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ExecutiveGuide to the Study

For more than a decade, variogeoups have promoted interest in a rail transit project that

would serve the nortksouth corridor in Washington and Benton Counties in Northwest

Arkansas. The advocacy efforts captured the interest of public officials and private individuals
and interess. However, there has been no detailed study of the potential and the feasibility of
the concept that addressed the potential for federal funding assistance for the project, and that
studied the options in a way that satisfies the metropolitan plannirguitements of the US
Department of Transportation. The designated agency for such studies, the Northwest Arkansas
Regional Planning Commission (NWARPC), responded to the widespread interest by obtaining
special federal funding to conduct an Alternativeslsis in the 4@nile north south corridor.

This report documents the results of the Alternatives Analysis study commissioned by NWARPC.
To the greatest extent possible, the study approach followed the planning guidelines of the
Federal Transit Administtian (FTA) especially those that apply to New Starts and Major Capital
Investment funding.Section 1.2 ofhis report explains the changing nature of many of those
regulations due to the expiration of one federal transportation authorization bill and the

passage of a new one, and how the study approach bridged that transition.

Section 1 concludes with the ddepment of the purpose and need for the project. The
articulation of a Purpose and Need Statement is a threshold requirement of the Federal Transit
Administration. The statement covers both the transportation need and the need to support,
encourage and ting about many of the environmental, econondievelopment and quality of

life goals of the NWA Long Range Transportation Plan. The study used the broad purpose and
need components to develop the recommended option, known as the Locally Preferred
Alternative or LPA.

A significant difference between the federal planning guidelines and previous studies is that the
Alternatives Analysis approach requires a locatieatral and modeneutral examination of the
options within the broad category of fixeglidewaytransit. The sedction of alternative
locationsand the modal (vehicle) technologies are described in Section 4, Conceptual
Transportation Alternatives.Section 4 also addresses a common misconception that light rail
vehicles can operate on freightiréines. In the current regulatory environment in the US, this is
not permitted. However, the good news is that the vehicle industry is rapidly responding to
consumer demand for more modern, higher performing, and quieter commuter rail vehicles
known asDMU (diesel multiple units).
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Another significant requirement of this study was that ridership forecasts had to be based on
the current adopted land use and population projections of the 2035 long range transportation
plan. Budget limitations further redned that theridershipprojections use th existing travel
demand modeteveloped and maintained by NWARPC staff in cooperation with the Arkansas
Highway and Transportation Department/hile the model has served the area well for
automobilebased plannig of the regional street and highway plan, it is extremely limited in its
ability to estimate demand for alternative transit facilitie3.he implications and limitations of

this approach are explained in SectionWhile this problem may be rectified thyture
development of a model with transit or mode split capabilities, the current FTA requirements
force the transit options to be measured by its output.

The capital and operating costs of three alternatives were estimated and are detailed in Section
6. The cost was estimated for projects covering the entire length of the corridor but obviously
shorter segments, or starter lines, could be developed. The capital costs, in 2014 dollars, are
estimate to be:

M New Location: $2.286 Billion
1 Commuter Rail on Arkansas & Missouri RR R&&84.0 Million
1 Bus Rapid Transit on US71B: $97.8 Million

The essence of the Alternatives Analysis is the comparison atttitileutes of each to the

criteria derived from the Goals and Obijectives of the metropolitan transportation plan. Section
7 displays the resultsBased on this screening, the Locally Preferred Alternative is the
Commuter Rail on the right of way of th&& Railroad, along with a new location segment

from Bentonville to Bella VistaA unigue factor is that the current management of the A&M is
very open to discussing the project with the NWARPC and its policy leaders. This is not the
typical position ofreight railroad operations in the US.

The selection of an LPA does not mean that this project is to be puehgea all other transit
options, or other surface transportation optionslt simply means that, of the projects

proposed for this regionalorridor, it is the one for which Federal funding assistance would be
requested if NEPA and other funding requirements were met. An LPA can also be revisited and
modified if and when a NEPA process is initiated.

Section 7 also identifies a broad rangfdransitsupportive actions that would be required to

support a funding request and to help competestor ridership that is commensurate with its
urbanized area population. These range from zoning and permitting policies to encourage

mixed use developent to reducing the growth in free and low cost surface parking. These
actions also may include expansion of the innovative pedestrian and bicycle linkages such as the
Razorback Greenwayit is important for the area to find ways to provide conventiobas

transit service that has more coverage, more frequency, and a longer daily time span.
Additionally, Bus Rapid Transit options should be explored in more detail even though in general
they do not bring about as much economic development asoaskl projects.
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Technically, thig\lternatives Analysis report could conclude with the basic findings listed in the
beginning of Section 8. It is highly unlikely the project could qualify for conventional Federal
transit funding in the current environmeniThe scope of this study allowed for an alternative
ending Thisa LJF i K  TsRoNdghdwNWARPOts members, and the larger community can
continue a planning and implementation effort for this project. The Recommendations,
Development Policies, and Ingphentation Toolkiprovide a framework for regional

cooperation to bring about changes that can bring future federal fundingthaealm of
possibility.

Figure EL: Locally Preferred Alternative
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Section 1- Purposeand Need

1.1 Background

For more than a decade, there has been a great deplbfic interestin the feadbility
of a light rail projecin Northwest Arkansas (NWA). It has bestudied or addressed in
no fewer than seven planning studies and reports since 2004. Hnese

1. The Potential for WA Regional Light R§Yystem Beta Rubicon, 2004

2. Interstate 540mprovementStudy Parsonsrainsportation Group, 2006

3. NWA Rail: Visioning Rail Transit in Northwest Arkansbss Community Design
Center, 2007

4. Northwest ArkansaRazorbaclRegional Greenwal/IGERI Grant Application.
NWARPC, 2010

5. Northwest Arkansa3ransit Development PlanConnetics, 2010

6. Northwest Arkansas Western Beltway Feasibility Stuélgrsons Brinkerhoff,
2011

7. Northwest Arkansas Regional Development StratdgrketStreet, 2011

The Northwest Arkansas Regional Planning Commission (NWARPC) 2035 Long Range
Trangortation Plan identified the need for further analysis of public transportation
alternatives in the 40 mile long North South Corridor. The options for further study
included light rail, commuter rail, streetcar, and other fixed guideway options such as
bus rapid transit. This was reinforced by opinions and suggestions received during the
public participation component of the long range plan update. Planning guidelines from
both the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit
Administraion (FTA) require that funding sources be identified for all projects included

Ay I NBIA2yQa f2y3 NIry3aS GNIyaLRNIFdA2y LI Iy
not enough public or private funding now or in the forecast period to pay for amajo

light rail or fixed guideway project. Therefore, the regional transportation planning
process administered by the NWARPC has not been allowed to include a light rail
proposal, anduntil recently NWARPC has not hddndingto studythe feasibility of a

light rail or fixedguideway project
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In order to be responsive to the many public comments ameérested parties the
NWARPC sought special Federal funds which could be used to examine the feakibility

a fixed guideway systemi\fter several attempts to obtain Federal funding for the study,
NWARPC received an award for a Transit Alternatives Analysis (AA) grant in 2012, and
received a grant from the Federal Transit Administration to conduct an alternatives
analysis (AA) for theorridor. Documents from NWARPC in support of the grant
application stated:

We would anticipate such a study to analyze our nextiuth
travel corridor, and determine the feasibility of a major transit
investment to alleviate traffic congestion, promotad support
sustainable urban development, decrease air pollution, and meet
future travel demands in Northwest Arkansas. A transportation
alternatives analysis is included as a work task in the current
Northwest Arkansas Regional Planning Commission iednif
Planning Work Program.

1.2US DOT Guidelines for Alternatives Analysis Studies

Federal transit (and highway) grants are made pursuant to appropriations enacted by
Congress. These appropriations, in turn, are made within the legal structure of
Authorizaton Acts. As mentioned, the AA grant was made in 2012, and the
authorization bill at the time was known as SAFEIHASafe, Accountable, Flexible,
and Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users). Later in 2012, SAFETEA LU
was replaced witta new authorization bill known as MAR (Moving Ahead for
Progress in the 21st Century). M&P ncluded a shift in the role of Alternatives
Analysis in the metropolitan planning procesBreviously, alternatives Analysis (AA)
wasrequired to becompleted before he project sponsor could applgr New Starts
funding under the FTA Capital Investment Grant program. RABliminated the
requirement that an AA be a staralone requirement and instegglaces it in the
systems planning phase of tineetropolitan planning processMAR21 does not change
requirements of aNational Environmental Policy AMEPA, which still require a
detailedalternatives analysis component. The NWARPC staff sought guilancéTA
on whetherthe NWA Transiflternatives Analysis should still be still a stealdne
process.
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FTA provided the following guidance

Project sponsors may still conduct a staaidne AA separate from the NERA

review if they wish. This may ultimately streamline the environmental review

process because the results of prior planning work evaluating alternatives may

be incorporated into the NEPA review. If a sponsor chooses to do a separate AA

G2 KStLI AYyF2N¥Y {(G(KS bot! LIN2 OS&da C¢! Qa
compared to what it had been undSAFETERU. FTA would not comment gn
the adequacy of the AA or the alternatives covered in it, other than identifying
its sufficiency for incorporation into the NEPA process. As general [good
planning practice, FTA would suggest sponsors look at a rangkematives
and consider carefully the evaluation criteria that will be used to choose among
alternatives. FTA is available for technical assistance if requested.

Early scoping is another option. It is an optional early NEPA planning step that
precedesformal NEPA scoping. FTA encourages the use of early scoping as a
way to start the NEPA process when a proposed action (a locally preferred

alternative, for example) has not yet been identified and a large number of

transit mode and alignment alternativeim a broad study area are under
consideration. Early scoping activities can include public meetings, newspaper
advertisements, and meetings with Federal, state and local agencies and non
government to government tribal outreach that may have an interesthm
outcome of the study. Early scoping can also help streamline the NEPA prpcess.

If early scoping is intended to result in screening of alternatives for future
study, the process would need to comply with the requirements for linking
planning and NEPiAthe elimination of alternatives is to be given credit in the

NEPA process.

The decision of whether to begin or complete an AA already underway is g local
one. FTA will offer technical advice if requested.

NWARPC made the decisitm continue with an AAas a standalone step. If dixed
guideway project is developed in the near future based on the findings and
recommendations of this studyand if Federal funds are contemplated, a NEPA
evaluation will be requiredMore detailed alternatives analysisill likelybe required at
that time, but such AA efforts should, BBAR21 guidance describes, sccelerated and
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streamlined by building on the public input, environmental screening, and technical
analysis conducted as part of this AA and documented inr¢pisrt and supplementary
material.

1.30verview of Study AreaThe study area is witn Benton and Washington
Countiedocatedin the northwest corner of Arkansa#t borders Oklahoma and Missouri
andiscommonlyreferred to as Northwest Arkansas NWA Local governmentg32
cities and two countiesdnd transportation agencies in Washington éehton

Counties are active members of the Northwest Arkansas Regional Rj@@mimmmission
and participatedn this Alternatives Analysis studifigure 11 showshe proposed

study areavhich comprises a NortBouth corridorconcentrated along-49".

NWA has developed in a linear nledouth corridor due toterrain and other
environmental features. Transportation facilities have had a major historic role in
shegping the area, beginning with the Butterfield Overland Trail and Stagecoach route,
the St LouisSan Francisco railroad in the 1870s, US 71 (now US 71B), and the
aforementioned 449.

b2NIKgSad ! NJlIyala KFra o06SSy 2yS 2F GKS ylI GAz2
The 2010 Census shows Benton County having 221,339 persons and Washington County

with 203,065 for a total of 424,404, a growth of 36.4% between 2000 and 2010. The
Fayeteville-SpringdaleRogers ARIO Metropolitan Statistical AreaSA) includes the

following counties: Benton, Madison, Washington in ArkansasMcDonald County in

Missouri(Figure 12).

Characteristics of the study area are detailed further in Section 2

Y1n April 2014,-640 was redesignateds +49. Where this report refers to a study or document
GAGK GKPNYIEYSGH&KS 2NAIAYIE RSAAIYIGAZ2Y -A4 dzASR 6 ¢
540 and 449 now refer to the same route.
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Figure 11. Study Area
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Figure 12 Metropolitan Statistical Area

e Metropolitan Statistical Area 7
Fayetteville - Springdale - Rogers A i Metro Area ,“/
A
k\.
\?‘
/./
__//
!anhlm
i
N
2010 NISA Popuiation 483,204
2013 NISA Estmated Population 491 986
Source US Cemmus Buess

In 2012, the population of NWwasat 482,200 according to a 2013 Census report. The
MSA comprises almost 15% of the population of Arkansas. The NWA Urbanized Area
(UZA) population was 295,083 according to the 2010 Census, whtablished the
Northwest Arkansas Regional Planning Compnsas aTransportation Management

Area (TMA) for the first time.
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Table 11 Population Trends

NWATwo County Area
1990 2000 2010 2035
Washington 113,409 157,715 203,065 315,135
Benton 97,499 153,406 221,339 376,139
Total 210,908 311,121 424,404 691,274

The economy of NWA is a diverse mix of manufacturing, education, retail, and global
corporate management. It is well knovior the world headquarters oiValMart
Corporation, Tysons Foods and JB Hunt. The 25@@@nt University of Arkansas
located on the south part of the corridor, and the 9,68@dent Northwest Arkansas
Community College (NWACC) is on the north dratge employerare arrayed up and
down the corridor, along with thriving historic downtown centers in Fayetteville,
Sprihgdale, Rogers and Bentonville.

I-49 is the main spine of the
transportation system in Northwest
Arkansasl-49 is now part of-#9 (National
High Priority Corridor #1), and is also a
part of the Strategic Highway Network
(STRAHNEDue to the rapid othe

region in the past two decades, traffic
volumes in the corridor have grown
significantly to levels that are producing
high traffic congestiont KS & ¢ NI F
Congestion in Benton and Washington

| 2 dzy (i & preparéddyRéxas A&M
Transportation Institug in 2012estimated
that area residents are experiencing trave
delays at a cost of $103 million annually.
As congestion increases throughout the
region, the need to explore alternative regional transportation options is becoming
more evident. This pie elnt, published in a FHWA stugshows sources of congestion
by percentage.

2 ¢Traffic Congestion and Reliability: Linking Solutiontis 2 6 t SYaé¢ CI 2 |

(footnote continued)
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Figure 13 Employmentcenters of over 500 employees
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The area is served by two transit agencies with distinctly different histories and
missions. Razorback Transit is owned apdrated by the University of Arkansds has

the mission of serving student and employee transportation to the main campus with
fixed route and paratransit service in Fayetteville and surrounding areas within
Washington County. It also serves a sigrednt number of trips by persons not
associated with the University, but tHevel of service is linked to the academic year.
Ozark Regional Transit (ORT) serves Benton and Washington counties. ORT has a very
large service area compared to its fleet, rewgtructure and limited span of daily service.
Bus service in the area has been the subject of much study and there is a widespread
opinion that neither transit agency has thinancial baseto serve the general
commuting needs of NWA or to undertake ajoracapital investment such as a fixed
guideway project at this time.

Pedestrian and biking modes have received a boost in popularity from the planning and
implementation of the Razorback Greenway which will eventually connect almost the
entire length ofthe North South CorridorBothtransit systems provide bicycle racks on
busses.Transportation plans at the regional and local level have placed a strong
emphasis on pedestrian and bike facilities that are providing more connectiuitynwi
and between neghborhoods.

1.4 Project Status and History

As discussed in 1.1, a fixed guideway transit fadslityot yet a part of the fiscaHyonstrained

regional transportation plan, but its study is a recommendatiatinin the2035 Regional
Transportation PlariThe review of previous studies and documents included two planning
studies which have done the most to generate public interest and support in a fixed guideway
rail project. In 2004, the Beta Rubicon group publishibdPotential for a NWA Regional Light

Rail Study It outlined a rail project which used the Arkansas Missouri Rai({@a&i) right of

way for the spine of passengerail line. Betareleased a study known d8NA Rail: Visioning

Rail Transit in Northwest Arkansaghis study emphasized the potential for a rail project to
reshape development patterns in the corridor to achieve transportation, environmental, energy
and quality of life goals in the region. Public interest in both of these studies led the Northwest
Arkansas Regional Planning CommisBahicon also proposes new location rail loop

extending from the northern end of the existing freight line. In 2007, the University of

INJ FY&alraQa /2YYdzyAGe 5SaAiAdy [/ SyiSNhdiz aSS| Fdzy R
transportation planning guidelines of the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). This Alternatives
Analysis study is the direct result of the regional transportation planning process.
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1.5 RegionalGoals & Objectives

A Purpose and Need Statement fohe NWA Fixed Guideway Transit option was
developed by reviewing the regional transportation goals as published in the 2035 Long
Range Transportation Plan and applying goals which would be advanced by a significant
investment in a fixed guideway transitgyect. The regional goals are summarized as
follows.

Goal 1: Increase transportatianobility and accessibilitthus promoting the economic
vitality in the region bysupporting an integrated system with efficient connections
between transportatiormodes

Objectives:

1. Minimize travel time.

2. Increase accessibility to employment for all persons in the region.

3. Increase accessibility to other major commercial, industrial, educational,
medical, and recreation centers.

Goal 2: Increase transportatigafety for all modesf travel by providindor safer travel
for all modes of transportation, including walking, bicycling, transit and auto.

Goal 3: Provide a transportation system th@btects and enhances the environnten
promotes energy conservation and improves the quality of lifdse appropriate
planning and design criteria to avoid or minimize negative impactsresidential
neighborhoods.
Objectives:
1. Provide for a transportation system that both serves auimplements
desired community development standards and land use patterns as included in
local master plans.
2. Promote a transportation system that improves connections between
communities.
3. Protect community and neighborhood integrity and social coleesss by
minimizing residential and businesddpxations.

Goal 4: Minimize usef fossil fuels and vehicular operating costhile identifying
improvements to the environment.

Objectives:

1. Minimize energy consumption on a systé@nde basis by reducgicongestion.

2. Minimize air, water, noise and visual pollution.

od aAyAYAT S RA&AGAINDIyOSa 2F GKS NBIA2Y QA
4. Provide for needed highway and transit system enhancements.
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Goal 5: Encouradand development patters that promote transportation efficiency

Objectives:

1. Support i&ill development and the concentration of new commercial and

office space activity that enhance the selection of alternative forms of
transportation.

2. Identify transit corridors that Elw higher density mixedise areas to be

served by public transit.

3. Encourage major facilities to locate along planned public transit lines and

AYLE SYSYy(d aiGNIyaad FNASYyRfe@é AGNIGS3IASad
4. Encourage transit stops/stations within convenient walking distasfcmajor
concentrations of employment.

Goal 6: Acquire and preservghtHfAvay at the least possible cost

Objectives:

1. Identify and protect corridors needed for future highway, transit, freight, or
other transportation system requirements.

2. Support the adoption of local righifAvay corridors.

3. Identify future corridors for advance rightAvay acquisition for highways,
local roads, transit, bicycle and pedestrian use.

4. Promote shared riglbfAvay/easements for multiple purposes andliiites.

Goal 7: Promotgystem performance standards ensure optimum use and efficiency.

Objectives:
1. Promote policies that maximize the use of existing transportation system (i.e.
new technologies, access management, and travel demand manageueanht)
explore opportunities connectivity.
2. Maintain and preserve existing highway, transit and other facilities in good
condition.
3. Encourage local governments and private entities to implement transportation
demand management techniques in order to redudemand and provide
commuter benefits.

Theresults of comparing the 2035 NWARIBEg range plan gals with the attributes
and impacts of a fixed guideway project in thd9 Corridor are summarized in the
following table.
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Table £2
FixedGuideway Support of

Goal
1.Mobility & Accessibility High
2. Safety High
3. Environment, Energy, Quality of Life High
4. Minimize Fossil Fuel Use High
5. Land Development Pattern Change High
6. ROW Preservation Med
7. Performance Standards Low

1.6  Project Purpose

As determined in consultation with the public, stakeholders, the steering committee,
staff and other interested parties, the proposed purpose for a figadleway transit
project in the North South Corridor is to:

A Respond to the historicaind forecast rapid population and travel growth in a
proactive manner

A wSRdz0S (GKS I NBIFIQa KSIFge NBfAlFIyOS 2y
Provide additional capacity in a corridor in which additional highway capacity is

limited by topography and environméad issues

A Reduce the projected use of fossil fuels and reduce the projected increase in
harmful emissions of greenhouse gases

A 9yKIyOS b21 Qa ftAQlIoAfAGlE YR GKS dza$s
walking

A Promote mixeduse land developments arodrstations to further enhance
livability and sustainability

A Provide mobility to those without access to automobiles, including those too
young to drive, senior citizens, persons with disabilities, low income families, and
those who do not choose to own aumnobiles.

2T

Q)¢
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1.7 Need for Proposed Project
The Transportation Need for the project is to reduce the current and forecast vehicular
traffic onl-49, US 71 B, and connecting routes.

Decades of rapid growth, combined with the linear development patterns shaped by
physical constraints, have led to increased highway congestion and delays, concerns
about air quality, lack of alternatives to the private automobile, a decrease in perceived
quality of life, traffic safety concerns, and a concern about being able to sustain high
guality economic development and employment trends the area has enjoyed up until
the present.

The 2035 plan projects a 62% increase in population for a two cdatalyof 691,700.

The travel demand associated with this amount of growth cannot be served by
highways, streets or existing levels of public transportation. The 2035 plan shows a
shortfall of $4.4 billion in funds needed provide capacity if travel demand issoiety

by streets and highwaysThe plan also assumes that historic development patterns of
separate residential, commercial, d@metail land usesvill continue. The propa=d Fixed
Guideway Project is a transportation project huembodies a vision of change land
use,radiating outward fromstation areas. These changes are part of a growing trend in
the US to target specific areas for higher density mixed use develaisntigat are more
amenable to walking, bicycles, and public transportation (local stwsetcar and other
FAESR 3dzARSgL & GNIyairidoo CKAA AG¢NFYyAaAAd hNRS
sustainable development, livable communities, and otharilar terms.

The 2006I-540 [I-49] Improvement Strategyprepared by The Parsons Group for the

Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) found that even with lane
additions and interchange reconfigurations, the level of service in many aféa9avill

improve only minimally¥ N2 Y | f S@Sf 2F aSNBAOS aC¢ 6 3INA
(approaching gridlock), with the besegmentNB | OKAy 3 2yf & | f S@St 27

Average daily counts recorded by Arkansas Highway and Transportatiartiept
(AHTD) project an average increase of 232% in two locations along&heolridor (me

in Johnson and the second Rogers). The Northwest Arkansas Travel Demand Model
shows traffic forecastfor these two locations around 91,000 ADT for the tawain
Johnson and 100,356 ADT for the one in Rogers for the forecast year 2030. These two
numbers raise the percent change from 1991 to 2030 to an average of 400%. These are
not uncommon percent change numbers for the forecast years of the travel demand
model. According to the model results49 will reach capacity around year 2015 and

will be well over capacity in 2030 if solutions are not foun8olutions areneeded not
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just to widen highwaybut to provide alternative, viable transportation solutiorier
Northwest Arkansas.

Other northsouth corridorproblem areasother include Highway 112 to the west of |
49, a two lane mostly rural state highway, UB,74 mixed use urban highway that was
used to carry most of the traffic nortkouth before 449 wasbuilt, and Highway 265,
also east of-#9, afour/two lane state highwy that carries a lot ofiorth-south traffic
on the eastside ofthe urban corridor. All of these highways are presentlyoanear
capacity,and travel demand forecasts indicateaffic will exceedcapacity by the year
2030.

Additional highway capacitypeyond what is programmedvill become imreasingly
difficult to finance.The feasibility and costof acquiring additional ROW in the main
north-south corridors will become costlier and neodifficult. The 2035 LRP cites a
shortfall from now until the forecast year of $2.7 billion in just the North South Highway
Corridors.

Further, capacity improvements to highway segments do not always result in additional
capacity in a corridoor network. NWARPC, in response to M&P and to the regional
situation, has started a Congestion Management System (CMS) planning process and
has already identified 160 miles (centerline) of local arterials and freeways which will be
the focus of CMS techniquesd projects in the coming years.

Continuedreliance on the single or lowccupancy automobile will become more and
more difficult to susta for all the above reasons, so tiorthwest Arkansas region
must also considerCMS and a range of otheptions beyond additional lane miles of
roads and highwaysThis study of the feasibility of higlapacity transit alternativets
into the overall transportation responsibilities of the NWARPC.

The Purpose & Need can be summarized as providing capacity cimaged travel
demand while fostering economic development and sustainable urban redevelopment
that radiates from station areas.
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Section 2- StudyArea and Existing Conditions

2.1 Study Area Description

The project is located within Benton and WashomiCounties in the northwest corner

of the State of Arkansas. This region of the state has seen a substantial increase in
population over the past twenty years, particularly in Benton County, as the seat of
several large corporate headquarters. Since (,9%ashington County has seen a
population increase of over 65% and Benton County has seen an increase of over 100%
in the same time period. Figure 2.1 shows the location of the two counties in the state
as well as the major communities that make up dtedy area Washington County is
home to the University of Arkansas as well as Tyson Foods Corporate headquarters in
Springdale. Benton County is home to the corporate headquarters ofMAfl in
Bentonville, Daisy Outdoor Products in Rogers, and JB Hunt Traggpeites in Lowell.

The counties are located in the Boston Mountains and Springfield plateau sub regions of
the Ozark Mountains. Outside of the urban development along 48 andUS71
corridors from Fayetteville in the south to Bentonville in thethpthe region is fairly

rural in nature composed mainly of large agricultural areas and undeveloped lands. As
the population continues to grow there are numerous large subdivision developments
that have been and continue to be built in the area, patacly in the smaller
communities between Fayetteville and Bentonville and to the west4&. |

2.2 Existing Roadway Network

As explained earlier, the study area is strongdyth-southlinear, with two majorroutes
connecting the developed areasd poviding through traffic service Theseare the
parallel routes of-49 and US /B The major eastvest roads include U& at thenorth
end in Rogers, U&L2 in Springdale, andS62 in the south near Fayetteville. There are
numerous other state routeshat traverse thestudy areaconnecting to smaller local
and county roads. The existing roadwagtwiork is displayed in Figurel2
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Figure 21. Existing Road Network
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2.3 Existingl'ransit Service

Public transportation in thetudy areais provided by Ozark Regional Transit (CaRit)
Razorback TransiThere are significant differences in the mission and market of ORT
and Razorback.

ORT servesour (4) counties comprising more thar3200 square mile Razorback
Transit concentrates its service in Fayetteville and Johremorarea of 18 square miles.
Both systems receive FTA capital and operating assistance on an annualdf@sihas
eighteen fixed bus routes in th@dir county area. Service the study areaconsists of

11 routes connecting the communities of Bentonville, Rogers, Lowell, Springdale,
Johnson, and Fayetteville as shown in Figut& 2The ORBervice has grown in
coverageas recent budget increases have allowed for an expansioperfations. Two

new routes in Springdale and Rogers are being implemented in 2014. ORT plans
revisions to existing routes in an effort to provide more transit service to its service area,
especially to unserved or underserved communities.

Of particular mterest isa relatively newRoute 490 which connects the University of
Arkansas on a frequency of approximately one trip per hotine two buses dedicated
to Route 490 use49 for the majority of the route.

The ORT is also planning to implement a restgress route that will connect to the
communities of Farmington, Greenland, and Prairie Grove in the smghpart of the
study area.

The University of Arkansas operates Razorback Transit, drésrdous system, to on
campus locations and major efnpus living and shopping areas at the University of
Arkansas in Fayetteville. The bus system operates onxed foutes, shown on Figure
2-4, from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday and 7:00 a.m. to 10:30 p.m., on
Saturday during the fall an8pring SemestersService is reduced in summer months
and during scholastic term breaks.

A plannng study was completed for ORT 2010 and both the University of Arkansas
and the Qy of Fayetteville are analyzirthe Razorback Transit service in twongeal
planning studies in progss as of mi2014.
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Figure 23. Ozark Regional Transit Routes
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Figure 24. Razorback Transit Routes
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Thefollowingtwo charts further highlight the differengéervice and usage characteristics

of the two transit systems. Although Razorback Transit serves a much smaller area, it is
compact and services a specific market, students and employees of the University of
Arkansas. Its convenience, coupled with liditenrestricted parking supply, makes for
effective use. ORT serves large areas of sparsely populated areas with lifeline service to
from those areas to the jobs and services within the study area. These two realities are
shown in the Annual Unlinked Tfips reported by the agencies to the FTA National
Transit Database (NTRJnlinked trips on transit routes are comparable to average daily
traffic counts on the roadway system.

Annual Unlinked Trips

2,500,000
2,000,000
1,500,000
1,000,000
500,000
0 - [ [ N [] L]
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

M Razorback Transit W Ozark Regional Transit

% Note: AnUnlinked Transit Passenger Trip is a trip on one transit vehicle regardless of the type
of fare paid or transfer presented. A person riding only one vehicle tnogin to destination

takes ONE unlinked passenger trip; a perstwo wansfers to a second vehicle takes TWO

unlinked passenger trips; a person winansfers to a third vehicle takes THREE unlinked
passenger trips. APTA estimates that the number of people riding transit on an average weekday
is 45% othe number of unlilked transit passenger trips.
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Although it has fewer passengerthe average trip length of a passenger using ORT is much
higher than the average trip length for Razorback Transit. (FTA changed its reporting rules in
2011 to make optional the reporting of Passenger Mifes small systems. ORT still refsoits
annual passenger mile€xhibit A includes National Transit Database reports for both transit
systems from 2007 to 2012.

Annual Passenger Miles

3,000,000
2,500,000
2,000,000
1,500,000
1,000,000

=l

0

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

M Razorback Transit M Ozark Regional Transit

* Note: Passenger Mileis the cumulative sum of the distances ridden by each passenger.

Source: 2002012 National Transit Database
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2.4 Existing Freight Rail Service

A&M operates a Class Il railroad on 150 miles of track from Monett, Missouri to Fort
Smith, Arkansas. A large section of this route runs roughly parallel to Bitroiugh

the study area see Figure-B. TheA&M provides freight services along its routedan
interchanges traffic with three Cladgailroads including Burlington Northern Santa Fe,
Kansas City Southern, and Union Pacific.

Along with freight service, thé&&M also operates a passenger excursion train. This
train takes passengers on one of three scenic tours between Spteygdan Buren, and
Fort Smith on a regular basis.

A&M has more than 30 industrialustomers within the study area and additional
customersand depots outside the study area.
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Figure 25. Existing Freight Railroad Lines
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2.5 OtherTransportation Corridors

The Razorback Regional Greenway when completecaniist ofa 36mile, primarily
off-road, bike and pedestriartrail that extends from the Bella Vista Trail in north
Bentonville south to the Frisco Trail in south Fayetteviliggure 26 shows the entire
anticipated corridor as well as those sections which have been constructed. tAs of
date of this report 14.2 miles of the planned route have been constructed and are in
use with the remaining 21.8 miles either in the planning or design phase.
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Figure 26. Razorback Greenway Project
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2.6 Existind.and Use and Zoning

Land use throughout thetudy areawas compiled by the Northwest Arkansas Regional
Planning Commissiostaff and is shown orfrigure 27. The majority of the commercial
and industrial develpment is concentrated along49 andUS 71B In the Rogers and
Springdale areas, thgS62 andUS412 corridors are also concentrated with commercial
and industrial land use. The remainingas between and adjacent te49 andUS 71B
corridors are mostly residential development which becomes nswagttered and rural
the further west and east from the main roadway corridors.

Zoning laws are maintained and amended from time to timeagh of the communities
within the study area Extraterritorial jurisdiction is exercised in certain instanceshiey
municipalities.
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Figure 27. Existing Land Use
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The nextwo figures are an attempt to show the physical manifestation of the growth of
population, employment, and associated urban developmasthey relate to land use

in the study area Figure 2B shows the distribution ohousing unitsn the study area.
The concentration of residential units has implications for all the alternatibes
especially any new location optionslt shows whez the potential riders are, and it
shows how challenging it would be to develop a new location alternative in the central
part of the corridor. Figure-2 shows more of the built environment by revealing the
cumulative building footprintén the study aea.
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Fig 28. Housing Unit Locations

Total Housing Units 2010
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Total Building Footprints: 2010 - 2014

Benton and Washington County, Arkansas
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2.7Major Destinations / Traffic Generators

Figure 210 shows the major destinations within thetudy area These destinations also
represent the major traffic generators due to their status as major employers, retailers,
or service/entertainment providers. As with commercial development discussed in the
previous section, the majority of the destinations/tfia generators are located along
the 49 and US 71B corridorddost major generators are on or adjacent to US71B but
there has been some shifting to the west adjacent to | 49 interchanges and frontage
roads. This is particularly true of commercial larsgs such as shopping centers.
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Figure 210. Major Destinations

Bella Vista

)
g
:

Fea Ridge

=]

L34

Crystal Bridges Museum” Ao
Titie Fiock

> -

H Bentonville Train Stati adquarters
'\: Cenierion @ ?’ Northwest ansas Community College
o I
2 i Begp,.
¥ Bentonville SH Mary's Hosptial ’ﬂq‘
Walmart Distribution CEnterf 3 Rogers Trsm Station o

PinnacleJHills Promenade

i | ke
Wy 4 s

Rogers
Highfil
Springhown

|ﬂ.

i 118 Hunt Transport Service Inc
Ey— 4 |
'I ;ﬁmmst Medical Center

1 % Springdale
_— t BalliPark
yson Food's In
Benton County [

Washington County

; Morthwest Arkansas Mall

Washington Regional Medical Center J"l

—_ Gosken

451

{{ Fayetteville /
University of Arkansas !

|

s Major Destinations
NWA Alternative Analysis
Legend
-* Major Destraons
. |riersiie S40
— S H iy

State Highways
—— Ralmads ’t
T

Greenland

] i 2 4 Wiles
I S




Northwest Arkansas Transportation Alternatives Analy

2.8 Demographics

While population in the State of Arkansas has grown at a fairly steady rate, Washington
and Benton Counties, Springdale, Rogers, and Bentonville have seen dramatic
population growth in the past 10 years alone. Current populations for the state and
counties, as well as the communities within the study area, are displaydalote 21.

This increased growth in population and economic development has been most notable
in Rogers and Bentonville, with94 and 78 percent increase in population, respectively,
in just the past ten years. Almost all of this population growth has occurred within the |
49 andUS71B corridor, with the areas west of the interstate still fairly rural in nature.
The majority of the growth within the study area has stemmed from amrdf workers

who commute to nearby Fayetteville and Springdale and Bentonville, all of which have
seen significant economic growth in the past decade.

Figure 211 shows the income levels Biyraffic Analysis Zon&AZ. Northwest Arkansas
in general has some of the highest income levels in the state, but the figure shows low
income areas in Fayetteville and Springdale.

Northwest Arkansas has experienced amigration of Latino or Hispanic population. Between

the year 2000 and 2010 thetw® 2 dzy it &8 NBIA2yaQ G20+t LR LA FdAzy 3
Hispanic population grew from 26,401 to 65,741 or by 149.0 percent. From this it can be seen

that the Hispanic population continues to increase at a faster rate thargeneral population.

The Census 2010 Hispanic population figure of 65,741 makes up 15.5 percent of the 424,404
two-county total population. This Hispanic total population ratio is higher in the cities of

Northwest Arkansas with an 18.4 percent and 2pefcent ratio for Washington and Benton

County Cities respectively (Source: May 2013 Title VI Plan, NWARPC).
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Table 21

Population Statistics and Trends

Geographic Population Total Growth Minority Poverty
Area

2000 2010 20002010 (%) (%)

Bentonville 19,730 35,301 15,571 8,108 3,177

(78%) (23%) (9.0%)

Rogers 38,829 55,964 17,135 21,246 7,667

(94%) (38%) (13.7%)

Lowell 5,013 7,327 2,314 2,292 667

(46%) (31%) (9.1%)

Johnson 2,319 3,354 1,035 707 456

(44%) (21%) (13.6%)

Springdale 45,798 69,797 23,999 32,999 16,192

(52%) (47%) (23.2%)

Fayetteville 58,047 73,580 15,533 14,182 17,364

(27%) (19%) (23.6%)

Benton 153,406 221,339 67,933 51,734 26,782
County

(44%) (23%) (12.1%)

Washington 157,715 203,065 45,350 52,519 39,597
County

(29%) (26%) (19.5%)

State of 2,673,400 2,915,918 242,518 742,449 (25%) 545,276
Arkansas

(9%) (18.7%)

Source: US Census Bureau compiled fi2z080and 200 census data.
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Figure 211. Income Levels by TAZ
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2.9 Environmental Resources

Thestudy areaimmediately adjacent to the-49 andUS71B corridors is fairly urban in
nature with dense commercial and residential development and very few remaining
natural areas. As the population of the area continues to grthe perimeter of the

study area is changing from rural pasture land and larger homesteads to traditional
suburban singléamily residential subdivisions apartments and large
commercial/retail complex. Th&tudy areaonce consisted of mainly uplarérrain with
oak-hickory and oadickorypine forests. Savannas and tall grass prairies were also
present; however, most of this has been replaced by agriculture or expanding
development. There are several pockets of undeveloped land surroundingtully
areathat have been protected as national forest, state parks, and natural areas. While
none are immediately adjacent to the project, they do represent an important
environmental resource to the area. These include Hobbs State Park, Ozark National
Forest Logan Cave National Wildlife Refuge, and the Cave Springs Cave and Searles
Prairie Natural Areas.

Figure 212 shows the environmental resources at a broad level of deféile getogy

and natural settng of northwest Arkansas anenique due in large qut to the Karst
topography, layers of limestone that are easily erodible by water and which over time
form a unigue system of underground caves, springs, and sinkholes. This unique
topography also provides habitat tmany rare species of plants and anifea As is
shown on the environmental resources figure, there are large pocketKakt
topography recharge areas in th&tudy area particularlyin the Lowell and Rogers
communities.

Potential wetland areas within thetudy areaare associated with thetreams and other
waterways that traverse the counties. While there are large pockets of hydric soils
throughout the areaparticulaty in the middle and western portions of Benton County,
the elevations and topography of the region would restrict mostland habitat to the
channel bottoms and adjacent floodplains of the larger streams and creeks.

There are several species that are listed as threatened or endangered under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) for both Benton and Washington counties.




Northwest Arkansas Transportation Alternatives Analy

Figure 212. Environmental Resources
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Section 3¢ PublicOutreach

Public outreach and notifi¢cimn for this studyadhered to the Public Participation Plan prepared
and adopted by the NWARPC in 2007. To that ethe, study team advertised and staffed

three open houses, twotakeholder meetings, and promoted and managed a website and a
Facebook pageBilingual notices were provided in legal ads and other notitkes.public was
invited to provide spoken and writtecomments, and to respond to a survey which continued
for most of the study schedule. There was a significant amount of print and electronic media
coverage of the meetings and the study itself.

The Open Houses were offered at locations on the south, imiadd north part of the study
area, as follows

1 April 11,2013 at the NWARPC offices in Springdale
1 September 122013 at the Bentonville Public Library in Bentonville
1 November 21,2013 at the City Administration Building in Fayetteville

An inclusive lisof stakeholders was developed at the beginning of the study and is included in
the Appendices. Members were drawn from government agenciespnafit advocacy groups,
business groups and representatives, and elected officials. Two meetings were held:

1 Jan 30, 2013 at the Jones Center in Springdale
1 Jun 13, 2013 at the Northwest Arkansas Community College
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Throughout the study, NWARPC staff solicited opinions through survey instruments that
were distributedat the Open HousesThe survey was also akadile online.

As the charts below indicate, only a small fraction of those responding to the survey are
frequent public transit users. That is understandable given the small coverage of the
two fixed route systems. A high percentage of survey respondents said they would use
any and all types of higher capacity, higher speed fixed guideway transit.

The atitudes and general comments were consistent with an earlier public survey
conducted during the NWARPC update of the Long Range Transportation Plan. Almost
75% of respondents reported they would be in favor of a light rail transit alternative in
the studyarea.

Agraphicalsummary of survey resultsllows:
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Do you currently use public transportation to commute?
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Why are you not using public transit?
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NWARPC developed a websillitp:/ wwwy ¢ | F3a ®P2NHE X gKAOK ¢l & dzaSR
information, meeting notices, and to collect survey responses.

The consulting teardevelopeda Facebook pagediNWATransitAlternativesAnalysis.

It was used to publicize the study, meetings, and to provide general background on
topical subjects related to fixed guideway development in the Bi&tistics on number
of views and followers were maintained by Facebddke study did not pay to promote
the Facebook page.

There was turnout of 7850 persons at each of the open houses. The format for each
session was a seffuided tour of boards and other displays which were designed to
educate the public on the scope, purpose and techniques of the stogyrovide
definition and examples of fixed guideway modes and vehicles, and to provide
performance and applicability information for current vehicle technologies. Staff and
members of the consulting team were available to take questions and comments.
There was general support and interest in improved transit in general, including the
exiging fixed route services of Razorback Transit and Ozark Regional Transit.

To conclude the public outreach for the AA, tfieal version of the AA Study will be
made available #th links from the website anda€ebook, and its availability will also be
publicized with media releases, with dissemination to the TAC, the Planning Commission
board, and stakeholders.
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Section 4- Gonceptual Transportation Alternatives

4.1 Planning Considerations

The impetus for this study arose from a decade of widespread interest in a fixed
guideway transit line in thetudy area and in particular along tiigkansas & Missouri
Raiload corridor. As discussed in the Purpose and Need section, this study was
performed in a time of transition in the rules governing how projects are evaluated once
they qualify to enter the New Starts or Small Starts funding process. The expiration of
the previous autorization legislation (SAFEFEW) and the new authorization
legislation MAR21) creates the need to state the basis for generating and evaluating
alternatives for this study.

Horizon Timeline:FTA published Final Policy Guidance for the New and Small

Starts Evaluation and Rating Process in August 2013, approximately midway in

the study period. This guidance provided the option of using a 10 year or 20 year

horizon, and NWARPC elected to us2Oayear horizon. The primary reason for

this was a realistic assessment of how long it would take to develop the plans,
FAYFYOAY3S FYyR RSaAdy 2F (GKS b2! NBEIA2Y QS

No Build Alternative: By selecting the 20 year horizahe No Build alternative

becomes the existing transportation network plus all projects identified in the
aSUNRLREAGEFEY tflFyyAy3a hNBFYATFGA2YyQa FA
Therefore, the NARTS 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan serves as the poin

of comparison for the Build Alternatives.

Build Alternatives were developed by considering the previous studies and advocacy
plans and documents along with the transportation and quality of life/sustainability
goals and objectivedescribed in the Purpesand Need section. These, in turn, were
derived from a review of the Goals and Objectives of the NARTS 2035 plan. The general
description of the alternatives were developed in work sessions and were presented in
various public outreach efforts includjnstakeholder briefings, open house meetings,
websites, social media, and local news media coverage. The alternatives used the
common corridor/study area as defined in the NWARRBQ for this study. As
described earlier, thestudy area encompasses a nwo”outh corridor that is
concentrated along the-49 and US 71B routeand contains incorporated city
boundaries in both Benton and Washington Counties. This corridor runs about 36 miles
from the cities of Bella Vista arBlentonville on the north end andr&enland on the

south end and about 10 miles easest from Highway 112 to Highway 265.
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The initialalignmentalternatives for the study were defined to be:

1 New Location Fixed Guideway Light RaR) The general alignment is parallel to
I-49 from Grealand to Bella Vista. The same alignment is also reviewed for the
costs and benefits of a Bus Rapid Transit fixed guideway (separate right of way)
facility.

1 Existing Location Fixed Guideway Rail. The general alignment is, to the
maximum extent possiblewithin the existing ROW of th&&M freight and
passenger excursion line. The southern terminus is in Greenland, but the freight
line departs from the corridor at a point south of Bentonville. New Locabos
connector and/or streetrunning mode wouldhave to be considered from
Bentonville to Bella Vista in order to serve the entire corridor.

1 Existing Location Bus Rapid TrafBRT) This alignment is the existing US 71B,
formerly US 71, from Greenland to Bella Vista. Due to land use constraints,
available ROW, and other factors to be discussed, this BRT option does not
include exclusive fixed guideway elements but instead relies on co#ledet
priority treatment at selected intersections, and enhanced passenger amenities
and vehicles.

The lengh, capital cost, operating cost, economic development potential and other
benefits and costs of each alternative were analyzed and are described in comparative
detail in future sections Figure 41 shows the Build Alternatives that were evaluated
and werethe subject of public review and comment.
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Figure 41 Build Alternatives
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4.2 Description of Alternatives

BRT on Existing Location Alternative

This alternative was developed to examine the feasibility affitiency of Bus Rapid
Transit on US 71B. The current (2010) Level of S2(i&&S) on US 71B ranges from B

to F, with the most congested sections being located in the northern portion of the
route inside Fayetteville city limits. By 2035, it is dptited that about twethirds of the

US71 B in the study area will experience LOS F. There are more than 65 signalized
intersections on US 71B, so the main component of the BRT alternative is a coordinated
signal preemption system for public transit buses To remain consistent for
comparative purposes, eight (8) major BRT stations were assumed, which is a station
about every 5 miles. In practice, a closer spacing of stations could be allowed which has
the off-setting effect of slowing operational speedsit increasing the access to
employment centers along the route. The eight station locations assumed for BRT are:

1. Greenland: SW corner of RR Tracks & Frisco Street

Fayetteville: College Aveg(US 71B) north of Dickson Bttersection

Johnson: US 71B ribrof Joyce Ave. Intersection

Springdale: US 71B at Emma Ave.

Lowell: US 71B at W. Monroe

Rogers: US 71B at W. Walnut

Bentonville: US 62 at Northwest Arkansas Community College (NWACC)
8. Bella Vista: US71 at DartmoRd.

N o g bk~ w0 D

Figure 42 shows the BRT Alteaitive and potential station locations.

The main components of Existing Location BRT Alternative will consist of signal
preemption and centetane sections reserved for BRT in peak periods. There are
approximately 70 signalized intersections from Greenlem@®ella Vista. Not all signal
locations will require priority treatment. This is detailed in the cost estim@ez{jono).
Existing location BRT can benefit from selected use of existing center left turn lanes
during peak periods, combined with sidmaie-emption. Use of the center turn lanes for

| S@St 2F {SNBAOS A& | GSNY gAGK f SltiANI RSaAIyl
R2¢y (2 AGa0NBlI1R26y¢ 2N Co a2NB8 RSGFAf OlFly 6S 7Tz
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Figure 42 BRT on Existing Location
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BRT would be recommended where the roadwagith could be widened with minimal
ROW costs and impacts. The level of detall in this Alternatives Analysis does not allow
for a definitive feasibility determination for using center lanes for BRT, but based on
windshield surveys, the sections of US 71B frdorth Street to Millsap Road in
Fayetteville and from Lakeview Road to Emma Street in Springdale, each about 3 miles,
could be candidate sections for BRT. Similar sections have been built for the Healthline
BRT in Cleveland, Ohio and the BRT line inotevec.

Healthline Median Platform, Cleveland OH

Passenger stations and boarding platforms would generally be located on the sides of
the highway, but in some locations where safety issues could be fully addressed, center
platforms could be used.

Secondary Sheller Cancpy

Sheter Cancpy
(Performancs / acoent edge Ighting) Real Time Infoemation Sign
N\, (Backit edge / beacon Sght)
Seating Lumbar Rest / Leaning Rsl . Tkt
Incividual Seating \
Community information Pler
(Elctrical cabinet / service podestal)

Serart Card Reader

BRTPlatform Elements (Valley Metro, Phoenix)
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New Location Alternative

As mentioned, this alternative runs parallel to th&9 facility toaugmentcapacity on

the facility with the highest VMT (vehicle miles of travel) and projected congestion.
Much of 1-49is projected to have Level of Service D, E or F in the horizon year &f 2035
Another objective in locating close tet9 was to increase the potential for mixed use
development around the station# third factor in locating the New Location

Alternative near | 49 rather than just west of tA&M ROW, or in general to the east of

| 49, is the high certainty of negative Social, Environmental, and Economic impacts that
would occuriif it were located closer to thA&M. Providing a separate gradeparated
facility would require the acquisition of numerous dwelling units, commercial properties
and other facilities. It would also be necessary to sever numerousvesstcollector

streets and possibly arterial streets for safety and to allow the ligihto operate at

optimal speeds. Noise and vibration impacts would be more likely to arise in a corridor
which is currently not in proximity to freeway or freight rail noise and vibration impacts.

In general, there is more intensive zoning alreadylate along the interstate. Locating
further to the west would tend to increase urban sprawl and would introduce more
conflicts between a new transportation facility and residential areas, open space, and
environmentally sensitive areas. Locating it furthe the east would be problematic

due to the existing land uses, density of the street network which would be disrupted by
the need to restrict at grade crossings, and other social, cultural and institutional areas
and land uses which would be adversdfigeted.

General and representative station locations were chosen for each alternative, both for
the purposes of building the network for estimating ridership, and to facilitate the
assessment of the economic development potential for each alternaiivese

locations were not the subject of a detailed siting study, and they should be considered
to be within a %2 mile radius of potential station locations. Stations would haverjolerk
surface parking to the extent practical, bus stop connections tduh&e bus network
provided by Ozark Regional Transit (ORT), Razorback Transit, or other local and regional
transit connections, and connections to any existing or programmed pedestrian and
bicycle facilities. Station locations for the New Location adive are as follows:

1. Greenland: SW corner of RR Tracks & Frisco St

® Northwest Arkansas Western Beltway Feasibility Study, 2011. Parsons Brinkerhoff; Northwest
Arkansas Regional Planning Commission.
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Fayetteville: W. Persimmon/N. Salem

Johnson: New Hope RoadJtthnson Mill Blvd.
Springdale: South of W. Sunset, approx. ¥4 mile Wdst®f
Lowell: W. Monroe at Oakwood

Rogers: SE Medical ParkvayNW Medical Center
Bentonville: SE 14at Phyllis

Bella Vista: US71 at DartmoRd.

© N o o B~ WD

Figure 43 shows the New Location Alternative and potential station locations.

Typical cross sections for ballasted double traade shown in Figure-4.
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Figure 43 New Location Light Ralil
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Figure 4.4TypicalBallastedSection
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Existing Location Commuter Rail Alternative

Many of the previous studies, plans and recommendations calledtflization of the

right of way ofthe Arkansas & Missouri Railrog@&M), which connectavionett,
Missouri with Ft. Smith, Arkansas, a distance of about 140 milefieadquarters is in
Springdale. Within the study area, it traverses the town centers of Rogers, Lowell,
Springdale, Johnson, Fayetteville and Greenland. It is an active freight short line with
more than 30 customers within the study area. It interchanges with three Class |
railroads: Birlington Northern Santa Fe, Kansas City Southern, and Union Pacific.

¢tKS LINBQOGA2dza aiddzRASa KIFI @S GSYyRSR (2 dzasS GKS
that would be provided within théA&M right of way. Light Rail, as described in detail

later in this section is not compatible with freight track in the United States for

various regulatory and physical reason®y their nature, light rail vehicles do not meet

the crashworthiness standards set by FRA for vehicles operating on the same track or

sygem of tracks as freight serviqd9 U.S.C. 20102.).

In specific circumstances, waivers can be issued by FRA that allows an exception to the

rule. Currently there are 15 locations operating with FRA waivers. These are usually
confined to situations where light rail line must cross a freight track. This usually

requires a sophisticated and expensive-fafe system of signals, lockouts, emergency

derailers and other methods to prevent a potential collision between a freight train and

light rail vehicls. There are also a few cases where light rail has a waiver to run on
AKFNBR GNI} Ol odzi GKS&AS aaddzdAzya KIF@S | a4l
the hours of freight service are restricted and cannot overlap the hours of passenger rail

servce.

There is obviously a great deal of interest across the US in using the general railroad
system for light rail purposes, and there is specific interest in Northwest Arkansas as
evidenced by the previous studies, plans, and policy documents. And while

GGNF Ol aKIFENARY3IE Aad | GSNE O2YY2y LINFY OGAOS Ay
locations, it is extremely rare and difficult to accomplish in the US. There are many
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With the resurgence of public transit systems, interest has emerged in the use
of corridors that are part of the general railroad system. Many of these
corridors are located in areas where LRT is the preferred transit mode, due, in
part, to the adaptability of LRT and the fact that it is physically capable of
operating on the general railroad system in most respects. The most
prominent exception is nowompliance with FRA vehicle safety requirements.
The FRA regulation receiving most of th#ention regarding shared use
operations is the required buff strength of 800 kipgyht rail vehicles in use in
the United States do not meet this standaaithough vehicles recently put in
service have structural characteristics that are neampbant. Other FRA
vehicle requirements, including window glazing, horn, bells, and headlight
patterns, must also be addressed for shared use operations.

Where freight operations can be limited to times when LRT would not
operate, such as late night, FRA haanted waivers to their rules. Temporal
separation reflects the original method of management of train movements
based on timetable authority. In temporal separation of FRApliant and
non-compliant modes, trains are kept absolutely separate by assignmeent
specific blocks of time to each mode. The duration of the blocks, or the time
scale for compliant and necompliant temporal separation, has traditionally
been in 8 to 12-hour blocks, with one nogompliant (traditionally LRT) block
and one complianfi.e., freight) block per 2#iour cycle. This type of temporal
separation of LRT and freight operations has been applied by several rail
systems, beginning with the introduction of LRT in San Diego in 198&mie
locations, this type of shared use of ¢kaby compliant and nenompliant
trains is not satisfactory for the concerned service providers, as the frequency
and flexibility of operations is constrained, curtailing the quality and service
for each mode.

Unlike most freight lines in the US, th&&M operates its own regular passenger
excursion service with stops in Springdale, Van Buren and Ft. Smith. Passengers ride in
refurbished passenger and parlor cars of varying types and ages, with propulsion

" Federal Transit Administrath, 2011.
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provided by diesel electric locomotives. Passergeursions vary in time of day and
frequency throughout the year, but are concentrated on Fridays, Saturdays and
Sundays. Special excursions and charters can occur in bottayidnd evening time
periods, and on any weekday and weekends.

Within the orridor, all existingA&M track is Continuously Welded Rail (CWR). There is

a maximum speed limit of 49 mph, although it is less in congested areas. Dispatching is
done from Springdale and Ft Smith. Most traffic is scheduled freight, with some shuttles
from Union Pacific.

The ROW owned bp&M A & @ NA I 6f SX odzi A& 3ISYSNrfte wm.
0SAy3 GKS &lYS Fta GKS OSyidiSNI 2F GKS wh2 o ¢
GKS wh2 yINNRga G2 pnQ Ay Y2ald astwithiKS R2 6
topographic constraints. The majority of thA&M line is single track, with only limited

passing track. There are spurs and storage track at most of the industrial customers. A

detailed set of ROW maps and track charts are is provided in a sepreument®

The A&M no longer serves the central portion of Bentonville and its status at and
beyond the campus of Northwest Arkansas Community College is now subject to a
contract to purchase the ROW where it traverses the campus. It is not yet krfown i
NWACC will preserve the ROW for future transportation use. While some rail modes
can be built as streetunning modes. For example, the Austin MetroRail commuter
railroad line (Red Line) operates on downtown street8 g&d 4") for about 1 mile to

reach the downtown convention center stop. However, it can become more difficult to
meld this type of rail operation into an existing urban fabric, especially an older town
center with narrow streets and typical grid turning radii of-&01 Q ® ¢KS y2NIK
segment of Existing Location alternative assumes a bus connection might be necessary if
the ultimate northern termini in Bella Vista are to be connected.

The Existing Location alternative would provide double track capacity throughout the
corridor, along wth passenger platforms and amenities at 8 locations, as follows:

1. Greenland: SW corner of RR Tracks & Frisco St
2. Fayetteville: Dickson St RR
3. Johnson: N. Gregg at Van Asche

8 Placeholder footnote for track charts and ROW maps
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Springdale: Emma Ave. at RR

Lowell: McClure at RR

Rogers: Elm Street at RR

Bentonville: W. Tower Road at RR (NWACC
Bella Vista: US71 at DartmoRd.

© N o 0 bk

Figure 45 shows the Commuter Rail Alternative and potential station locaidrigure
4-5A shows typical double track cross section for Commuter Rail, which is virtually
identicd to LRT cross section requirements.



Northwest Arkansas Transportation Alternatives Analy

Figure 45. @mmuter Rail Alternative
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Figure 45A- CR Typical Cros&@&ion for Single and Double Track
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4.3 Constraints

The purpose of preparingnvironmental constraints mapping at this time is to assist in
fatal flaw analysis, identify environmental areas of concern and use this to try to avoid
or minimize impacts during the preliminary alternatives development

The primary areas ofmore detailedenvironmental analysiswould examine way$o
minimize impacs at stream crossings tmaintain water quality and protedioodplan
storage capacity and wetlands. Another environmental design and location goal would
be to avoid and minimieg impacts to Kat topography in order to protect the recharge
zones and minimize potentialharmful effects to cave habitats and associated
threatened and endangerespecies. Finally, in a NEPA AA pssg alternatives will need

to integrate alignments to complement and oh harm historic resources Some
alternatives would be subject to noise and vibration analysis.

At this point there does not appear to be afgtal environmentalflaws or impacts
which cannot be mitigated

Social, Economic, Environmental (SEl®nstraints This review is at the regional and

corridor level. Detailed assessments of impacts are made once a NEPA process has been
initiated, indicating there is a Federal role in a projddteLocally Preferred Alternative

(LPA) will be more detaieand defined by Conceptual or Preliminary Engineering so

that more exact location of the facility is known in relation to sensitive receptors,
environmentally sensitive areas, minority and low income residential areas, and cultural
resources. A listingf local SEE issues during the AA or planning process can inform

and shorten the environmental assessment process later on.

Figure 46 shows the general location of the build alternatives with a an overlay of
environmental constraints, including areaskarst topography, floodplains, National
Register Historic Places, hydric soils/wetlands, parks, National Forests and other
locations of environmental, cultural and social significance. At this scale, and with the
alternatives still being broadly definedetail impacts cannot be identified. However,

in the context of an Alternatives Analysis, the following issues have been identified and
would need to be studied in more detail if certain alternatives advance into a project
development stage.

Karst Dpography. As has been discussed, Northwest Arkansas has undergone
tremendous population growth in the last two decades, and as a result there has been
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extensive expansion of the surface transportation infrastructure to meet the travel
demands. This hdsought several environmental issues and concerns to the forefront.

Northwest Arkansas is part of the Ozark Highlands Ecoregion, a redi@nsof

topography which has eroded to form steep hills, valleys, and bluffs. Karst is a distinctive
topography in vhich the landscape is the result of the dissolving action of water on
limestone and other formations such as marble. This has resulted in a complicated
region of surface and subsurface features that includes sinkholes, vertical shafts, surface
and undergroaind streams and springs which form and support complex underground
drainage systems and caves. Surface waters, including runoff from urban infrastructure
such as highways, streets, parking lots and buildings tend to make their way into the
groundwater ofNorthwest Arkansas. If the surface water is polluted, it can be assumed
the groundwater will also be polluted.

Extensive underground habitats in the region are home to many sensitive and
endangered spees, including especially Ozaikvefish and severélat species. Local,
state, regional and federal agencies and organizations have worked to develop
guidelines and practices to minimize, if not eliminate altogether, the potentially harmful
effects of continued urban development, including transportagnjects.’

The New Location alternative would traverse sensitive Karst areas including the Cave
Springs Recharge Area. While this is not a fatal flaw if proper protections and mitigation
can be provided, the project design would have to consider its potential foerad

effects on the recharge area. In addition to the project itself, the environmental effects
of proposed and/or likely station area development would have to be considered.

NWARPC in cooperation with State and Federal agencies has commissionedradnew
comprehensive study of the Karst areas. When complete, this study will provide a
detailed guide for project planning.

Other aspects of the physical environment which will be of concern to a IN&BIA
analysis of proposed facilities include but a limited to:

9EI YLX SY 4/ 2YYdzyAideée DNR6GK .Sad alyl3asSySyid t NI O
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Wetlands;

Pipelines;

Streams and waterways;

100-year Floodplains;

Air Quality;

Hazardous Toxic or Radioactive Waste (HTRW) areas; and

Threatened or endangered species in addition to those mentioned above.

= =4 4 4 A8 -5 A

Human Environment

Typical of mossouthern and southwestern growth regigmaost of NWAand use is
relatively low density single famifgsidential, commercial, and industrial along with the
open space and other public land uses to support the population. Acquisition of rights
of way wil unavoidably affect existing residential areasyss, employment centers,

medical facilities, schools, and open space. In particular, a light rail or BRT fixed
guideway facility will require access control that can separate areas and disrupt the local
street pattern.

During the NEPA process for a proposed project, the identification of low income and

minority areas would be part of a review of Environmental Justice (EJ). EPA defises EJ

XOGKS FFEANI ONBIFOGYSyYy(d | yR Y Sdgyfdiegsdffratzat, cofory 02t gSY
national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and
SYF2NOSYSyl 2F SY@GANRYYSydGlt flgasz NBEIdz | A2

A proposed projecwill need to be evaluated with respect to proximity and impact on
cultural resources, Historic Places, churches, schools, museums etc. Noise and vibration
impacts, as well as visual impacts and changestess, would need to be stfiok most
alternatives.

Northwest Arkansas has a wealth of parks and recreation facilities, and a dét&RA
environmental analysiwill take them all into account. Of particular importance is the
newlydeveloped36-mile Northwest Arkansas Razorback Regional Greenway
Commurity leaders from across northwest Arkansas have been working for several
years on a regional trail plan to connect the cities in Washington and Benton counties.
The objectives of the Greenway are to create a safe place for recreation, alternative
transportation, and healthylifestyles.

Many miles of trail are already completed. By the end of 2014, the entire trail will form a
36-mile primarily offroad shareduse concrete and asphalt trail that extends from
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Bentonville to Fayetteville. Much of the routenear theA&M corridor. It also crosses
the 49 ROW
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Figure 46. Environmental Constraints
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4.4V ehicles

Modal Technology

The transitalternatives in the Northwest Arkansas Transit Alternatives Analysis Study
are a combination oalignmentsand vehicle technology. Some alternative locations
could support more than one applicable or feasible technology. For example, a new
location gudeway could accommodate light rail vehicles, {ft@or articulated buses in

Bus Rapid Transit mode, monorail, or even Maglev (magnetic levitation) if the horizontal
and vertical geometry of the guideway were compatible with the requirements of the
variousmodes.

The Alternatives Analysis compared the benefits and costs of the various choices on as
level a playing field as possible. To this end, only existing proven technologies were
considered. There are more vehicle and propulsion technology choicag thdn there

were two decades ago, and there will no doubt be additional choices in the next ten or
twenty years. But for now, the AA must lguided by the Purpose and Need to
determine which available technologies should be considered.

While there aregenerally accepted descriptions and definitions of fixed guideway
Y2RSa>X GKSNB Aa y2 a2FFAOALE ¢ OftlFaaArTAOFGAz2
heavy rail, light rail, and urban rail (streetcars with fewer stations and faster operating

speeds). \ith the advent of more modern commuter rail vehicles, even the line

between commuter rail and light rail is becoming blurred. This chapter will provide the
descriptions and definitions used in the alternatives analysis and in the various
presentations andother material provided to the public, stakeholders, and advisory
committees.

When defining a mode, one must consider not just the vehicle and its technology, but

the nature of the right of way in which it operates. Although this study focuses on fixed

guideway facilities, most modes will have some of the ROW in an exclusive, fully grade
ASLI N GSR aSO0A2yZ YR a2YS aSoOoiAiz2zya GKFG KI
versions of light rail and Streetcars in particular can have wide differandeg quality

of the ROW. With this in mind, the fixed guideway modes considered in the AA are as

follows:

Heavy Rall

Light Rail
Commuter Rail
Bus Rapid Transit

= =4 -4
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Technologiesot considered because they are not appropriate for a 40 mile corridor or
because the technology is still in development include Monorail, Personal Rapid Transit,
and Magnetic Levitation (Mag Lev). Streetcars were also not considered because of
their slower speed. Streetcars may be appropriate in some areas as a feeder/circulato
service linking a fixed guideway station with mixed use neighborhoods and downtowns
in a 1 to 4 mile radius. Similarly, HOV (high occupancy vehicles) and HOT (high
occupancy and toll) facilities were not studied because they were not considered
supportive of the Purpose and Need and goals for the project.

The following is a brief description of the modes that were considered in this AA, along
with US examples of each.

Heavy Rail

First the terms Heavy Rail and Light Rail are misnomers. The terms have nothing to do
with the weight of the rail or the vehicles. They just evolved in the lexicon of transit
planners. Heavy Railode consists of high capacity cars running in fully sepaigites

of way for 100% of the system. High voltage electric power is supplied from a ground
level third rail. Stations are several miles apart. Speeds excee0 Tracks can be
elevated, at grade but with no at grade intersections with streetdqyedow grade

(subways$. All of these modes can exist on one line. An example is the Washington
Metro connection to ReagaNational Airport It begins at the airport as above grade,

but has several afjrade and subway sections.

APTA (American Public Tsportation Association) provides this additional definition:

Heavy rail (metro, subway, rapid transit, or rapid rail) is an electric
railway with the capacity for a heavy volume of traffic. It is characterized
by high speed and rapid acceleration passemggrcars operating singly

or in multi-car trains on fixed rails; separate rigiaway from which all
other vehicular and foot traffic are excluded; sophisticated signaling, and
high platform loading.

Examples include BART in San Franc®eshington METRO MARTA in Atlanta and the
NYC subway system.
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BART¢ San Francisco MARTA Atlanta

Light Ralil

Light Railis a mode of transit service operating passenger rail cars in single car consists or in
short two-car or threecar consists on fixed raila rightof-way that is often separated from
other traffic for part or much of the way. Light rail vehicles are typically driven electrically with
power being drawn from an overhead electric line via pantograph; driven by an operator on
board the vehicleand may have either high platform loading or low level boarding using steps.
Light Rail systems in the US vary widely in the percentage of the route system which is in a
guideway or trackbed fully separated from vehicular traffic and other rail lilBzsme systems

have signalized intersections, some have fully automated rail barrier arms or gates, and some
operate in very short downtown sections on city streets, usually in a lane divided by some sort
of physical delineation. Trackbeds for light raih d@e ballasted (generally the cheapest to
build), direct fixation on top of paved surfaces and structures, or embedded track for locations
where the light rail operates on city streets, usually in a dedicated lane or lanes. Light Rail cars
and systems opate with a sophisticated signaling and communication network. Speeds can
range from 15 mph on mixed traffic sections to 80 mph or greater in separate ROW sections.

Examples in the US include DART in Eredlas, TXnetropolitan area, the TIDE in Norfelk
Hampton Roads, (Alouston TX St Louis, MO, Denver, C8acramento, CA and Phoenix, AZ.
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DART Light Rail St. Louis Metro Rail

Commuter Rail

Commuter Railk a mode of transit service (also calledtropolitan rail, regional rail or

suburban rai) characterized by diesel railway for urban passenger train service consisting of
local short distance travel operating between a central city and adjacent suburbs . A few
commuter rail operations use weles powered by overhead electric wires, mostly in the
Northeast Corridor.

Nashville Music Star RailRunner New Mexico

Service is operated on a regular, but generally geailkr, basis by or under contract with a
transit operator for transporting passengers within urbanized areas, or between urbanized
areas and outlying areas. Commuter rail service can use either lon@matshpull or self
propelled railroad passenger cars known as DMUs. It is generally characterized Hyipnulti
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tickets, specific station to station fares, railroad employment practices and usually only one or
two stations in a central business districMost service is provided on routes of current or
former freight railroads.

9EI YL S& Ay (KS !'{ AYyOR@RY QI 4 K @R filed iy Sa de A & SR |
Railway Expres§TREronnecting Ft. Worth andallas Caltrans inCaliforna, the Front Runner
in Salt Lake City, and the Raihner in New Mexico.

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)

BRT is the name given to express service bus systems that operate in combinations of
separate fixed guideways, in their own lanes on city streets,immaixed traffic. There

is an extremely broad definition of what constitutes BRT. The more sophisticated

systems use bus stations instead of bus stops, a design feature that allows passengers to
pay before boarding the bus. This allows for faster, modeedy boardings, similar to

those of heavy or light rail systems. Stations may also have elevated boarding platforms
level with the bus floors so passengers don't need to climb steps, or use wheelchair lifts,
to get on the bus. Passenger information systeare often provided which mimic the

station arrival and departure information systems of rail transit and train stations. US
examples include San Antonio, Eugene, OR, Seattle, WA, Boston, MA, the Euclid Avenue
project in Cleveland, OH, Kansas City, MO MYC 34 Street, and Ft. Worth, TX. A

new project is underway in El Paso, TX.

Eugene OR Seattle
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Boston Silver Line

Modes Not Considered in the Northwest Arkansas Alternatives Analysis

Streetcars

Often consideredo be atthe low-speedend of light

rail mode, streetcars, also known as Trolleys or Trams,
is steelwheelon-rail transit mode. It operates en

street, sharing the pavement with other vehicles (mixed
traffic mode), with little or no priority signaling at
intersections. Streetrs operate in general like local
buses, with stop spacing at about 4 blocks, average
speeds of 1€20 mph. Streetcar track is usually
embedded but can be built on ballasted sections in its own ROW, or on track that is
directly fixed (with epoxy or fastemg) to existing paved surfaces. Streetcar vehicles
can be modern low floor vehicles, or restored or replica vehicles. Typical propulsion is
overhead electric, but advances are being made in battery and hybrid power for all or
portions of streetcar lines

Streetcars were not considerexs a corridor alternativdue to low speed andystem
passenger capacittreetcar lines can be very effective in promoting TOD in specific
zones or short corridors {20 miles). They can also be effectively linkedighér

capacity fixed guideway projects, such as in Portland and in the Washington, DC H Street
Trolley (under construction).
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Personal Rapid Trans{PRT)
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PRT is also known as the Automatic Transit
Network or ATN.

o The Advanced Transit Association (ATRA)
e ; has provided this definition of Personal
Rapid Transit:

Direct originto-destination service with no need to transfer or stop at
intermediate stations.

Small vehicles available for the exclusive use of an individuamall group
traveling together by choice.

Service available on demand by the user rather than on fixed schedules.

Fully automated vehicles (no human drivers) which can be available for use 24
hours a day, 7 days a week.

Vehicles captive to a guidewdyat is reserved for their exclusive use.

Small (narrow and light) guideways are usually elevated but also can be at or
near ground level or underground.

Vehicles able to use all guideways and stations on a fully connected PRT
network.

PRT was not considcerl due to its low capacity. It is more suited for airport or campus
transportation venues. Due to dispersed stations, PRT does not serve as a catalyst for
mixed use developments.

Monoralil

Monorails arean electric railway of guided
transit vehicés operating singly or in mutar
trains.
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The vehicles are suspended from or straddle a guideway formed by a single beam, ralil,
or tube. Stations or platforms are also at car level, above city sidewalks and first floor
businesses, etc. They can beéamated or operated by a human in the cab. Monorails

in the US have been built only in theme park or major entertainment venues and have
limited application. They are limited in their ability to generate economic development
at platforms due to the eleated nature. Most monorails operate at speeds of 40 mph

or less.
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Section 5 Ridership

The most challenging part of the Alternatives Analysis was the development and
interpretation of ridership forecasts for the build alternatives for the forecast year of
2035. Scant attention was given to ridership forecasts or goals in the previous
Northwest Arkansas light rail studies. There are always multiple reasons and
justifications for investing in a major transportation project, but the usage, whether it is
measured in riders on a transit line or cars on a highway, is always at or near the top of
the list. Ridership estimates are very important to the Federal Transit Administration
when they review proposals from across the country competing for scarce Federal
funds. In the 80s and 90s, several major rail projects were built with major Federal
funding, and for various reasons they fell far short of the ridership forecasts, at least
initially. Congress eventually required that applicants use an approved ridership
forecasting methodology in the FTA evaluation process, and this has become part of the
New Starts Criteria. While different models and approaches are allowable, the
forecasting process must be reviewed and approved by FTA prior to receiving approval
to enter into project development. While it is normal for advocates to portray the most
optimistic scenario for future ridership on a new project, if the applicant or grantee
wants to use FTA funds, an approved process must be followed.

One of the key requirements is that the future land use forecast, which serves as the

basis for calculatingverall travel demand, must be the same land use forecast used in
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evidence demonstrating that fixed guideway transit systems has the capability to create

more intensivdand use around stations and along corridors. Station area land use is

not just more intense, it is typically mixetsed development, or urban villages, or

Transit Oriented Development (TOD). It goes by many names but the introduction of

well-planned rdi stations can be transformative. Examples are many but include

Washington DC, San Diego, Portland, San Francisco, Toronto, Montreal, Calgary and

Dallas.

Unless such intensified mixed use development is already an integral part of the long

range land uséorecasts, the ridership forecasts used in an Alternatives Analysis cannot
 4adzyS yedKAy3I SEOSLIG &bl ddza jd2 £ yR dzaSad
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waivers, public policy on the amount of public parking that is required in certain areas or
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as part of developments, limitations or phasing out of free public parking, incentives
use bus transit and other feeder modes such as walking and bicycling.

In addition to the limits on land use assumptions, the transit ridership forecasts must be
linked to and consistent with the regional travel demand model. In large urban areas
(over1,000,000 population), the regional travel demand model will have a separate but
integrated transit forecast model or a mode choice model. Such a mode choice model
does not exist in the Northwest Arkansas region. It was noted at the beginning of the
study that the available funding for the Alternatives Analysis was not as much as
NWARPC originally requested from FTA. The actual funding was not at a level to allow
development of a modehoice travel demand model. The agraguzbn approach was

to use theNorthwest Arkansas Travel Demand Model, or TDM, as the basis for ridership
forecasts for the transit alternatives.

The Northwest Arkansas TDM has been focused on estimating the demand for street
and highway improvements. Although the trip generation stepreated transit trip
generation, the availability of transit service was not included as a factor in assigning
trips to the existing and future transportation networks. Due to the rapid growth in
vehicular travel in Northwest Arkansas, the TDM has beeit to test different highway
scenariof’ such as:

1 Change in number of lanes

1 Adding new roads

1 Adding new major businesses or residential areas
9 Future year scenarios

To make up for the lack of transit mode choice, an overlay model for the Northwest
Arkansa TDM was created to produce a transit trip table reflective of the availability of
existing public transportation. The overlay model estimates or replicates current transit
ridership on Razorback Transit and Ozark Regional Transit bus routes. It was then
possible to generate ridership estimates for the build alternatives. This approach is a
reasonable methodology given the resources available to NWARPC and the consultant
team, but it does have several limiting factors:

MO p2NIKgSald ! NJFyala ¢NI @St 5Svydlataéhdh2 RSt wSadA
McClarty. NWARPC . Presentation to Arkansas GIS Users Symposium, 2009.
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The TDM, like most urban modelsags with a calculation of Trip Productions (usually
the home) and Trip Attractions (the destination of the original trip of the individual, such
as place of work or shopping center or school). In the Northwest Arkansas TDM, trip
attractions were createdor highway trips only, so a methodology to estimate transit
attractions was developed and this was based on highway mode attraction rates.

Because the existing NWA TDM does not assume any transit service other than

traditional bus service with an averagpeed of 20 mph, the mode choice does not take

Ayid2 LRGSYdAlrt OGN @St GAYS al gAay3a FTNRBY Fl ai
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The numbers of transit trips produced by the TDM are higher tharobserved or

actual trips on the existing transit routes. Overall, there were more than 23,000 transit
trips produced by the model for 2010 whereas the actual ridership reported by
Razorback Transit and Ozark Regional Transit totaled 11,925. Thatiomiof this
difference will be discussed later in this section.

A detailed discussion of the modeling process, results and comparative analysis is
contained in a technical memorandum prepared by the consulting firm which developed
the ridership forecats for the AAM™ A few of the key technical issues and findings are
discussed below.

Trip Generation

The trip generation model produced both highway and +mdghway trips. The highway
trips were distributed using a traditional gravity model. The fmaghway trips were not
included in the original distribution model. Alliance determined that the-haghway

trips should be distributed based on highway travel time skim using a gravity model for
each trip purpose. Two main factors were important for thatedenination: 1)about

half of the nonhighway trips actually used highways and 2) many of the transit eligible
productionattraction pairs did not have viable transit paths between the location of the
production and the location of the attraction. Thereéothe use of transit skims for the
distribution of transit eligible (noiighway) trips was not an option. For the trip
distribution model used to distribute transit eligible trips, the consulting team adopted
the original NWA TDM distribution model paratees used for highway trips as there

1 Technical Memorandum: Modeling Methodology, Ridership Forecasting and Special Market
Ridership Assessment. Alliance Transportation Group. February 2014.
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was no other source of information readily available. The highway network skims for
2010 and 2035 were used for distributing 2010 and 2035 transit trips, respectively.

Mode Choice

The Mode Choice step in travel demamadeling is simply a way to estimate the
probability of a trip being made by auto or public transportation or another mode. The
purpose of the NWA mode choice model was #fetd: 1) to allocate the transit eligible
(nonhighway) trips generated in thedit*>-based generation step to a correct category

of transit and highway trips and 2) to help compare potential ridership for several
transit alternatives (i.e. bus rapid transit [BRT], light rail transit [LRT], and commuter rail
transit [CRT]). With thisyspose in mind, Alliance adopted a straight forward

multinomial logit model structure to split nehighway trips and test the transit
alternatives. The trips are split among highway, existing local bus and a potential transit
alternative. The potential tnasit alternatives include Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), (LRT), and
Commuter Rail Transit (CRT). With this model structure, the consulting team used the
same set of mode choice coefficients for each transit alternative. This implies that the
mode choice model Widifferentiate the transit alternatives based on the level of

service (LOS) characteristics developed for each alternative by the consulting team, i.e.
headways and average speed and span of service.

The aforementioned limitations of the modeling prosagsulted in low ridership

estimates for each of the build alternatives. The NWARPC may want to seek funding for

the development of a new travel demand model that includes a robust Mode Choice

Y2RSt @ CKAA gAff 0SS RAaADdralalbR C 2 NISINNR gy KB

The forecast ridership used in this AA study should not be taken as a firm indicator of
whether the area should pursue the development of a fixed guideway rail project.
However, the ridership numbers may be a serious hurdle t&isgefederal funding
assistance for further project funding under the present rules (New Starts Criteria) for
funding proposals or until other changes take place that would allow a higher number of
transit trips to be forecast by the regional travel demandde.

121 ogit modelsare one type of mode choice model and is based on probability and economic
utility.
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The results of the Alternatives Analysis ridership forecasts were used in the second level
screening of the build alternatives along with other factors. The results of the ridership
forecast for each of the three build alternatives are discudssdw.

Model Results2035

Figure5-1 shows the results for forecasts for the Light Rail Transit mode. The Light Ralil
Transit Alternative would operate at higher average speed than other alternatives, and
would therefore have offered the fastest travel time among the transit alternatives
considered. However, as it was built on a new alignment parallel to | 49, its stations are
located in suburban areas with low density residential areas and with commercial areas
characterized by large parking lots, lack of sidewalks for pedestrian accéssf kake
access, and limited bus transit connectivity.

Thefigure below shows the daily ridership by route for the Light Rail Transit Alternative.
For the base year, 276 daily LRT riders were estimated, whereas 356 daily LRT riders
were forecast for the gar 2035.

Figure 51 LightRail Transit Ridership
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The directional imbalance of the forecast ridershiphis result of thestandard practice

of the industry to assign transit trips in productiatiraction (PA) format. The

imbalance is especially noticeable for trips of very directional nature, such as HBW trips.
This is due to the fact that the typical commuting pattern nédrip toward downtown

in the morning peak period and one trip away from towriawn in the afternoon peak
periodis assigned as two inbound trips in PA fornitis convention allows transit
planners and the models that forecast ridership to connecthibasehold

characteristics (median income, household size, vehicle availability, area type) of transit
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riders based on the zone the transit rider starts their trip. This convention also ensures
the outbound work trips return to the same zones as the inttrips. In reality, on a

daily basis, the Inbound and outbound ridership will be equal to half of the total
ridership of the two directions.

The same apparent imbalance shows up in the forecasts for the Commuter Rail Transit
(CRT) and Bus Rapid TrarBRT) modes. The results of the ridership forecasts
those are shown in FiguresXand 53, respectively.

Figure5-2 Commuter Rail Transit Ridership&M Corridor)
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Figure5-3 Bus Rapid Transit Ridership (US 71B)
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Keeping in mind the limitationsf the modeling process used in the Alternatiealysis,

the highest potential ridership occurs on the Commuter Rail Transit alternative. Even

though CRT has a lower trip frequency (longer headways) and fewer total trips due to

the need to share the ROWith the freight operations, the CRT has the advantage of

having stations located in downtowns and other areas where there is a highar

average density of trip attractionsAs mentioned, the forecast land use employed by

this modeling process does nassume redevelopment potential beyond existing

trends, the station areas have the highest potential for transformation into TOD, Transit
hNASYGSR 5S@St2LIYSyidz a RAaOddzaaSR Ay a¢KS t
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Section 6- Financial Performance of Alternates

This section provides a plannigyel estimate of the capital, operating and
maintenance costs of the Build Alternatives. Capital costs developed during the
Alternatives Analysis study apeeliminary and contain allocated and unallocated
contingencies to allow for potential unknowns that are likely to occur inmaajor
capitalproject. These can arise from higher than expected ROW acquisition and
relocation costs, unforeseen conditions, utility astjmments, fluctuations in the price of
materials in excess of inflation forecasts, and mitigation measures required by
environmental findings.

The contingency set aside for the cost estimates for the Northwest Arkansas
Alternatives Analysis study is set3% of construction and design costs, not including
vehicle costs. As the design of a project advances from planning to preliminary
engineering and final design, the percentage reserved for contingencies is lowered
progressively as successive cost estenare developed based on more input such as
soils reports, property surveys, environmental mitigation agreements, utility discovery
etc.

Capital cost estimates for the Build Alternatives are produced from unit costs, lump sum
amounts, and allowances wiiare in turn developed from recent projects which have
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situation, adjustments and assumptions are made to reflect local conditions as much as
possible.

Few of the preious studies and plans for fixed guideways contained a capital or
operating cost estimate. The 2004 B&abicon study provided a range of $550 M to
$1.24 B for a 41.2 mile project on t&M right of way, including 10 stations and 10 to
22 cars. Applyg the general CPI to adjust for inflation since 2004, the range would be
$693 M to $1.56 B in 2014 dollars.

6.1 New Location AlternativgLight Rail)

Capital costs for the new location alternative assume that approximately 80% of the
Light Rail track coulde trackon-ballast. This is cheaper than a paved trackbed with
embedded track and cheaper than a paved busway for BRT as well. It is assumed that
20% would consist of structures and/or paved trackbed with embedded track. A per
mile cost of constructio of trackbed and the overhead power supply, or overhead
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catenary system (OCS) was developed largely from the bid on the latest section of the
DART (Dallas) green line to open in 2013. Right of Way (including relocations) allowance
is 8% of the construain cost.

Operating costs for the Light Rail on New Location are based on using sied6jrén

sets in the peak hours (1 spare train set), and using 4 cars in the off peak. This amounts
to approximately 20,600 revenue vehidteurs per year. The opating and

maintenance cost range, supported by the National Transit Database (NTD) for 2012 is
$300.00 per hour.

6.2 Existing Locatiol€R (Commuter Rail)

The capital cost assumptions for this alternative assume that the majority ci&in

line between Greenland and the northern part of Rogers has sufficient ROW to add a
parallel track to facilitate the movement of passenger cars and freight locomotives
without having to request a temporal waiver from the FRA. There will be several
exceptons to the double track including Fayetteville in the vicinity of Dixon Street and
to the north of Dixon where there is insufficient ROW. A detailed operating plan may
identify other locations where single track would be sufficient but still allow for safe
operation.

Operating costs for service on t#&M would be slightly higher than for an

independent Light Rail on new location. Some of the costs of dispatching and PTC
(Positive Train Control) procedures would have to be allocated to a passenger service.
Diesel fuel costs are likely to exceed the energy cost of electric power on Light Rail for
the foreseeable future. An average of $350 per hour of vehicle revenue service was
used for the operating and maintenance costs for Commuter Rail DMU service.
GCommuter rail operating hours and frequency of service are less than can be provided
by New Location LRT. 6 cars in the peak period, with 2 carspeaif will provide

10,600 revenue vehiclkours of service.

6.3 Existing Location BRT

The capital costssumptions for BRT assume an average of $20,000 per signalized
intersection to establish signal preemption for BRT in selected sections of the corridor.
For the sections of US 71B that can be widened to accommodate exclusive median lanes
for BRT a permile urban arterial widening cost was used that assumed no structures or
business relocations were involved.
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BRT service, according to FTA guidelines, must be branded as a different service and it is
recommended (but not required) that a new generatiorboses designed for BRT
applications be deployed. The current cost for a4aoticulated BRT vehicle with diesel
power is approximately $500,000 per bus. The number of peak period vehicles for this
service is 18, with-20 buses operated on the line the off peak. This amounts to

38,000 vehicle hours per year. This high number is somewhat offset by the lower
operating cost of bus service. Based on the experience of Ozark and Razorback transit
operations, an average cost of $65 per vehicle hour wasiebfor operations and
maintenance.

Table 61 Capital Costs for Build Alternatives

(2014 Dollars)

Major Cost Categories (FTA
Definitions)

New Location Light Rail

Existing Location Existing Location

Light Rail Commuter Rail Bus Rapid Transit
Guideway/transit way and $ 1,054,878,000 $ 255,288,768 $ 38,000,000
structures
Stops & stations $ 6,000,000 $ 6,000,000 $ 800,000
Systems, signals, & communication $ 35,720,000 $ 48,594,450 $ 1,380,000
Utilities $ 24,440,000 $ 1,965,000 $ 3,500,000
Vehicles $ 29,400,000 $ 45,000,000 $ 10,000,000
ROW $ 96,024,000 $ 6,000,000 $ 3,040,000
Maintenance & Storage Facilities  $ 22,000,000 $ 22,600,000 $ 6,000,000
Special Conditions $ 72,018,000 $ 25,558,356 $ 3,040,000
Professional and Administrative $ 318,196,200 $ 91,051,643 $ 11,000,000
Design Fees
Contingencies (allocated and $ 627,636,870 $ 162,332,876 $ 21,000,000
Unallocated
TOTAL $ 2,286,313,070 $ 664,391,093 $ 97,760,000
Length (Miles) 37.6 39.3 39.9
Cost Per Mile $ 60,806,199 $ 16,905,626 $ 2,450,125
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Table 62 Operating & Maintenance Costs for Build Alternatives

New Location Existing Location Existing Location

Cost/Hours Light Rail Commuter Rail BRT
Cost Per Hour $300.00 $350.00 $65.00
Annual Hours 20,600 10,600 38,000

Annual O and M Cost  $6,180,000 $3,710,000 $2,519,000
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Section7 - Level 25creening andLocally Preferred
Alternative

The following criteria are based on the Purpose and Need statement that was
developed by the study team. Theteria are also derived from a review of the NARTS
goals and objectives for the long rangarsportation plan which were discussed in
Section 1 of this report.

1. Connecting Key Destinations
a. Connects higher education campuses, i.e., University Adfansas
Fayetteville and Northwest Arkansas Community College
b. Connects civic and cultural Centers
c. Connects major employment centers
d. Connects neighborhood striegions

2. Integrates with Existing Transportation Network
a. Freight rail compatibility
b. Historic statons and transit centers
c. Bicycle and pedestrian routes
d. Minimize impacts to existing auto traffic

3. Economic Development
a. Revitalize neighborhoods
b. Develop underutilized property
c. Enhance values of existing property
d. Facilitate new opportunities in existing nalgprhoods
e. Promote Green mixed use development

4. Optimize System Performance and Potential for Expansion
a. Compatibility with staged implementation
b. Maximize transit ridership
c. Leverage Federal/state/private funding

5. Technical Considerations
a. Environmentaimpacts
b. Environmental benefits
c. Capital cost
d. Annual operating costs
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7.1Screening Results

Table 71 illustrates the results of the Level 2 screening process. All criteria were given
equal weight in this Alternatives Analysis. Some criteria have an inthigsier weight,

and these are different for each region and corridor. A discussion of this, along with a
review of the latest FTA New Starts process criféoldows the table.

Table 71 Level 2 Screening Results

N[=YY EXISTING EXISTING
CRITERIA LOCATION LOCATION LOCATIO

LRT CRT BRT

Connect Key Destinations:

Campuses 3 4 4
Civic and Cultural Centers 2 3 3
Major Employment Centers 2 4 4
Neighborhood Sulsegions 2 3 3
Integrates with Existing Transportation Network
Freight Rall 4 2 4
Historicstations & transit centers 0 5 2
Bicycle & Pedestrian Routes 1 4 3
Auto Traffic 3 4 4
Economic Development

Revitalize Residential Districts 2 4 2
Develop Underutilized Property 2 5 2
Enhance values of adjacent property 3 5 2
Facilitate New Opportunities in Existing 2 4 3
Neighborhoods

Promote Green Mixed Use Development 3 5 3

Optimize System Operation & Potential for
Expansion
Staged Implementation 4 4 5
Maximizing transit ridership 2 4 3
Leverage Federal/state/private funds 3 4
Technical Considerations

Environmental impacts 1 5 5
Environmental Benefits 2 4 3
Capital Cost 1 3 4
Annual operating costs 4 3 2

TOTAL LEVEISZREENING POINTS 44 78 66
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7.2 Criteria Conclusion and LPA

It is obvious from the totals in the table above that the Existing Location Commuter Rail
option (in the existindA&M corridor) ranked higher in the Level 2 screening than other
alternatives. As mentioned in Section 4 Alternatives Development, the alternatives are
comprised of locations and specific modal technology. Modal technology, in turn,
consists of vehicles arah assumed service scenario. The criteria rankings for Northwest
Arkansas arise in part from the location of the alternative in relation to the various land
uses in the study area, and in part from the mode technology and service.

The criteria rankings arfeirther reinforced by examining the population within a one
mile bandwidth of each alternative Over half of the urbanized area population is
within a one mile bandwidth of the A&M railroad corriddn ascending ordethe
populations within one milare as follows:

New Location: 89,554 , or 30% of the UZA
BRT on US71B: 147,052 or 49% of the UZA

Commuter Rail on A&M ROW: 152,781 or 52% of the UZA

Figures 71, 2 and 3 showhe one mile bandwidth in relation to each alternative.
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Figure 71 Bandwidth for New Location
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Figure 72 BandwidthBRT on US71B
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Figure 73 Bandwidth for Commuter Ralil
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As described in the Financial Performaseetion,building the entire 39mile

Commuter Rail option is expensive. And it is unlikely it will qualify for Federal funding

assistance in the near term. A staged implementation is very feasible and would provide

GKS FNBIF gAGK I &a&ié atdmciwdeds bfdided ghidewdySY 2 y a G NI 0 S
passenger service. A key to future expansion will be to select the first stage carefully so

that it can bring about mixed use development, also known as Trarnisini@d

Development.The selection of the starter line ratibe done in close cooperation with

the A&M ownership discussed further in Section &reatingthe proper public and

private incentives and framework will be just as important as buying passenger rail cars

and laying new parallel track.

An example of astarter line would be downtown Fayetteville to downtown Springdale
on the A&M line. Double tracking, 3 stations, 4 modern DMU cars and other
requirements would cost about $229M in 2014 dollars.

The criteria rankings of the New Location LRT alternaise lower in many cases

simply because the new location is in an area of typical suburbailémsity

development. Over time, a new location light rail would undoubtedly influence the
development and bring about higher densities, but as was discusgbd Ridership
section, FTA policy guidance and regulations require that the forecast be based on the
existing regional land use forecasts used in the financially constrained transportation
plan. FTA and the new MAP 21 legislation provide some opportunity ¢hange in the
land use assumptions, discussed later in this section.

Similarly, the criteria rankings of the Existing Location CRT option were positively
influenced more by its location than the modal technology (commuter rail mode).
Commuter railpy its very nature, is on tracks and ROW which have the primary purpose
of serving local and through freight traffic. Commuter rail service scenarios are
comprised of service during the commuting or peak hours, with limiteddai

evening, and weekenskervice. This is in contrast to a dedicated passenger facility which
has frequent service for 12 to 16 hours a day. There is no doubt that the Northwest
Arkansas Region would be well served by a light rail service scenario in this corridor, but
it is not feasible due to the volume and frequency of the freight service provided by

A&M.

The Existing Location CRT option benefits from its historic location as the main
transportation spine of Northwest Arkansas dating back to the 1800s. The town centers
grew from the station locations, and although the area has grown along maryveast
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axes, the town centers still have strong activity and strong potential for higher levels of
development and occupancy.

The BRT alternative suffers from the previouslguased fact that developers and
investors prefer facilities with fixed guideways, i.e., rails or separate fixed busways, over
bus transit facilities with little or no infrastructure associated with them. However, that
does not mean that a staged BRT pobjm the US71 B corridor should not be pursued.
This is detailed further in The Path Forward section of this report.

A true fixedguideway project has the potential to generate more station area
development simply because of the perceived permanendlefransit service. Fixed
guideway transit usually supports a higher transit ridership than traditional bus service,
so a higher population level can be served which in turn means a larger market for the
retail and commercial establishments that mightdte in the vicinity of a station.

7.3Revisions to New Starts Criteria Process under MAP

As mentioned several times in this report, tNew Starts criteria that goventihe rating

of proposed fixed guidewayand major BRT projects are in a transition period due to
changes in the authorizing legislation (MAP). A new Final Rule for major capital
investments, including New Starts, became effective in April 023 is the custom
with FTA, it issued furtherdiicy Guidance to define and implement the regulatory and
statutory provisions of the new ruf¥.

The new rules still stress ridership and riderstafated values and benefits, but will

provide some flexibility in allowing a project sponsor to demonsteatd place a dollar

gl £ dzS 2y & Eyrisdnenks X8 yonsistofieconomic development that will be
induced or generated by the investment in a major transit project. This is a departure
from previous New Starts criteria. The project sponsor musvige ample proof or

local policy commitment in support of enrichment claims. The Policy Guidance provides
this definitonsF SO2y2YA O o0SYySTFAG SYyNAROKYSylasé

13 Federal Transit Administration 49 CFR Part 611 [Docket No. FZ040' 0009] Major Capital
Investment Projects , April 2013.

4 Federal Transit Administration New and Shetarts Evaluation and Rating Process: Final
Policy Guidance, August 2013
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patterns around thdransit investment and the resulting magnitude of changes in

population and employment, considering: the economic conditions in the project

corridor; the mechanisms by which the project would improve those conditions; the

availability of land in station aas for development and redevelopment and a pro forma

assessment of the feasibility of specific development scenarios.

It is very important to note that FTA will require substantial evidence of strongly pro
transit land use and transportation polices the above to be considered. Here is a
listing of thepotential sources a project sponsarayhave to document in order to

show that the potential for economic benefits has a high probability of occurring as a
result of the transit investment.

Sources ofnformation to Justify Benefits of Enrichments

V Transit Supportive Plans and Policies:
o Growth Management
o Transit Supportive Corridor Policies;
0 Supportive Zoning Regulations Near Transit Stations; and
o Tools to Implement Land Use Policies
V Performance and Imgcts of Policies:
o Performance of Land Use Policies; and
o Potential Impact of Transit Project on Regional Land Use.
V Tools to maintain or increase the share of affordable housing in the project
corridor:
o Evaluation of CorrideBpecific Affordable Housing Nesdnd Supply
Plans and Policies to Preserve and Increase Affordable Housing such as:
Inclusionary zoning and/or density bonuses for affordable housing
Employer assisted housing policies
Voluntary or mandatory inclusionary housing policies
Rent controls ocondominium conversion controls
Zoning to promote housing diversity
Affordability covenants

O O O O 0O O O

V Adopted Financing Tools and Strategies to Preserve and Increase Affordable
Housing such as:
o Target property acquisition, rehabilitation, and development fundiorg
low income housing within the corridor, including:
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Low Income Housing Tax Credits

Ongoing affordable housing operating subsidies

Weatherization and utilities support program

Local tax abatements for low income or senior housing

Local of State progranmbat provide mortgage or other home
ownership assistance for lower income and senior households
Established land banking programs or transfer tax programs
Local or regional affordable housing trust funds

Targeted tax increment financing or other valspture strategies for
low income housing

Developer Activity to Preserve and Increase Affordable Housing

Section 8of this AA report, The Path Forward, will discuss the above FTA aontdpe
options for the Northwest Arkansas region relative to Fedinadling andthe financial
feasibility of implementing fixed guideway transit in the region
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Section 8Conclusion: The Path Forward

The Northwest Regional Planning Commission contracted for this Alternatives Analysis
because itorrectlyperceived there was widespread interestigda rail project that

would connect the regioandsustain and enhance the higjuality of life by reducing
congestion and spurring a return to traditional urban densities and mixed use land
development. The puic outreach effort during thistudy added to the evidenaef the
interest. Open houses were walttended by lay citizens, elected officials, and
representatives of special interest groups. Local and statewide news media provided full
coverage of meetigs, and the stakeholder committee and TAC advisory committee

were fully engaged. There is no doubt therstisnginterestin providing a stronger

transit mode

All the interested parties have different expectations, and thi§ dzZR& Qa 3JI2e t A a (2
acommon ground and a baseline of informatifum continued efforts to bring abowd
fixed-guideway transit project in Northwest Arkansas

The common ground should start with the three parts of this section: Findings,
Recommendations, and Path Forwdiod Development Policies.

8.1Findings
V The LPA, along with the other alternatives that were considered, is not currently

eligible for New Starts (Major Capital Investment) Fundinge to highcapital
cost and the inability of current model to show a high degree of ridership, it is
unlikely the project can advance pwoject fundingstatus in the FTA Major
Capital Investments process (New Staas)conditions exist nonChanges in the
law will now albw FTA will consider factors other than ridersHypt the
ridership thresholds are currently set as follows:

High >29.9 Million
Medium High 15-29.9 Million
Medium 5-14.9 Million
Medium Low 2.5-4.9 Million
Low <2.5Million

*Mobility Improvement =Estimated Annual Trips by Non Transit Dependent
Persons plus 2 times Number of Annual Trips by Transit DependenBers
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The Federal Funding Guidelines above are important, but only for Federal
funding eligibility. Theredve been many new commuter rail lines buking

only nonFederal funds in the past decadé-ederal funding was either denied or
not requested becausep projeatership and user benefits, as calculated
according to FTA requirementid not meet Federarequirements The

following shows 2013 ridership levels for several of these {Rederally Funded
commuter rail lines

Commuter Line Annual Ridership  Daily Ridership ~ Corridor Length
(miles)

Cap Metro Red Line (Austin) 817,000 2400 32
A Train (Denton) 522,000 2000 21
Music Star (Nashville) 246,000 900 32
Rail Runner (New Mexico) 1,082,000 3500 97

By comparison, the 203%dershipfrom the modelfor the Commuter Rail
alternative would be 355,000 riders per year. As discussed elsewhere in this
report, the ridership forecasts are very conservative due to the limitations of the
modeling procedures.

There are twd-ederal fundindactors for NWARPC teork on as it considers

further pursuit of Federal funding source&TA rules willow allow project

sponsorgo consider economic and other benefits of fixed guideway proposals,

not just ridership. This is discussed later in tleigtisn. Second, NWARPC

should weigh the costs and benefits of developing a TDM with mode choice
capability. The NWARPC staff is currently upgrading and enhancing the TDM and
that may provide enough mode choice capability.

V Without Federal Fundingr other funding sourcea Fixed Guideway proposal is
not eligible for inclusion in a finandwktonstrained long range planThe cost of
the New Location Alternativis on a scale witthe total funding for all other
projects in the 2035 LRP. The Existingation Commuter Rail alternative also
does not have adequate funding sourdkat can be determined presently.

V Highway Widening will not achieve all the goaddthough there are funds and
projects in development to addeededhighway capacity in thed9 corridor, no
regioncareverd g A RSy AlGa ¢l e&é¢ 2dzi 2F O2y3ASaitrzyo
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automobile traffic will find its way to the improved facilitie8. fixed guideway
transit project should remain a goal.

There are advantages to a néedenlly funded project.This is not to say that
Federal funds should not be sought. But there are many recent major rail
projects in the US that were builtithout Federal funds. Nashville and Denton
County Commuter Rail projects are two nearby exampl8eme of the
advantages of having no Federal funds have to do with project delivery. A
project can advance from concept to opening day years faster. Although any
responsible project development process will follow good environmental
practices, no NEPAgqxess should be necessary. It will be simpler to use
expedited project delivery methods such as Dedigiid (DB), DesigBuild
OperateMaintain (DBOM)or other project delivery methods. The Desigid
Build traditional project delivery process gendydbkes much longer and
requires much more supervision and administration by the project sponsor.
With FTA funding, Congress requires a Project Management Oversight
Consultant (PMOC) which adds time and costs to the project delivery.

Any of the exped#d project delivery methods could include a negotiated or
competitively procured arrangement with th&&M, which might greatly
accelerate the implementation and integration with its freight operations.

It should be noted that even without Federal funditige Federal Railroad

Administration retains jurisdiction over any light rail or commuter rail projects

that interact or are in proximity to freight lines and freight traffic. The FRA

GONI aKg2NIKAYSaaég NBIdzZ | A2y agsoddel &8 G2 | f

A&M Ownership is experienced in Passenger Servides is one of the biggest

pluses for the project. There are very few Class I, 1l or Il railroads in the US that

voluntarily operate passenger service. Even though it is excursion, chader an

special event service, th®&M has a mindset that it can serve passengers as well

as freight. It is a very successful freight line but it is also a successful passenger
SYGSNLINRaSo az2zald NIAENRBIRa gAftt y2i S@Sy
passengerervice. WhileA&AMK | & y2i SYR2NBSR (KAa addzReQ
to say the ownership and management are more than willing to meet with area

leaders on how to begin implementing this project in workable stages, or

GYAYAYFE 2LISNIo6fS aSavySyila¢o
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8.2 Recanmendations

Northwest Arkansas communities should work with NWARR@peoove its existing

public transit service and to gét ¢ NJ v & A tiVheth& IFdléral fending is sought or
not, a successful fixed guideway project must be developed side by side sotmd

bus service expansion plamd aneconomic redevelopment platiat begins at the

station locations and radiates outward into the broader communifys presented at

the end of Section 7, transit supportive development policies may go a long way toward
making a project eligible for Federal funding for New Startggots. Even if Federal

funds are not received or not sought, the affected municipalities in NWA should work to
enhance and develop a comprehensive set of zoning and public finance policies to
promote walkable, sustainable neighborhoods in tkh&M /Razorbak Greenway

corridor.

V The Northwest Arkansas Region should create and adopt an intedeatddise
and transportation plan that is based on promotion of mixed use development

patterns

V Most regions that have built regional commuter transit systems rstaged
with a multijurisdictional vision and plan for future transportation and land use
in the region.MPQ3such as NWARPC usuagllgty a central role in facilitating
the plan and providing the technical expertise needed to complete it. Local
electedleaders, however, are instrumental in generating the political and public
support for local adoption of the regional plan, and for aligning local
comprehensive plans and zoning with tiegional transportation and land use
plan.For the most part, transptation and land use plans are based on trends of
the past 2 or 3 decades. To get a different result, a different strategy must be
employed. That involves forecasting change.

V /[ 2YYdzy AGASE Ay b2! OFy 6S5S02YS &GiGNFryaarid NE
V The principles of TOD planning and real estate development are directly

transferrable to downtown, commercial corridor revitalization efforts, and
moving to a more compact development pattern to reduce suburban sprawl.
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Cities cardetermine, as some already hawehere higherdensity or
concentrated development is appropriate&Cities can alsdentify infrastructure
needs.establishfunding sources, and implement zoning and other land use
regulations to attract developmer@ompatilde with future transit.A nearby
example can be found in théansas City region have completed several
planning studies for future transit corridors, well in advanc8RIT and possibly
light railtransit service(Kansas City is also undertaking a sitaeproject in the
downtown area, primarily for economic development reasons.)

Keep the Development Focused in the Corridor.

TheNWACcorridor has strong anchors on the north and south, although
employment is dispersed on the north. Bentonville and Fayelte have the

largest concentrations of employment in the region, making them logical
anchors for either end of a linear transit corridor. The University of Arkansas has
approximately 25,000 students and 4,000 faculty and staff, and U of A sporting
events have a national draw. Several large employers are located in Bentonville
includingWakMart, WalMart suppliers, and two major hospitals. However, in
Bentonville and elsewhere along the corridor that employment is dispersed in
suburban office parks, wth are difficult to serve efficiently with transit.
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Look for ways to add energy and developer interest in the communities and
downtowns between Fayetteville and Bentonville.

TOD has been attractive to local governments, property owners, and real estate
developers because of its potential to-emergize communities and
neighborhoods.Mixed use development has also been misapplied in places.
There is a body of academic and consultant research and real world examples of
successful TOD throughout the UPSoperty value increases of 10 to 25 percent
and higher have been observed in successful TODs. While many are in larger
metro areas such as Washington D.C., Charlotte, N.C. (South End), Dallas, TX, and
Denver, CO, smaller metros can attract TOD underigtg conditions as

described herein

In addition to the rail LPA along t#&M, begin a stage development of high

quality Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) along US 71B

Bus Rapid Transit (BREBn have many of the same benefits as commuter and

light rail, but withless real estate development impacHowever, iis emerging

as a lower cost alternative to commuter rail. Built in a dedicated guideway, or
gAOUK RSRAOFGSR fFrySas a32tRé YR daaAif OSNE
service, reliability, and comfort sifar to light rail. While the real estate and
economic impacts is typically less than light or heavy rail, BRT can have positive
land use and economic impacts when there is permanence in the system, such as
connecting major employers, institutions, activiand population centers, and

having a dedicated or partially dedicated guideway.
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8.3 Path Forward for Development Policies

¢tKA& adGddzReé LINPRdAzOSR | GSOKYAOIFf LI LISN) db2NIKgSaIl
lylFf@aAaY ¢NIyaAld hNASY(GSR 5S@SE®@daviSanidi { OSy I NR 2 2
Planning Systems, Inc. of Denver, Coloratidhe area is to someday qualifor Federal

funding for a fixed guideway transit project, a unified development strategy must emerge. Key
strategiesfrom the report comprise the remainder of The Path Forwanid these should be

the focus of coordination efforts by the NWARPC polasré

TOD has been discussed throughout this report. To recap the most important
characteristics relevant to Northwest Arkansasnsit oriented development (TOD) can

be defined as mixed use residential or commercial development within walking distance
of a transit station designed to maximize access to transit and incorporating features
designed to encourage transit ridership. A TOD often resembles other activity centers
with a greater mix of uses and higher densities than the surrounding market &d&zs T
typically have the following features:

T Mix of Uses; Land uses can be mixed either vertically or horizontally. TOD is most
often primarily residential at suburban locations but can have employment and
other commercial and retail uses at activity cenéed downtown locations.

T Compact Development TODs are built at higher densities than the surrounding
market area, creating a focal point around a transit station. The density and amount
of development are market driven; higher land values support higegelopment
densities and more urban locations support greater amounts of development.

1 Pedestrian Oriented; The development pattern at TODs is designed to facilitate
pedestrian access to and from the station with ample sidewalks, interconnected
blocks andstreets, and buildings oriented toward the street, and parking located in
secondary locations.

1 TOD Typology Stations can be classified according to their transit function and
there approximate place in the continuum of urban and suburban developmerg. Th
continuum ranges from Downtown and Regional Activity or Employment Centers
areas on the larger and most intense end of the development spectrum to
Neighborhood Centers on the smaller end. There are also more specialized single
use centers such as hosglg or major sports complexes. The mix of uses varies by
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type and location; however, the larger, more intense urban centers tend to be
higher density and contain more employmarges while smaller centers tend to
contain lower densities and a greater prapon of housing.

The presence of transit at a stationan have a positive effect on developmemtential

in the immediate area because transit improves the regional accessibility of properties,
which has a positive impact on property values. These higher land values can support
higher development densities and in some cases a different mix ofuseslin much the
same way as property adjacent to a highway interchange is different from development
farther away. However, the presence of transit alone does not translate to greater
development potentials. There are other key economic requirements itimgad OD,
including:

1 A Positive Market; TOD cannot overcome other negative local or national real
estate market conditions, including negative household or employment growth,
declining building and land values, or the lack of conventional development
financing.

1 Supportive Public Policg In order for a TOD activity center to be built, the local
jurisdiction needs to provide a planning framework and zoning that allows for the
type, mix, and density of development supportable by the market and desired by the
community.

1 Realistic Expectationg TOD can alter the location, density, and form of
development within a market area. It can have a positive impact on the
development capture of a city or sub region. However, it cannot by itself create
measurable demantbr net new development within the larger region.

TOD also requires a commitment to a letegm development planHistorically, TOD

does not occuuntil the transit investments in place and providing a high level of
accessibility that is generating hitgvels of ridership. In all but the most robust real

estate markets, a TOD plan may take 10, 20, or more years to be fully implemented as a
significant activity centerAs discussed herein, however, Northwest Arkansas can justify
0 SA Y3 -NMB INKdsaskOity, Denver, and Dallas regidmave planned for transit
service and TOD well in advancdl® investment in fixed guidewdayansit service.

A station area plan is key as it provides direction for the preferred land uses to be
developed within atsition influence area over a loAgrm time horizon of 20 to 25

years. The typical area of influence is approximately arnaé radius modified by

logical roadway and geographic features. In addition to the land use element, the plan
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should be groundedypa market study that identifies the potentials for TOD land uses. It
should also contain an infrastructuneventory andneeds analysis, redevelopment
strategies, and recommendations for changes and incentives to encourage TOD. The
TOD plan allowthe planners toaddress the individual characteristics and market
opportunities and constraints of individual station locations and settings.

Transit Ready

An earlier recommendation in this section was for the NWA region to become Transit
Ready. Planning for transit and TOD is compatibi¢gh multiple revitalization and
redevelopment goalsuch as attracting mixed use development, increasing
development density and diversity, creating walkable neighborhoods and business
districts, and redevelopingr re-purposing obsolete industrial property adjacent to rail
corridors. Many of the principles of T@Digher densities, walkability, and a mix of
useg are the same principles that apply to any urban, suburban, or downtown
revitalization planning effortSince land use change can take several years, it is
important to begin planning and implementing higher density development and
revitalization plans now to position the region for future transit service.

Transit Oriented Development Benefits

Transit Oriened Development (TOD) is being pursued by communities for several
reasons including local economic development benefits, increased access to jobs (by
residents) and labor force (by employers), and for the environmental and social benefits
of compact develoment. The private sector, land owners, investors, and developers are
interested in TOD because of its potential to support higher property values. TOD also
increases ridership on transit systems, and to the transit operator is a lower cost way of
adding rders compared to expanding the transitstem. An overview of the motivations

for developing TOD and its benefits follows.

Demand for Transit Accessible Real Estate

Demographers, economists, and the national homebuilding industry expect housing and
commergal real estate demand to shift dramatically in the coming years; some areas of
the U.S. are already experiencing these predicted shifts. Over the past decade there
have been at least four national studies of housing preferences and national
demographic tends that indicate increasing demand for more compact and transit
accessible housing, workplace, and retail locations. Conversely, the demand for large
homes and large lot suburban and exurban development is expected to decrease. Some
highlights of this reearch are summarized below:



Northwest Arkansas Transportation Alternatives Analy 102

T Approximately 38 percent of Americans would like the option to live in attached
housing (apartments, condos, townhomes), and 35 to 40 percent would prefer single
family homes on small lots (less than 7,000 square feet).

1 Attachad housing comprises only 30 percent of the housing supply and small lot
housing comprises only another 30 percent of the housing supply, creating a gap
between housing preferences and what the market is providing.

1 One quarter of Americans would like to bBble to walk or cycle to work, yet only 4
percent actually do. However, when work, shopping, and services are located less
than one mile from home, roughly 40 percent of the population will walk or cycle to
these locations.

T From 1990 to 2010 approximate®@ percent of housing demand was from growing
families (children of baby boomers having their own children). Over the next 20
years, this market segment is projected to be one quarter of the housing market.
The housing market will be dominated by empty tees (baby boomers), smaller
households as households size continues to fall, and the young labor force

1 Generation Y and Millenniaghow stronger preferences for more urban style
housing in both central city and suburban locations, and have lower rates of car
ownership. They also prefer workplaces in more mixed use urban style
environments rather than the single use suburban busimpesks popular from the
1970s through the 2000s. As the U.S. labor force shrinks with the retirement of the
baby boomers, attracting this young labor force will be important to businesses and
cities.

Real Estate Impacts

There is a growing body of evidenoebioth academicesearch and the experience of
real estate developers (and local governments) engaged in TOD that TOD locations
support higher property values than nérOD locations. The access and convenience
that good transit service provides makes théseations attractive to residents and
businesses, resulting in higher property values.

There have been numerous academic and consultant studies that estimated the
premiums in real estate values associated with being located close (generally within
one-quarter- to one/half-mile of high frequency transit), as summarized below. Rent
and value premiums range from as little as seven percent in Boston to as much as 40
percent in the San Francisco Baga (Table 4).
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T Average rents in the Bay Area for a dsedroom apartment were priced 10 percent
above comparable projects and 16 percent higher for-tvealroom units> On
average, rents at the East Bay TOD (e.g. Oakland and Berkeley) were 10 to 15
percent higher than nofTOD units.

T A similar study conducted in Ded found that a sample of properties located around
DART rail stations saw increases in property values and rents of about 25 percent
greater than overall county levels and comparable T&D properties®
{LISOAFAOLFEt & |y |y ldtich fodnd arenfipreniurh 6fR33 Q a2 O A
percent above comparable non TOD unitsadidition, between 1997 and 2001
median values of residential properties increased 3&fcent near DART light rail
stations compared to 19.5 percent in control group areas.

!> TransitOriented Development in the United States: Experience, Challenges, and Prospects
TCRP Report 102. Transportation Research Board. 2004.

®The Initial Economic Impacts detDART LRT Systé@enter for Economic Development and
Research1999.
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Table8-1
Transit Oriented Development Residential Property Premiums

City/Region System Technology Study Date Passenger Metro Area Value of
Miles ! Congestion Proximity to
Ranking ? Station

Residential
Alameda County (Bay Area) BART Heavy Rail 1994 1,448,529,163 8 39%
Netherlands --- Commuter Rail 2006 --- --- 25%
No. San Diego County (Coaster Line) NCTD Commuter Rail 40,139,482 137 +20%
Santa Clara County (Silicon Valley) VTA Light Rail 2001 54,474,946 8 15%
Bay Area BART Heavy Rail 1996 1,448,529,163 g 10-15%
Philadelphia SEPTA Commuter Rail 1993 486,427,898 11 7-15%
Portland, OR TriMet Light Rail 1993 193,574,421 25 11%
Boston MBTA Commuter Rail 1994 792,889,367 12 6.7%

Commercial

Santa Clara County (Silicon Valley) VTA Light Rail 2001 54,474,946 8 23%
Washington D.C. WMATA Heavy Rail 1,639,628,551 7 10-20%
San Diego, CA Various Various --- 13 20-40%

1 Federal Transit Administration National Transit Database, http://www.ntdprogram.gov/ntdprogram/
2 Texas Transportation Institute Urban Mobility Report, http://mobility.tamu.edu/ums/

Source: Research summarized by Economic & Planning Systems

ST B o) 23044 ATk AT AN Or T S0u T onridor AN Date [ 123044 TOD Framiums s Sneet 1

T A study completed by EPS in the Denver, Colorado region found that apartment
rents in TOD locations were 15 percent higher than comparable properties in non
TOD locationgFigures-1).
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Figure8-1
Denver Region TOD Apartment Rent Premiums
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Much of the evidence suggests that TOD projects served by intensive transit service
produce the healthiest real estate results. However, while good quality transit is
important, it is not the on} factor in determining financial performance. Higher
densities, pedestrian amenities, and retail services all contribute to the level of
premium. According to the TRB, it is the synergy of proximity, density, mix of uses, and
pedestrian friendliness thatuly translates into property values and enhanced real
estate performance’

Equity

Transportation and fuel costs are rising nation and worldwide. For those who cannot
afford to own a car or choose not to, good public transit can provide a viable means to
access better job opportunities that may not be close to home. Transit can connect
people of all income ranges to opportunities for job training, education, and career
advancement.

" TransitOriented Development in the United States: Experience, Challenges, and Prospects
TCRP Report 102. Transportation Research Board ( TRB)
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Rail and Bus Rapid Transit TOD

The conventional wisdom has been that bus transit does not support TOD. The fixed
investment that a rail line represents conveys a sense of permanence to property
owners, investors, and developersail lines rarely move, while bus routes can be easily
charged. However, modern bus rapid transit (BRT) is beginning to emerge as a viable
and lower cost alternative to rail, and is supporting TOD or at least development
oriented to transportation corridors. The highest levels of BRT, gold and silver rated,
have edicated or partial guideways and service that approach the schedule reliability
and safety levels of rail transiExamples detailed in the separate report cover Fixed
Guideway BRTs includiMpason Corridor, Fort Collins, ColoradéX Line, Kansas City,
MO, Health Line, Cleveland, OH

According to a study published by the Institute for Transportation & Development
Policy, the Health Line has generated approximately $115 in economic development for
every dollar spent on the bus system. Since the healthbiegan, there has been more
than $4.3 billion in proposed, new, or finished development projects along the corridor.

LPA Station Concepts

The consultant team prepared conceptual development scenarios for the approximate

station locations identifiedor the LPA commuter rail alternative in the AA. This is part of

the Path Forward and is intended to generate ideas and help set in motion the planning

F2NJ ¢h5 (2 KStLI KS NB3IA2Y 06S Y2NB aiGNIyaaid
pattern of the region ta more nodal and transportation corridariented pattern

should be a focus of future land use and infrastructure planning. This is important for

functional reasons but will also be an essential step to make the project eligible for FTA

capital funding asistance.

This portion starts with descriptions of the proposed station areas for the LPA. Next,
each station area is classified withistation area typology frameworthat

characterizes the types of development that are compatible with the transittfan

and the geographic and market context. It concludes by identifying potential
development and redevelopment sites and estimate the mix of land uses and amount of
development these sites could support at some point in the future.

This analysis is nattended to imply any local government action on specific properties.
Market conditions and property owners will determine when development or
redevelopment is appropriate.
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Proposed Station Areas

EPS examined six proposed station areas for this andb@mntown Fayetteville,
Johnson, Downtown Springdale, Lowell, Downtown Rogers, anbBalle. Actual
station locations for eventual construction have not yet been identified. The locations
chosen in this analysis represent logical locations based omwaadccess and existing
development patterns, particularly for the Downtown stations.

Downtown Fayetteville

A logical location for the Fayetteville
Station would be south of ietsection of
the rail with West Dickson Street. This is
near the heart oDowntown Fayetteville,
approximately onequarter- to one-half of

a mile to the center of the University of
Arkansas (U of A) campus just to the
west. Dickson Street and Downtown
Fayetteville is a densely developed mixed
use district containing ground flooetail,
restaurant, and office businesses, homes,
andstudent apartments. Fayetteville has the largest and strongest downtown in the
Region due to the presence of 24,595 students and 4,000 stafb&AUThe station
would serve U of A staff and faculty,of A events, and northbound commuters. In fact,
much of the downtown development pattern can be considered TOD as it is already
dense for the NW Arkansas region and contains a mix of land uses.

Johnson

The Johnson station would be located at approxinhatédain Drive and the rail

alignment. This area also has approximately 250 acres of undeveloped agricultural land
surrounding the station area, largely on the west side of the rail alignment. The small
residential community of Johnson is located to theteas

[-49 at Gregg St.

Although not identified in the AA, Fayetteville Junction could be considered as a station
location for either rail or BRT. The Washington Regional Medical Center, a large
employment center and major destination, is located here, aretéhare several

hundred acres of undeveloped land surrounding this junction. The undeveloped land
provides an opportunity to create a new development that is transit ready.
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Downtown Springdale

Downtown Springdale has been identified as a logical locétio8pringdale's station at
roughly Emma Avenue and the rail alignment. Springdale envisions that a commuter rail
station could be a catalyst for downtown and an additional amenity to support business
and street activity. The station could integrate weith the Razorback Greenway, which

is the first of many projects aimed at revitalizing downtown, including daylighting Spring
Creek.

Downtown Springdale's compact street grid and comparably higher density
development is support of transit, although propgralues are low and vacancies are
high at this time. The City's offices are the dominant occupant of downtown office
space. The Springdale Housing Authority owns income restricted apartments within
one-quarter of a mile of downtown.

Rogers

Rogers statiomrould be located near the center of their downtown in the vicinity of the

intersection of Walnut Street (/) and 1stStreet@l 0 ® 52y (i 26y w23ISNE A&
main street oriented around the historic rail depot area along 1st Street AR has

some maintenance facilities here, including a station for its excursion passenger service.

The City of Rogers has made substantial investments in the streetscape environment in
Downtown, including brick paving, planters, curb bulb outs, and crosswHile

downtown is visually appealing with an attractive building stock. Although there are still

some vacancies in street level storefronts, these investments are helping to attract new
businesses, including at least two new restaurants.

Lowell

The appraimately station location for Lowell would be in the vicinity of Hwy. 264 (West
Monroe Ave.) at US 71B. Land use in this area is a mix of agricultural-ardustyial
buildings, active agricultural fields, and new residential subdivisions on former
agrialltural properties. In addition, there are several recently constructed single family
residential subdivisions in this vicinity indicating demand for housing in this area. Homes
are generally in the entry level first time buyer and first mayemarket segients.

Bentonville

Bentonville is the home dVakMart, whose headquartels located at the northeast
corner of 8th Street and South Walton Boulevard. A possible commuter rail station
location is in the vicinity of Southeast 8th and Southeast J StrefétS. T/ A 1 @ Q& { 2dzi KS
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Downtown Plan proposes creating a Market District and an Arts District in this area. The
Market District is proposed in area between SE 5th, SE 8th, SE J, SE E Court. The Market
District block has a vacant Tyson chicken plant, an aktia# Foods manufacturing

facility, and a number of homes. Integrating the station at the western edge of this plan
area should be evaluated further.

The Arts District is planned for roughly three square block area between SW B and SW A
west to east, resectively, and approximately Southeast 4th on the north and Southeast
8th on the south. This area is developed with a mix of aging industrial and commercial
buildings. Southeast 6th Street would be a key connection between the two Districts.

Surrounding lad use ranges from residential at Moberly Lane to large distribution
warehouses between Moberly and Southeast J Streets. Downtown (The Square) is
approximately onehalf of a mile to the northwest. The rail right of way appears to end
in this 5th to 8th blok; extending the rail into downtown may not be practical as it
would require substantial property acquisition in established neighborhoods. The rail
ROW situation has also been complicated by the recent sa&bf ROW to the
Northwest Arkansas Communitpk&ge.

TheWakMart headquarters is located approximately 1.5 miles to the west and is not

walkable from this station locatioWaFMart campus buildings are a mixture of one to

two story buildings that have been gradually converted to office from wansband

distribution uses. The Square is the core of Downtown Bentonville, attmsi<block

commercial district with tweto three-story mixed use buildings dating from the 1800s.

The buildings are in good condition and occupied with a variety of uesstés and

ALISOAlfGe NBOFIAf odzaAySaasSad ¢KS 2NAIAYLE 2}
area is busy with shoppers, diners, and tourists.

A high frequency circulator service would be needed to connect the station area with
the WakMart headquarters and The Square. It would not be practical to attempt to
extend the rail beyond the 5th to 8th block area due to the impacts to existing homes
and other properties.

Station Typologies

The consultant teangsreated station typologies for eachasion area after evaluating

the existing land use conditions surrounding them, the type of station (e.qg.

neighborhood walk up vs. parkride) , its economic function along the corridor,

roadway connections and other access, available land, and eachhjulisdA 2 y Q& LJX | Yy A~
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objectives for the station areas. A station area typology iasmirational

characterizatiorof future development that also reflects the economic and geographic
characteristics of the area, as described above. The typologies comangea of
development intensities (amounts) and densities based on these site characteristics. A
benefit of creating station typologies is that it helps establish unique market positions
for each station so that they are not all competing for the same tygetevelopment.

The study area corridor is linear and connects two major employment and
entertainment destinations. It differs from the suburb to central city corridors in which
the central city station is often surrounded by the largest amount of ankddsgdensity
development. The NWA corridor can be thought of as having two anchors on the north
and south ends, with unique nodes in between. The proposed station typologies
described below are scaled for the NWA commuter rail corridor and listed genierally
order of development intensity.

First, we apply the station typologies to each station area to create future development
scenarios. Next, we estimate the potential land use mix and densities for each prototype
and assign these development types to wacsites and potential redevelopment sites

at each station.

Downtown - Fayetteville

A Downtown station typology has the full range of land uses including a variety of

residential, retail and restaurant, major employers, and institutional developments.

Downtown Fayetteville has the highest land use densities in the region. While

development around a new commuteail station will be limited to site specific

redevelopment and infill projects, Fayetteville can be expected to be the most densely
developed TODYiAUA L ff&d 526y ii26y ClILeSGiSOAfTSQa a
market, including inbound and outbound commuters as well as special events at U of A.

[N

Urban Centerg Fayetteville Junction

An Urban Center is an area of focused development witlsilies that are higher than

the surrounding area. Urban Centers are urban in the sense of development density and
the diversity of land uses present, but are generally located in suburban settings. Urban
Centers have good regional access from highwaysastedials, absent transit. Transit
service enhances the access to markets and labor already present at an Urban Center
location. Because of their location and access characteristics, Urban Centers are able to
support significant amounts of office employnteretail development, and institutional

uses including hospitals, government centers, and education facilities.
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I-49/Gregg is envisioned as an Urban Center station. There are two highway

interchanges serving this area, at Fulbright Expressway just elsirthf Gregg Avenue,

and at 49 and Highway 112, providing excellent regional access by car. A major medical
OSYGSNI KIFa FtNBIRe f20FGSR KSNBX LINRZAYy3A (KS
employers. The addition of rail transit or BRT will furthererb&h G KA a aAdSQa | OO0

Commuter Town Centeg Johnson and Lowell

Commuter Town Centers are suburban stations that function both asrpades for

the transit system and as an organizing feature and anchor for a residential community.
Commuter town centes are mostly residential, with a limited amount of neighborhood
orcommunityd SNIAY 3 O2YYSNOAIfT RSLISYRAYy3a 2y GKS &A
Homes can be built at higher than typical densities (smaller lot sizes) and clustered
around the stationconnected by a compact street grid with low automobile speeds,

and with sidewalks, trails, and bicycle facilities. The principles of Traditional
Neighborhood Design (TND) can be applied in this setting as an alternative to larger lot
suburban developmerdesigned around the car. The South Pass development planned
in Fayetteville, while not a TOD, is an example of the style of suburban residential
development that can be integrated with transit.

Johnson and Lowell stations have large parcels of undevelapedn the vicinity of the
stations that could be developed with a large number of homes. At Lowell, the rall
corridor has numerous industrial and-aglustrial buildings that may be candidates for
redevelopment, depending on the ultimate station locatidrme market will determine
when and if these buildings will be redeveloped, and any subarea planning should
assume some phasing of development so as not to unduly disrupt businesses.

Main Streetc Springdale and Rogers

Springdale and Rogers both have itamhal Main Streets with good access to their
surrounding residential populations. These areas already have a compact walkable
street grid, a mix of businesses and residents, and an interesting building stock which
sets the stage for TOD. Springdale andd®s are working to renergize their Main

Streets, and transit stations have proven to be excellent catalysts for Main Street and
Downtown revitalization as they create a daily flow of traffic and people. Businesses and
services can locate near statiotwscapitalize on the increased customer traffic.

The Main Street stations will have a finer grain of development that complements the
existing buildings, and potentially less parking than other stations due to land
constraints. Springdale and Rogers waéd to continue their revitalization efforts to
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fully leverage the impact of a future transit station. The Springdale station also presents
an opportunity to connect affordable housing and low to moderate income families with
more job opportunities in theegion. The Springdale Housing Authority owns an
affordable housing development within a quarterile of the station and there are

other freemarket but modestly priced homes in the area

Cultural and Market District Bentonville

¢ KS / AlG@ 25BE DoSnfaivg Blad Kénfifi&sdhe potential station area as a
Market and Arts District, as noted above. The Market District is planned for a large semi
enclosed or enclosed Public Market, a Public Art Center, and high density residential
development. The s District is planned to include several civic buildings including a

f A0 NI NBEZXZ (K Sop,iapakFandfalpiiing ddxture. @Bvate development
could include a hotel and medium to high density housing.

For this analysis, the consultant tearashassumed that the station will be in this area to

O2YLX SYSyid GKS /AdedQa NBRS@OSt2LIVSyd IyR S02y
will be different than others, as it will need to serve this activity district as well as The

Square and th&VvalMart headquarters. A high quality circulator service (e.g. bus or

streetcar) will be essential to making this station work from a transit perspective.

Table 82 recaps the typologies of the selected stations.
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Cities

Fayetteville

1-49/Gregg

Johnson

Springdale

Lowell

Rogers

Bentonville

Current Land
Use

Downtown

Agricultural,
Hospital,
Hwy.
Interchange

Agricultural,
Residential

Main Street

Agricultural,
industrial,
residential

Main Street

Industrial

Future
Station

Typology

Downtown
and Special
Events

Major
Urban
Center

Commuter
Town
Center

Main Street

Commuter
Town
Center

Main Street

Activity
District

1

1

1

Residential

Urban
multifamily
and
townhome

Multifamily
and
townhome

Small lot
single family
Some
apartments
and
townhomes
Multifamily
and
townhome

Small lot
single family
Some
apartments
and
townhomes
Multifamily
and
townhome

Multifamily
and
townhome

Commercial
Development

Retail,
restaurant,
entertainment
emphasis
Office and
institutional

Employment
emphasis
Significant retalil
possible

Neighborhood
retail and
restaurants

Main street
style
retail/restaurant
and office

Neighborhood
retail and
restaurants

Main street
style
retail/restaurant
and office

Cultural and
entertainment
Retail,
restaurant
Some office

Scale

2-5+
Stories

<4
stories

2
stories
or less

<4
stories

<45
stories

<4
stories

<4
stories

1

= —a

= —a

Parking and
function

Parking
structure
Walkup
Circulator bus
or streetcar
Special events

Both
commuter
park-n-ride
and
employment/
services
destination

Commuter
parkn-ride

Small parkn-
ride

Walkup
Feeder bus
routes

Commuter
park-n-ride

Small parkn-
ride

Walkup
Feeder bus
routes

Parking
structure

Walk up
Circulator bus
or streetcar
Special events
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Station Planning Considerations

This section provides guidance and suggestions on land use and infrastructure planning
around future commuter rail stations. Many of the same principles could be applied to
BRT stations in similar locations. The considerations offered here are based on
windshield inspectiomour of each station area, interviews with local jurisdiction

planners, and professional experience in TOD planning at other similar stations and on
similar corridors.

Downtown Fayetteville

As noted earlier, Downtown Fayetteville already has many of the elements that
contribute to successful TOD: relatively high development densities, a compact street
grid, policies that prioritize bicycle and pedestrian street improvements, and mixed use
zoning. The potential commuter rail station area is largely developed. The remaining
sites are generally small surface parking lots and other small vacant parcels. Any
additional development in Downtown Fayetteville would likely be a continuation of the
current land use pattern. There may be market pressure to increase densities, however,
due to the limited land supply and generally strong market conditions in Fayetteville
(Figure 82).

If and when a commuter rail or BRT station location is identified, te @ii T2 Odza 6 A f f
likely need to be on integrating parking with the station in a pedestrian supportive

manner. Structured parking will likely be needed due to the land constraints. The City

should also continue its focus on bicycle and pedestrian needs aredsato the station,

and bike and pedestrian routes to the station.

Johnson

The proposed station typology for Johnson is for a commuter town center, which
implies largely residential development. There are large undeveloped agricultural
parcels to the eaf the rail along Main Drive, which could be plannedTaaditional
Neighborhood Desigstyle (TND) residential neighborhodieigure 83). TND
neighborhoods typically have smaller lots than conventional residential developments;
however, they also haveeighborhood parks, trails, sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and other
features to compensate for the smaller lots. There is a collection of older railroad depot
and commercial buildings that could be converted to small scale neighborhood serving
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commercial usewhile maintaining the agricultural and railroad heritage of the
neighborhood.

Some improvements to Main Drive may be needed to facilitate bicycle and pedestrian

access to the station from the existing neighborhoods and new development. Station

parking shold be located in a way that respects the surrounding context, and does not
ONBIGS | LISNOSAGSR gt 1Ay3 o0F NNASNI 2NJ aasSt 2
station.
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Figure8- 2
Downtown Fayetteville Station Context
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Figure8-3
Johnson StatiorContext



