced at higher average speeds.
Therefore, the net vehicle operating cost savings involves the increased cost from higher travel
speeds compared to the efficiency and cost savings from a constant flow of traffic.

Passenger vehicle and commercial truck operating cost savings were estimated using the
FHWA'’s Technical Report, "Vehicle Operating Costs, Fuel Consumption, and Pavement Type
and Conditions,"” updated to 1996 conditions. The vehicle operating cost changes reflect
differences in vehicle kilometers (miles) of travel, travel speed changes, curvature and gradient
changes, reduced number of speed change cycles, and other changes that affect vehicle
operations. The estimated motor vehicle operating cost savings attributable to the alternatives
are depicted on Table 11-4,

TABLE li-4
ESTIMATED ANNUAL VEHICLE OPERATING COST SAVINGS
(1996 Dollars In Thousands)

“Freeway-Build” Savings Savings Discounted Total'"
Alternatives (1996) (2020) 1996-2020

Far West ($387) $1,055 $1,647

Near West $84 $2,132 $10,240

Existing $2,632 $6,137 $48,551

East $1,958 $164 $16,383

" Discounted total is the sum of benefits between 1996 and 2020 discounted back to the present.

The results indicate that the Existing Alternative would far outperform the 