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Chapter 1 - Introduction

What is a Metropolitan Transportation Plan?

In its simplest form, the Metropolitan Transportation Plan or “MTP” is a document that contains the projects and
programs that are regionally significant, or use federal funds to complete the projects or implement the programs
selected by the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). Consideration is given to federal, state, and local
requirements in the development of the plan and transportation providers, users and the public in general are
actively sought out to participate in the development of the plan. The plan attempts to be comprehensive in
identifying long term transportation needs, revenues and expenditures that will meet the regional transportation
needs for a minimum 20 years into the future.

Purpose of a Metropolitan Transportation Plan

Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century, or MAP 21, and its predecessors, the Safe, Accountable, Flexible,
Efficient Transportation Equity Act — A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), the 1998 Transportation Equity Act for the
21t Century (TEA-21) and the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991, requires each MPO
to develop an MTP in order to be eligible to receive federal transportation program funding.

This federal legislation requires the Texarxkana MPO to develop a Metropolitan Transportation Plan that encourages
and promotes the safe and efficient management, operation, and development of surface transportation systems that
will serve the mobility needs of the people, freight, and foster economic growth and development within and
through out the urbanized areas, while minimizing transportation-related fuel consumption and air pollution.

This MTP is intended to serve as the framework for project development and forms the basis of selecting projects for
implementation. It is a multimodal plan that describes needed improvements for all modes of transportation. It also
considers a number of transportation issues, including connectivity, land use, and systems management. As such,
the MTP forms the basis for transportation planning activities within the region and helps to determine the nature of
the future transportation system.

The Planning Process

The United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) relies on the Texarkana MPO to ensure that existing and
future federal expenditures for transportation projects and programs are based on a continuing, cooperative and
comprehensive (3-C) planning process. The 3-C process is the foundation for regional transportation planning and
includes input and direction from participating cities, counties, community agencies, elected officials and of course,
the public. The Texarkana MPO is the agency responsible for coordinating the transportation planning activities for
the Texarkana region. The staff and Technical Committee provide technical analyses and planning support for the
Policy Board. The MTP, with its projects and programs may be reviewed and commented on by all government
agencies and interested parties, and must be approved by the MPO Policy Board, (all other plans and programs,
with the exception of the ALOP, must be approved by State and/of Federal Departments of Transportation, in
coordination with the MPO Policy Committee).

The Scope of the Planning Process: The Eight Planning Factors

Included in MAP-21, the most recent federal transportation act, is a section stating that the “scope of the planning
process, should be based on the scale and complexity of many issues, including transportation system development,
land use, employment, economic development, human and natural environment, housing and community
development”. This is an important statement since there are significant resources dedicated to do metropolitan
planning and none of the several hundred MPOs are identical in their organization or the area they serve. Like other
small MPOs, the Texarkana MPO is an advisory body and has extremely limited resources.



The metropolitan planning process for a metropolitan planning area is carried over from previous federal
transportation legislation and must provide for consideration of projects and strategies that will:

1. support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global competitiveness,
productivity, and efficiency;

increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users;

increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users;

increase the accessibility and mobility of people and for freight;

protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve the quality of life, and

S

promote consistency between transportation improvements and State and local planned growth and
economic development patterns;

6. enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between modes, for
people and freight;

7. promote efficient system management and operation; and

8. emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system.

What is the Metropolitan Planning Organization?

A metropolitan planning organization is a federally mandated and federally funded transportation policy-making
organization made up of representatives from local government and transportation authorities. The Federal Surface
Transportation Assistance Act of 1973 mandated that any urbanized area with a population greater than 50,000
persons will have a designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). This mandate continues through MAP-
21.

The Policy Board (PB) of the Texarkana Urban Transportation Study is designated by the governors of Arkansas and
Texas as the MPO for the Texarkana Urbanized Area and is also referred to as the Texarkana MPO. The fourteen
(14) members of the PB represent cities, counties, and transportation agencies, from both Arkansas and Texas,
serving the Texarkana, USA region.

From an organizational perspective, there is limited required structure for an MPO. Serving as a decision-making
policy body, an MPO may generally be composed of:

e A policy or executive board

e A technical committee, and sometimes citizen advisory committee and other special committees as deemed
appropriate by the MPO

e A director and professional staff

The Texarkana MPO consists of a Policy Board, supported by a Technical Committee , a Study Director, and a
professional staff. MPO staff assists the MPO board by preparing documents, fostering interagency coordination,
facilitating public input and feedback, and managing the planning process. The MPO staff may also provide
committees with technical assessments and evaluations of proposed transportation initiatives. The MPO staff may
also engage consultants to generate needed data and at the same time, monitor and assist with the work of the
consultants.

A technical advisory committee may then provide recommendations to the board on specific strategies or projects.
An advisory committee may also provide technical analysis, specialized knowledge, and citizen input on specific
issues.



What does the MPO do?
The MPO has five (5) core functions.

1. To establish and manage a fair and impartial setting for effective regional decision-making.

To evaluate available transportation alternatives given the size, complexity and nature of the region’s
transportation system.

3. To develop, update and maintain a long-range transportation plan with a minimum 20-year planning
horizon for the metropolitan area that addresses mobility, access for people and goods, efficient system
performance, preservation, and quality of life.

4. To develop a Transportation Improvement Program based on the long-range transportation plan and
designed to serve the area’s goals, and

5. To involve the general public in the four (4) core functions listed above.

Geographic Region Covered By the Plan

The entire planning area of the Texarkana MPO is situated within the larger Texarkana TX/AR Metropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA) which consists of Miller County in Arkansas and Bowie County in Texas. Bowie is in
Northeast Texas, while Miller County is in Southwest Arkansas. Texarkana is approxomately 65 miles North of
Shreveport, Louisiana, 166 miles East of Dallas, Texas, and 143 miles west of Little Rock Arkansas.

Figure 1: Texarkana MPO Area Map
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Short History and Background of the Texarkana Region

Historically, the Kadohadacho Caddo lived along the Red River in the vicinity of Texarkana (in Miller County)
until around 1790, when they moved downstream into Louisiana. They sold their land along the Red River to the
United States government in July of 1835, and moved into Mexico, and eventually Oklahoma.

River travel was a popular mode of travel in this era, and so it was on the Red River.

Steamboats reportedly travelled the river up to Oklahoma, on a river that was reputed to be navigable throughout
the year, at least to Garland.

There were some issues with travel on the Red River. Transportation northward was impeded by what was called
the Great Raft, (aka Red River Raft), reputed to be an enormous, historic logjam clogging the lower part of the
river and reportedly extending up to 160 miles in length. Removed through congressional funding beginning in
1828, and completed in 1838, it soon reformed upriver, eventually reaching the Arkansas border, to be removed
again in 1873. Dams were built along the bayous to prevent further formations. And, as always, there were
consequences. When the log raft was removed by the Army Corps of Engineers in 1873, the water level in areas
such as Big Cypress Bayou began to dry up. Although a dam was built to restore the wetlands and river traffic, the
river boat traffic never returned to previous levels.

However, river freight was to be short-lived as the St. Louis, Arkansas, and Texas Railway, and the St. Louis, Iron
Mountain and Southern Railway, replaced the steamboats. Railroads were also extended across Texas during this
period of time, and while this worked out well for Texarkana, it reduced Jefferson’s commercial market area. The
town ceased to be a prominent port city and commercial center. However, the railroads produced another rising
commercial center.

Texarkana was founded in 1873 at the junction of two railroads, receiving the charter for a city in June 12, 1874,
and Texarkana, Arkansas received a charter on August 10, 1880, albeit with some local objections.

The Southwestern Telephone and Telegraph Exchange set up the first telephone system at Texarkana in 1883.

Throughout the 1900s, the area prospered through production of timber, sand and gravel, crops such as corn,
cotton, pecans, rice, soybeans, and of course, the railroads, along with the new Red River Army Depot and Lone
Star Ammunition Plant in the 1940s. Several correctional facilities also contributed to the local economy.

Texarkana is at the junction of Interstate 30 and U.S. highways 59, 67, 71, and 82 in northeastern Texas on the
Texas-Arkansas state line. It was named for its location on the state line between Bowie County, Texas, and Miller
County, Arkansas, only a short distance above the Louisiana state line. I-49 is nearing completion from Shreveport,
LA, and reaches from Kansas City to Fort Smith to the North. However, interstate highway travel between these
two points is still some time in the future.

Texarkana consists of two distinct cities, Texarkana, Arkansas, located to the east of State Line Avenue, is the
county seat of Miller County, Arkansas while Texarkana, Texas is located to the west of State Line Avenue, in
Bowie County, Texas. This State Line Avenue runs north and south through Texarkana. You can be in Texas, walk
across the street and be in Arkansas. A person can go to the Justice Center downtown, and cross the state line by
crossing a room.

The two sides of the city share a federal building, courthouse, jail, post office, labor office, chamber of commerce,
water utility, and several other offices, but each city has its own city government offices.

Texarkana Arkansas has a 2010 population of 29,919 and Texarkana Texas has a 2010 population of 36,411. Other
cities in the MPO area are Wake Village with a population of 5,492, Nash City with 2,960, and Red Lick with a
population of 1,008. The total municipal population is therefore, 75, 790 for 2010 and 94, 292 for the entire MPO
Planning Area.

Texarkana, Arkansas is the largest city in Miller County and the county seat, while the county seat in Bowie
County is in New Boston, 24 miles to the west.



Recent additions to Texarkana are the new four-year campus of Texas A&M University-Texarkana and Southern
Arkansas University Tech-Texarkana. Texarkana is said to be the fastest growing city in Northeast Texas and in
southern Arkansas.

Texarkana, TX covers 75.82 sq. mi., has a population density of 453.3 people per sq. mile,
The MSA for the region consists of Miller and Bowie County, and had a two county population 140,701 in 2012.

Development of the Transportation Plan

Consultation in the Development of the MTP

The Texarkana MPO expends a great deal of effort to consult with officials and organizations responsible for other
types of activities that may affect or be affected by transportation in their planning, and to coordinate with these
agencies and organizations in the MPO planning process.

Consultation with Federal, State and Local Natural Resource and Regulatory Agencies

The MPOs consult with the federal, state and local agencies as part of the process to develop the metropolitan
transportation plan. As part of the consultation process, these agencies are invited to participate in discussions to
formulate policies, programs, or strategies relevant to potential environmental mitigation activities and potential
areas to carry out these activities as a result of the development of projects listed in the MTP.

In general, each metropolitan planning organization consults, as appropriate, with State and local agencies
responsible for land use management, natural resources, environmental protection, conservation, and historic
preservation concerning the development of a long-range transportation plan.

The consultation involves, as appropriate - comparison of transportation plans with State conservation plans or
maps, if available; or comparison of transportation plans to inventories of natural or historic resources, if available.

In addition to the above, the MPO is required to consider the following providers and agencies in the design and
development of transportation services within the planning area for plan development: governmental agencies
and nonprofit organizations that are recipients of transit-related assistance, governmental agencies and nonprofit
organizations that receive Federal assistance from a source other than a DOT to provide non-emergency
transportation services, and recipients of assistance under the Federal lands access program.

MPO Activities Supporting Public Involvement and Public Participation

MPO Support for Public Involvement in Plan Development and Processes

The federal intent contained in MAP 21 and prior legislation is to have the MPO provide citizens, affected public
agencies, representatives of public transportation employees, freight shippers, providers of freight transportation
services, private providers of transportation, representatives of users of public transportation, representatives of
users of pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities, representatives of the disabled, and other
interested parties with mulitple opportunities to participate in the planning process and opportunities to comment
throughout the development of the transportation plan.

The metropolitan planning organization is required, to the maximum extent practicable: to hold any public
meetings at convenient and accessible locations and times; employ visualization techniques to describe plans; and
make public information available in electronically accessible format and means, such as the World Wide Web, as
appropriate to afford reasonable opportunity for consideration of public information.

Updates, drafts and revisions of the various planning documents are required to be made available for the public
to review and comment.



The MPO must ensure that committee and board meetings are open to the public and opportunities to address the
committees are available at each meeting.

And, after the process of public participation activities are completed, a summary of comments received is
prepared as part of the final metropolitan transportation plan. This summary may be included in the body of the
plan or in a separate document as a supplement, to present information later.

Additional information may be found on the Texarkana MPO website at:
http://www.texarkanampo.org/documents/program-documents/Public Participation Plan 3P Amendmentl.pdf

Public Notice of MPO Activities

The MPO Policy Board (PB) and Technical Committee (TC) meetings are generally held every three months but
are being held monthly during the development of the MTP, and are open to the public. Agendas are sent out by
e-mail, a minimum of seventy-two (72) hours prior to the scheduled meeting, to all individuals that serve on
committees or have requested to be on the notification list.

A notice of the meeting, which includes the location, date, time and agenda, is posted at ten (10) publicly
accessible locations, released for broadcast on public access television and area radio stations and posted on the
MPO web page a minimum of seventy-two (72) hours in advance of the meeting.

A legal advertisement is also placed in the Texarkana Gazette a minimum of seventy-two (72) hours prior to the
meeting date.

Press Releases

The MPO works with the local media as a source of information for the public on significant transportation
activities and issues. Whenever warranted, the MPO writes press releases, conduct interviews and submit articles
to the news media.

Public Workshops

Six public workshops were conducted early in the process to involve the public in March and April, and two
additional stakeholder meetings were conducted during April. The scheduled meetings, attendance and results
are included in the Public Participation section of this plan and available by contacting the MPO offices.

Final Public Meetings

The MPO seeks public input throughout the MTP process and holds additional public meetings to seek public
comments and recommendations with one held in July, and one other 30 days prior to adoption of the MTP.

Participation by Interested Parties, Stakeholders and Service Providers

A notification list of organizations, public agencies, elected and appointed officials, transportation providers, radio
and television stations, newspapers, special interest or advocacy groups, and individuals interested in
transportation related issues is maintained by the MPO. The MPO staff routinely encourages additional groups or
individuals to be added to the notification list.

Traditionally Under-Served Populations

All public meetings are held at ADA accessible locations. Upon request, the MPO will make every effort to
provide auxiliary aids and services, such as interpreters for the deaf and hearing impaired, to those who qualify as
a disabled individual under the Americans with Disabilities Act or locate translaters for those with limited english
proficiency.


http://www.texarkanampo.org/documents/program-documents/Public_Participation_Plan_3P_Amendment1.pdf

Surveys

The MPO staff engages the public through the use of survey instruments covering various aspects of the
transportation system, its performance, and the public’s opinion on policy, projects, and performance. The staff
conducted workshops, stakeholder meetings and online surveys in gathering public comments and
recommendations as part of the MTP public involvement and development phases.

Publication of Documents

This transportation plan involves many opportunities for participation and is published when the documents and
the process are far enough along to show the direction of the plan. The plan is made readily available by the
metropolitan planning organization for public review and comment, including (to the maximum extent
practicable) in electronically accessible formats and means, such as the World Wide Web, approved by the
metropolitan planning organization.

Additional information on public participation and public involvement may be found on the Texarkana MPO
website by going to the Public Participation Plan section of Program Documents at:
http://www.texarkanampo.org/documents/program-documents/Public_Participation_Plan_3P_Amendment1.pdf

Detailed Public Involvement Information in the Development of this Plan:

Additional, detailed information on the public involvement process used in the development of this plan is located
in an accessory document: The Texarkana MPO Public Outreach Summary, produced by Alliance Transportation
Group in association with Neel Schaffer Inc. as consultants to the MPO. This is also available on the MPO website.

Inclusion of Native American Tribes in the Transportation Planning Process

To address the requirements of Section 106 of The National Highway Preservation Act that requires consultation
with Native American Tribes during the planning process, the MPO sent notice that the MTP is being upated and
an invitation to participate to nine tribes on March 18, 2014.

Absentee-Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma - Shawnee, OK
Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas - Livingston, TX

Caddo Nation of Oklahoma - Binger, OK

Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma - Durant, OK

United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians - Tahlequah, OK
Kiowa Indian Tribe of Oklahoma - Carnegie, OK

Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma - Okmulgee, OK
Thlopthlocco Tribal Town - Okemah, OK

Tonkawa Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma - Tonkawa, OK

Osage Nation — Pawhauska, Oklahoma

Non-Discrimination in Transportation Services

In 1997, the US Department of Transportation issued its DOT Order to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations to summarize and expand upon the requirements of Executive Order 12898
on Environmental Justice.

This order requires that each Federal agency shall, to the greatest extent allowed by law, administer and
implement its programs, policies, and activities that affect human health or the environment so as to identify and
avoid “disproportionately high and adverse” effects on minority and low-income populations. The order is also
intended to promote nondiscrimination in federal programs that affect human health and the environment. It aims



to provide minority and low-income person’s access to public information and public participation in matters
relating to human health and the environment

MPO Nondiscrimination Policy

It is the policy of the Texarkana MPO, and the MPO certifies, that no person is excluded from participation in,
denied the benefit of, or subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial
assistance on the basis of race, color, or national origin under Title VI and related nondiscrimination statutes.

In addition to Title VI, there are other Nondiscrimination statutes that afford legal protection. These statutes
include the following: Section 162 (a) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 (23 USC 324) (sex), Age
Discrimination Act of 1975 (age), and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973/Americans With Disabilities Act
of 1990. Taken together, these requirements define an over-arching Title VI/Nondiscrimination Program.

To certify compliance with environmental justice, the MPO incorporates the following activities into the planning
processes, (conforming to the MPO requirements identified by the Federal Highway Administration), and works
towards the following:

1. Enhancement of analytical capabilities to ensure that the long-range transportation plan and the transportation
improvement program (TIP) comply with Title VI.

2. Identify residential, employment, and transportation patterns of low-income and minority populations so that
their needs can be identified and addressed, and the benefits and burdens of transportation investments will
be fairly distributed.

3. Evaluate, and where necessary, improve public involvement processes to eliminate participation barriers and
engage minority and low-income populations in transportation decision-making.

Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs), and transit providers advance Title VI and environmental justice by
involving the public in transportation decisions. Effective public involvement programs enable transportation
professionals to develop systems, services, and solutions that meet the needs of the public, including minority and
low-income communities.

There are three fundamental principles in Environmental Justice that the MPO seeks to achieve:

1. To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects,
including social and economic effects, on minority populations and low-income populations.

2. To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the transportation decision-
making process.

3. To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority and low income
populations.

When transportation projects and investments are considered, one of the functions of the Texarkana MPO is to see
that Environmental Justice requirements and principles are integrated into the processes and plans, taking into
consideration positive and negative impacts of projects and programs on areas of high minority and/or low
income populations to determine that disproportionate negative impacts are not placed on the populations of
these areas.

The projects and programs in this plan do not place disproportionate negative impacts on the areas of high
minority populations or low income populations and are conpliant with Title VI and Environmental Justice
requirements.



Title VI — Low-Income

MPOs consider both Title VI and Environmental Justice in their planning processes and documents as do the
project sponsors in the Texarkana MPO area. As part of the planning process, the MPO identifies locations of low
income populations, along with minority populations as shown in the following map.

Minority areas and low income areas of the MPO have been identified and are shown in the map included in this
segment.

FHWA defines “low-income” as “a person whose household income is at or below the Department of Health and
Human Services poverty guidelines.” Here again, under certain conditions, a State or locality may adopt a higher
threshold for low-income.

Low-Income Population = any readily Identifiable group of low-income persons who live in geographic proximity,
and, if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient persons who would be similarly affected by a
proposed FHWA or FTA program, policy, or activity.

Figure 2: Map of Minority and Low Income Areas for Environmental Justice and Title VI
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Chapter 2 - MPO Regional Demographics

An important step in analyzing the capability of the transportation system to meet the public’s future needs is to
seek knowledge of past trends in social and economic factors of the region. Understanding past trends may aid in
projecting future needs for expanding the existing transportation system, to allocate funds for specific
transportation improvements, and to consider what approaches should be considered to address future
transportation needs.

Social and economic factors that should be evaluated in planning for the future transportation system may include
population growth trends, ages of the driving public with particular concern for the elderly population, overall
employment trends and specific locations of employment. Other developmental impacts may also be examined,
such as housing development, income level, educational level, vehicle ownership, and means of transportation
utilized for travel (mode of travel).

Assessing trends in these and other areas may help identify the locations for new transportation facilities, adding
capacity to existing roadways, implementing new or revising existing transit routes, addressing concerns for the
transportation of hazardous materials, facilitating the movement of freight through an area, and numerous other
transportation-related issues.

Table 1: Texarkana Urbanized Area Size and Population

Texarkana Urbanized Area Population and Area
Population Change
Urbanized Area 2010 POP 78,162
Urbanized Area 2000 POP 72,288
Urbanized Area Population Change 5,874
Urbanized Area Population Percent Change 8.13%
Urbanized Area 2010 Land Area (sq. mi.) 64.4
Urbanized Area 2000 Land Area (sq. mi.) 58.04
Urbanized Area Land Area Change 6.36
Urbanized Area Percent Land Area Change 10.96%

Source: 2010 Census

Table 2: MPO Planning Boundary Population — 2010 Census Data

MPO Planning Boundary Population — 2010 Census data — GIS data

Bowie County TX MPO Planning Boundary Population 60,285
Miller County AR MPO Planning Boundary Population 34,292
Total MPO Population 94,577

Source: 2010 Census
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Table 3: Area Demographic Data for Population Age, Gender, Ethnicity, and Housing Status

2010 Census Data Texarkana AR | Texarkana TX | Wake Village | Nash City | Red Lick | Total Urban | Total Rural
Total Population 29,919 36,411 5,492 2,960 1,008 75,790 18,787
Housing Status (in housing units unless noted)

Total Housing Units 13,375 16,115 2,315 1,281 374 33,460
Occupied 12,032 14,422 2,195 1,143 364 30,156
Owner-occupied 6,668 7,390 1,544 642 320 16,564
Population in owner-occupied (number of individuals) 15,851 18,200 3,875 1,644 872 40,442
Renter-occupied 5,364 7,032 651 501 44 13,592
Population in renter-occupied (number of individuals) 12,600 16,570 1,617 1,316 136 32,239
Households with individuals under 18 3,937 4,924 819 451 144 10,275
Vacant 1,343 1,693 120 138 10 3,304
Vacant: for rent 503 635 51 63 4 1,256
Vacant: for sale 98 178 23 14 2 315
Population by Sex/Age

Male 14,591 17,296 2,562 1,406 496 36,351
Female 15,328 19,115 2,930 1,554 512 39,439
Under 18 7,133 9,407 1,526 820 254 19,140
18 & over 22,786 27,004 3,966 2,140 754 56,650
20-24 2,132 2,440 309 241 37 5,159
25-34 4,379 4,832 787 500 88 10,586
35-49 5,717 7,035 1,021 558 223 14,554
50 - 64 5,669 6,378 1,004 454 224 13,729
65 & over 4,079 5,257 725 317 149 10,527
Population by Ethnicity

Hispanic or Latino 844 2,336 289 423 38 3,930
Non-Hispanic or Latino 29,075 34,075 5,203 2,537 970 71,860
Population by Race

White 18,674 20,163 3,704 1,876 917 45,334
African American 9,928 13,525 1,388 703 45 25,589
Asian 167 490 48 25 0 730
American Indian and Alaska Native 170 182 36 39 17 444
Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 15 12 7 1 0 35
Other 364 1,235 163 225 11 1,998
Identified by two or more 601 804 146 91 18 1,660

Source: 2010 Census
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Urban Population Trends
Table 4: Texarkana, Arkansas Population Statistics from 2000 to 2010

Texarkana, Arkansas - Population 2L AU ZLLLZNL

Census Census Change

Counts % Counts % Change %
Total Population 27,652 100.00% 29,919 100.00% 2,267 8.20%
Population by Race
American Indian and Alaska native alone 143 0.52% 170 0.57% 27 18.88%
Asian alone 137 0.50% 167 0.56% 30 21.90%
Black or African American alone 8,347 30.19% 9,928 33.18% 1,581 18.94%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific native
alone 8 0.03% 15 0.05% 7 87.50%
Some other race alone 166 0.60% 364 1.22% 198 119.28%
Two or more races 439 1.59% 601 2.01% 162 36.90%
White alone 18,412 66.58% 18,674 62.42% 262 1.42%
Population by Hispanic or Latino Origin (of
any race)
Persons Not of Hispanic or Latino Origin 27,161 98.22% 29,075 97.18% 1,914 7.05%
Persons of Hispanic or Latino Origin 491 1.78% 844 2.82% 353 71.89%
Population by Gender
Female 14,356 51.92% 15,328 51.23% 972 6.77%
Male 13,296 48.08% 14,591 48.77% 1,295 9.74%
Population by Age
Persons 0 to 4 years 2,086 7.54% 2,246 7.51% 160 7.67%
Persons 5 to 17 years 5,068 18.33% 4,887 16.33% -181 -3.57%
Persons 18 to 64 years 16,641 60.18% 18,707 62.53% 2,066 12.42%
Persons 65 years and over 3,857 13.95% 4,079 13.63% 222 5.76%

Source: 2010 Census

Trend: The cumulative annual growth rate for 2000 to 2010 was .79% per year. This is a low to moderate growth
rate year to year.

2000 to 2040 Population
Growth

2000 2010 2020 2030 2040

Population Projection: At the historic 10-year growth rate, Texarkana Arkansas will have 35,015 people in 2030,
and 37,881 people in 2040.
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Table 5: Texarkana, Texas Population Statistics from 2000 to 2010

Texarkana, Texas - Population 2000 Census 2010 Census 2000-2010
Change

Counts % Counts % Change %
Total Population 35,157 100.00% 36,411 100.00% 1,254 3.57%
Population by Race
American Indian and Alaska native alone 122 0.35% 182 0.50% 60 49.18%
Asian alone 254 0.72% 490 1.35% 236 92.91%
Black or African American alone 12,887 36.66% 13,525 37.15% 638 4.95%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific native alone 17 0.05% 12 0.03% -5 -29.41%
Some other race alone 498 1.42% 1,235 3.39% 737 147.99%
Two or more races 426 1.21% 804 2.21% 378 88.73%
White alone 20,953 59.60% 20,163 55.38% -790 -3.77%
Population by Hispanic or Latino Origin (of
any race)
Persons Not of Hispanic or Latino Origin 34,140 97.11% 34,075 93.58% -65 -0.19%
Persons of Hispanic or Latino Origin 1,017 2.89% 2,336 6.42% 1,319 129.70%
Population by Gender
Female 18,589 52.87% 19,115 52.50% 526 2.83%
Male 16,568 47.13% 17,296 47.50% 728 4.39%
Population by Age
Persons 0 to 4 years 2,475 7.04% 2,602 7.15% 127 5.13%
Persons 5 to 17 years 6,652 18.92% 6,805 18.69% 153 2.30%
Persons 18 to 64 years 20,516 58.36% 21,747 59.73% 1,231 6.00%
Persons 65 years and over 5,514 15.68% 5,257 14.44% -257 -4.66%

Source: 2010 Census

Trend: The cumulative annual growth rate for 2000 to 2010 was .36% per year. This is a fairly low growth rate

year to year.

2000 to 2040 Population
Growth

2000 2010 2020

2030 2040

Population Projection: At the historic 10-year growth rate, Texarkana, Texas will have 39,159 people in 2030, and

40,592 people in 2040.
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Table 6: Wake Village, Texas Population Statistics from 2000 to 2010

2000-2010

Wake Village, Texas — Population 2000 Census 2010 Census Change

Counts % Counts % Counts %
Total Population 5,129 100.0 5,492 100.00% 363 6.61%
Population by Race
American Indian and Alaska 47 0.92% 36 0.66% 11 -30.56%
native alone
Asian alone 24 0.47% 48 0.87% 24 50.00%
Black or African American alone 728 14.19% 1,388 25.27% 660 47.55%
Nat.ix./e Hawaiian and Other 5 0.04% ” 013% 5 71.43%
Pacific native alone
Some other race alone 49 0.96% 163 2.97% 114 69.94%
Two or more races 34 0.66% 146 2.66% 112 76.71%
White alone 4,146 80.83% 3,704 67.44% -442 -11.93%
Population by Hispanic or Latino
Origin (of any race)
Persons Not of Hispanic or Latino 4,966 96.82% 5,203 94.74% 237 4.56%
Origin
gz;zs of Hispanic or Latino 163 3.18% 289 5.26% 126 43.60%
Population by Gender
Female 2,690 52.45% 2,930 53.35% 240 8.19%
Male 2,439 47.55% 2,562 46.65% 123 4.80%
Population by Age
Persons 0 to 4 years 359 7.00% 395 7.19% 36 9.11%
Persons 5 to 19 years 1,092 21.29% 1,131 20.59% 39 3.45%
Persons 20 to 64 years 3,009 58.67% 3,241 59.01% 232 7.16%
Persons 65 years and over 669 13.04% 725 13.20% 56 7.72%

Source: 2010 Census

Trend: The cumulative annual growth rate for 2000 to 2010 was .69% per year. This is a fairly low growth rate and
could be considered minimal growth from year to year.

2000

2000 to 2040 Population Growth

From the Trend

2010

2020

2030

2040

Population Projection: At the historic 10-year growth rate, Wake Village, Texas will have 6,306 people in 2030,

and 6,756 people in 2040.
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Table 7: Nash, Texas Population Statistics from 2000 to 2010

Nash, Texas - Population 2000 2010 2000-2010

Census Census Change

Counts % Counts % Change %
Total Population 2,179 100.00% 2,960 100.00% 781 35.84%
Population by Race
American Indian and Alaska native alone 20 0.92% 39 1.32% 19 95.00%
Asian alone 7 0.32% 25 0.84% 18 257.14%
Black or African American alone 381 17.49% 703 23.75% 322 84.51%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific native 0% 1 0.03% 0 0%
alone
Some other race alone 58 2.66% 225 7.60% 167 287.93%
Two or more races 14 0.64% 91 3.07% 77 550.00%
White alone 1,699 77.97% 1,876 63.38% 177 10.42%
Population by Hispanic or Latino Origin (of
any race)
Persons Not of Hispanic or Latino Origin 2,096 96.19% 2,537 85.71% 441 21.04%
Persons of Hispanic or Latino Origin 83 3.81% 423 14.29% 340 409.64%
Population by Gender
Female 1,128 51.77% 1,554 52.50% 426 37.77%
Male 1,051 48.23% 1,406 47.50% 355 33.78%
Population by Age
Persons 0 to 4 years 172 7.89% 269 9.09% 97 56.40%
Persons 5 to 17 years 404 18.54% 551 18.61% 147 36.39%
Persons 18 to 64 years 1,381 63.38% 1,823 61.59% 442 32.01%
Persons 65 years and over 222 10.19% 317 10.71% 95 42.79%

Source: 2010 Census

Trend: The cumulative annual growth rate for 2000 to 2010 was 3.12% per year. This is a high growth rate, but the
small size of the population tempers the high growth rate, since at small numbers, any increase or decrease tends
to amplify the percent change compared to an area with a larger population.

2000 to 2040 Population
Growth

2,179

2000

2010

2020

2030

2040

Population Projection: At the historic 10-year growth rate, Nash, Texas will have 5,477 people in 2030, and 7,447

people in 2040.
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Table 8: Redlick, Texas Population Statistics from 2000 to 2010

2010 2000-2010

Redlick, Texas - Overview 2000 Census Census Change

Counts % Counts % Change %
Total Population 853 100.00% 1,008 100.00% 155 18.17%
Population by Race
;‘Ig;eerlcan Indian and Alaska native 4 0.47% 17 1.69% 13 325.00%
Asian alone 1 0.12% 0 0% 0 0%
Black or African American alone 27 3.17% 45 4.46% 18 66.67%
Some other race alone 3 0.35% 11 1.09% 8 266.67%
Two or more races 7 0.82% 18 1.79% 11 157.14%
White alone 811 95.08% 917 90.97% 106 13.07%
Population by Hispanic or Latino
Origin (of any race)
gii;: » Notof Hispanic or Latino 845 99.06% 970 96.23% 125 14.79%
Persons of Hispanic or Latino Origin 8 0.94% 38 3.77% 30 375.00%
Population by Gender
Female 433 50.76% 512 50.79% 79 18.24%
Male 420 49.24% 496 49.21% 76 18.10%
Population by Age
Persons 0 to 4 years 64 7.50% 50 4.96% -14 -21.88%
Persons 5 to 17 years 192 22.51% 204 20.24% 12 6.25%
Persons 18 to 64 years 535 62.72% 605 60.02% 70 13.08%
Persons 65 years and over 62 7.27% 149 14.78% 87 140.32%

Source: 2010 Census

Trend: The cumulative annual growth rate for 2000 to 2010 was 1.7% per year. This is again a high growth rate,
but the small size of the population again tempers the high growth rate, since at small numbers, any increase or

decrease tends to amplify the percent change compared to an area with a larger population.

2000 to 2040
Population Growth

2000

2010 2020 2030 2040

Population Projection: At the historic 10-year growth rate, Redlick, TX will have 1,389 people in 2030, and 1,630

people in 2040.
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Table 9: County Population Statistics from 2000 to 2010

Bowie County, Texas - Overview 2000 Census 2010 Census 2000-2010 Change
(FIPS 48037) Counts % Counts % Change %
Total Population 89,306 100.00% 92,565 100.00% 3,259 3.65%
Population by Race
American Indian and Alaska native alone 521 0.58% 694 0.75% 173 33.21%
Asian alone 384 0.43% 734 0.79% 350 91.15%
Black or African American alone 20,913 23.42% 22,387 24.19% 1,474 7.05%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific native alone 36 0.04% 51 0.06% 15 41.67%
Some other race alone 1,003 1.12% 3,077 3.32% 2,074 206.78%
Two or more races 1,025 1.15% 1,981 2.14% 956 93.27%
White alone 65,424 73.26% 63,641 68.75% -1,783 -2.73%
Population by Hispanic or Latino Origin (of any race)
Persons Not of Hispanic or Latino Origin 85,314 95.53% 86,503 93.45% 1,189 1.39%
Persons of Hispanic or Latino Origin 3,992 4.47% 6,062 6.55% 2,070 51.85%
Population by Gender
Female 44,263 49.56% 45,807 49.49% 1,544 3.49%
Male 45,043 50.44% 46,758 50.51% 1,715 3.81%
Population by Age
Persons 0 to 4 years 5,726 6.41% 5,921 6.40% 195 3.41%
Persons 5 to 17 years 16,445 18.41% 16,531 17.86% 86 0.52%
Persons 18 to 64 years 54,816 61.38% 57,010 61.59% 2,194 4.00%
Persons 65 years and over 12,319 13.79% 13,103 14.16% 784 6.36%
Source: 2010 Census
Miller County, Arkansas - Overview 2000 Census 2010 Census 2000-2010 Change
(FIPS 05091) Counts % Counts % Change %
Total Population 40,443 100.00% 43,462 100.00% 3,019 7.46%
Population by Race
American Indian and Alaska native alone 255 0.63% 293 0.67% 38 14.90%
Asian alone 150 0.37% 198 0.46% 48 32.00%
Black or African American alone 9,297 22.99% 10,667 24.54% 1,370 14.74%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific native alone 8 0.02% 17 0.04% 9 112.50%
Some other race alone 219 0.54% 415 0.95% 196 89.50%
Two or more races 579 1.43% 738 1.70% 159 27.46%
White alone 29,935 74.02% 31,134 71.63% 1,199 4.01%
Population by Hispanic or Latino Origin (of any race)
Persons Not of Hispanic or Latino Origin 39,802 98.42% 42,424 97.61% 2,622 6.59%
Persons of Hispanic or Latino Origin 641 1.58% 1,038 2.39% 397 61.93%
Population by Gender
Female 20,736 51.27% 22,061 50.76% 1,325 6.39%
Male 19,707 48.73% 21,401 49.24% 1,694 8.60%
Population by Age
Persons 0 to 4 years 3,005 7.43% 3,129 7.20% 124 4.13%
Persons 5 to 17 years 7,729 19.11% 7,420 17.07% -309 -4.00%
Persons 18 to 64 years 24,402 60.34% 26,931 61.96% 2,529 10.36%
Persons 65 years and over 5,307 13.12% 5,982 13.76% 675 12.72%

Source: 2010 Census
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Figure 3: Location of Residential Areas Map - 2010
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Development Patterns: When travel is easier, whether because of technology or cost, or removal of some other barrier, people can travel farther, faster and
cheaper. For generations, as it became easier to travel, development spread out to further and further from the city core to the edges of the urban area. Businesses
also spread out from the center to the edges to support those living on the fringes, or suburbs. Over time, smaller towns also frequently grow together to form an

almost continuous urban environment. The darker sections indicate areas with high residential development potential.
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Figure 4: Change in Dwelling Units 2010 to 2040
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This map shows the increase in dwelling units concentrating in the darker shaded TAZs of greater than 100 units. The increase in dwelling units corresponds
to demand in the darker, shaded areas and to a large part the zoning that permits different densities and housing types. At the other end is the zero change in

dwellings in some of the city core areas, showing no growth and low growth in the established city core neighborhoods.
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Figure 5: Map of Projected Household Population 2010 to 2040
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The darker TAZs indicate the higher projected growth areas for the Texarkana MPO region. The projected growth will be greater in the northeast and east side.

Lower property taxes and improved access with the completion of I-49 may drive this growth. For additional information on future, projected growth patterns
refer to the accessory documents, specifically the Socio-Economic Data Trends and Projections document.
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Housing Data

Census data shows that over the ten-year period from 2000 to 2010 the median home values of the Texarkana region have
declined, generally by over 2%. This decreases the wealth of the homeowners, and may have an effect of discouraging

homeownership.

For Texarkana Arkansas, Texarkana, Texas, and Nash, Texas, the rental housing rates are higher than the national

average.

For Red Lick and Wake Village, Texas, the rental housing rates are lower than the national average.

Table 10: Home Age, Cost, Appreciation, Owned, Rented, and Tax Rate

Housing United States | Texarkana, TX | Texarkana, AR | Nash, TX WakeT\Qllage, Red Lick, TX
Median Home Age (years) 35.1 37.7 37.8 28.2 33.3 19.1
Median Home Cost/value $153,800 $126,900 $105,900 $97,100 $112,100 $173,200
Home Appreciation 1.62% -2.42% -2.14% -2.35% -2.12% -2.12%
Homes Owned 57.69% 45.86% 49.85% 50.12% 66.70% 85.56%
Housing Vacant 11.38% 10.51% 10.04% 10.77% 5.18% 2.67%
Homes Rented 30.93% 43.64% 40.10% 39.11% 28.12% 11.76%
Property Tax Rate $11.20 $11.80 $8.18 $11.80 $11.80 $11.80
Source: 2010 Census
Table 11: Owner-Occupied Housing Units by Value
Value Range United States | Texarkana, TX | Texarkana, AR | Nash, TX | Wake Village, TX | Red Lick, TX
Less Than $20,000 2.72% 3.95% 5.48% 8.80% 2.18% 1.49%
$20,000 to $39,999 4.03% 10.07% 9.53% 13.27% 4.15% 5.22%
$40,000 to $59,999 5.58% 13.62% 10.76% 13.83% 11.22% 3.73%
$60,000 to $79,999 7.09% 8.84% 15.05% 10.61% 11.62% 5.97%
$80,000 to $99,999 8.80% 14.27% 17.15% 17.88% 20.46% 5.22%
$100,000 to $149,999 21.26% 24.98% 25.34% 24.58% 36.78% 19.78%
$150,000 to $199,999 14.87% 10.86% 8.77% 7.26% 10.88% 18.66%
$200,000 to $299,999 16.82% 8.07% 5.36% 3.77% 2.65% 22.39%
$300,000 to $399,999 7.83% 3.01% 1.58% 0.00% 0.00% 9.33%
$400,000 to $499,999 4.04% 0.97% 0.40% 0.00% 0.00% 3.36%
$500,000 to $749,999 4.05% 0.96% 0.45% 0.00% 0.00% 2.99%
$750,000 to $999,999 1.26% 0.30% 0.09% 0.00% 0.00% 1.12%
$1,000,000 or more 1.64% 0.09% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.75%

Source: 2010 Census - verified
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Retail generally follows the population trend, once established. Work related trips generally go to and from the places of employment. However, in addition to
the employment trips, retail business results in a large trip generating capability by its very nature due to deliveries, customers, and related services. Retail
locations also have somewhat predictable high and low traffic periods. In 2010, the hot spot for retailers was along I-30.

Figure 6: 2010 Retail Employment Map
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With the anticipated population growth to the Northeast and East, expect retail to follow the population and markets. Different retailers have different location
criteria, so certain types of consumer goods will locate in the growing areas, convenience stores, various consumer services, restaurants, and here again, zoning
and land use will have a major impact on the development of retail employment. The development in the Northwest quadrant will also continue.
In the south part of Texarkana, retail will continue to expand to serve the local current population and the market along South Stateline Ave.

Figure 7: Projected Change in Retail Employment 2010 - 2040
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Total Employment is different than the subset of retail employment. Existing employment patterns overall are less flexible than retail, more long term, because the
functions of the larger business and institutional sectors are less mobile and more long term. The areas between Summerhill and Richmond road and the westerly
progression will continue. Increased employment in the Northeast and East area will increase, but not all sectors and not at the same pace. The growth is still near

north of I-30 but fairly evenly distributed along these main transportation corridors.

Figure 8: 2010 Total Employment Map
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Total Employment is expected to increase more to the areas outside the I-30, I-49, I-369 loop, in the peripheral north, northeast and east, with larger increases
showing up around the airport and commercial development expected in that area. Airport expansion and increasing commercial activity along I-49, lower property
prices and taxes and proximity to the junction of two interstate highways should drive this increase in the locations east of State line Ave.

Figure 9: Change in Total Employment 2010 - 2040
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By the end of 2040, the commercial centers of the region should continue to be the northwest area on both sides of I-30, moving westward, and the east side of 1-49,
with future activity east of I-49 expanding northward and to the south. The center part of the city, the downtown, will continue to be the legal and governmental
employment center. The addition of civic auditoriums and entertainment venues may eventually motivate residential development and the associated commercial

activities to counter the outward expansion, or at least complement the attractions of the outer areas.

Figure 10: Total Employment - 2040
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Income Data

Income plays a role in the number of trips made per day as well as the mode of travel. As a rule, the higher the
income, the more trips are made. Income also plays a role in the number of automobiles owned, which affects the
number of trips that are made each day. Mode of travel also influences trips made. Personal auto travel potentially
permits a larger number of trips than other modes.

The highest proportion of low income population (incomes lower than $15,000/yr) is located in the cities of
Texarkana, (both Arkansas and Texas). With over 20% each.

The highest proportion of higher income population with income of $100,000 /yr or greater, is located in Red Lick,
though not exclusively, other locations have populations at this income level also, as shown by the following

graph.

Table 12: Local Distribution of Income

Estimated Households By Household United | Texarkana, | Texarkana, | Nash, TX Wake Red Lick, TX
Income States X AR Village, TX

Income Less Than 15K 12.37% 21.61% 21.06% 13.39% 11.51% 6.04%
Income between 15K and 25K 10.53% 12.67% 15.01% 14.03% 14.27% 6.71%
Income between 25K and 35K 10.88% 12.59% 12.03% 15.03% 12.32% 8.39%
Income between 35K and 50K 15.37% 13.65% 14.72% 18.58% 17.90% 12.75%
Income between 50K and 75K 20.14% 16.72% 17.75% 21.95% 22.61% 17.79%
Income between 75K and 100K 12.41% 9.41% 9.98% 10.11% 9.56% 16.78%
Income between 100K and 150K 11.27% 8.61% 6.29% 4.74% 9.29% 18.79%
Income between 150K and 250K 5.01% 3.27% 2.28% 1.55% 1.72% 8.39%
Income between 250K and 500K 1.86% 1.34% 0.82% 0.46% 0.72% 4.03%
Income greater than 500K 0.16% 0.12% 0.08% 0.00% 0.09% 0.34%

Source: 2010 Census, ACS

Income Distribution by Location
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Commuting Data

Texarkana, Arkansas Commuting

In 2010, compared to 2000, while the number of workers reporting increased 10%, .1% more Texarkana, Arkansas
commuters drove alone, 1.8% of the commuters stopped carpooling with another person, and 1.6% more of the
commuters used a three person carpool to commute from home.

Public transportation use increased 0.6%, and biking exhibited no change. Walking lost 0.1% of the commuters,
and Taxi, motorcycle and other means jumped up .8%.

Texarkana, Arkansas commuters however, shaved 1.5 minutes off of their average commute time (or 90 seconds).

Table 13: Texarkana Arkansas Mode at Place of Residence

Mode to Work CTPP2000 2006-2010 ACS Is Change
MOE MOE Statistically
At Place of Residence Number Percent Number | Percent Significant in
() () Number? **
Total Workers 11,025 100.0 326 12,149 100.0 543 Yes
Drove alone 9,370 85.0 316 10,342 85.1 569 Yes
2-person Carpool 1,020 9.3 127 787 6.5 192 Yes
3-or-more-person Carpool 250 2.3 64 475 3.9 295 No
Public Transportation 14 0.1 15 85 0.7 63 Yes
Bike 10 0.1 13 17 0.1 22 No
Walked 115 1.0 43 113 0.9 70 No
Taxi, Motorcycle and Other means 100 0.9 40 211 1.7 115 No
Worked at Home 145 1.3 49 119 1.0 78 No

Source: Census Transportation Planning Package for 2010

* The coefficient of variation (CV) can be derived by the standard error (SE) divided by the estimate, while SE = MOE/1.645.
** The z-value of the difference of the two estimates is used to determine if the two estimates are statistically significantly different at

90% confidence level.

Table 14: Texarkana Arkansas Travel Time, by Mode

Mean Travel Time by Mode to Work Census 2000 2006-2010 ACS Is Change
Statistically
At Place of Residence Minutes | MOE(+/-)* | Minutes |MOE(+/-)* Significant in

Minutes? **

Total Workers (does not include workers who 181 0.8 16.6 15 No

worked at home)

Drove alone 16.7 0.8 16.1 1.6 No

Carpooled 25.7 3.3 20.1 7.6 No

Public Transportation 13.2 2.4 22.6 23.2 Yes

Taxi, Motorcycle, Walk, Bicycle and Other means 33.1 12.0 17.0 11.0 No

Source: Census Transportation Planning Package for 2010

* The coefficient of variation (CV) can be derived by the standard error (SE) divided by the estimate, while SE = MOE/1.645.
** The z-value of the difference of the two estimates is used to determine if the two estimates are statistically significantly different at

90% confidence level.
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Texarkana Texas Commuting

Meanwhile, in Texarkana Texas, in 2010, compared to 2000, 1.9% fewer Texarkana, Texas commuters drove alone.
1.6% of the commuters carpooled with another person, and 2% of the commuters that had been in a three person
carpool stopped using that mode of travel.

Public transportation use increased 0.2%, and biking gained 0.8% . Walking gained 0.4% of the commuters, and
Taxi, motorcycle and other means jumped up 1.8%.

And, Texarkana, Texas commuters shaved 0.9 minutes off of their average commute time (or 54 seconds).

Table 15: Texarkana Texas Mode at Place of Residence

Mode to Work CTPP2000 2006-2010 ACS Is Change
Statistically
At Place of Residence Number | Percent | MOE(+/-)* | Number | Percent |MOE (+/-)*| Significantin
Number? **
Total Workers 13,355 100.0 367 15,070 100.0 862 Yes
Drove alone 10,985 82.3 351 12,111 804 939 Yes
2-person Carpool 1,070 8.0 130 1,452 9.6 397 No
3-or-more-person Carpool 465 3.5 87 229 1.5 585 No
Public Transportation 35 0.3 24 80 0.5 70 No
Bike 20 0.1 18 138 0.9 138 Yes
Walked 295 22 69 398 2.6 324 No
Taxi, Motorcycle and Other means 149 1.1 49 432 2.9 246 Yes
Worked at Home 335 2.5 74 230 1.5 100 No

Source: Census Transportation Planning Package for 2010

* The coefficient of variation (CV) can be derived by the standard error (SE) divided by the estimate, while SE = MOE/1.645.

** The z-value of the difference of the two estimates is used to determine if the two estimates are statistically significantly different at 90%
confidence level.

Table 16: Texarkana Texas Travel Time by Mode

Mean Travel Time by Mode to Work Census 2000 2006-2010 ACS Is Change
Statistically
At Place of Residence Minutes MOE(+/-)* Minutes | MOE(+/-)* | Significant in

Minutes? **

Total Workers (does not include workers who

worked at home) 15.8 0.6 14.9 15 No
Drove alone 15.5 0.6 15.0 1.9 No
Carpooled 18.5 2.2 15.7 8.1 No
Public Transportation 22.0 124 28.1 36.0 Yes
Taxi, Motorcycle, Walk, Bicycle and Other means 13.8 2.8 10.7 6.2 No

Source: Census Transportation Planning Package for 2010

* The coefficient of variation (CV) can be derived by the standard error (SE) divided by the estimate, while SE = MOE/1.645.

** The z-value of the difference of the two estimates is used to determine if the two estimates are statistically significantly different at 90%
confidence level.
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Chapter 3 - The Transportation System of the Texarkana Region

MAP-21 requires the identification of the regional transportation facilities as a necessary component of the MTP,
(including major roadways, transit, multimodal and inter-modal facilities, non-motorized transportation facilities,
and inter-modal connectors if possible) that should function as an integrated metropolitan transportation system,
giving emphasis to those facilities that serve important national and regional transportation functions.

Roadways
Major highway corridors include 1-30, 1-369, 1-49, US 59, US 67, US 71, and US 82.
Interstate 49:

Except for a section from Texarkana to Fort Smith and a short portion in the vicinity of Bella Vista, Arkansas, I-49
connects Fort Smith to Kansas City, a major international intermodal center and to the south of Texarkana, I-49
connects to Lafayette, Louisiana and I-10.

Future Interstate 49:

From Shreveport to Kansas City this route is part of High Priority Corridors 1 and 72: North-South Corridor, while
the future section between New Orleans and Lafayette is part of High Priority Corridor 37: U.S. 90.

US 59:

The 2035 State Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) identified US 59 from the Houston MPO boundary to
Texarkana MPO boundary as the highest rated Texas Trunk corridor (Other Trunk Highways) in need of
improvement.

The I-69 Corridor:

This program being studied in Texas extends from Texarkana, Texas, and Stonewall, Louisiana, to Laredo and the
Lower Rio Grande Valley of Texas. With Houston near the midpoint, I- 69 will improve regional mobility and
provide new freight movement capacity accessing seaports at Houston, Freeport, Victoria, Point Comfort, Corpus
Christi and Brownsville. It will extend the reach of Texas ports into new national and international markets. Over
$900 million is currently dedicated to the development of I-69 Texas projects.

The Texas Transportation Commission appointed the I-69 Corridor Advisory Committee to evaluate the current and
long-term needs for I-69 corridor. The committee published a report in December 2008 that provided similar
recommendations as the I-35 analysis followed by the Segment One Committee report issued in 2012. The
committee reports may be found here: http://www.txdot.gov/drivenbytexans/publications.htm.

1-69 is a proposed Interstate route that extends from Michigan through Texas. In Texas, the route for I-69 includes
several existing roads: US 59, US 84, US 77, and US 281. US 59 north of Tenaha is intended to function as an
Interstate spur (an offshoot to the north of 1-69), designated as 1-369, eventually connecting the future national I-69
route along US 59/US 84 to I-30 in Texarkana.

Interstate spur routes connecting with a main Interstate route at one end are required to carry a 3-digit Interstate
number that begins with an odd number followed by the number of the main route. I-369 was approved as the
Interstate spur designation by the American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO). ***

The first section of I-369, from I-30 to Loop 151 in Texarkana, was signed in May 2013. Once the remaining sections
of US 59 between Tenaha and I-30 are upgraded to meet Interstate standards and are connected to or are planned to
connect to the existing Interstate system by July 2037, they would also be designated as I-369, per Moving Ahead for
Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) federal legislation.

Jarvis Parkway (U.S. 59) at Texarkana was unveiled as Interstate 369 by the Texas Highway and Transportation
Department during a ceremony held on September 23, 2013. This added 3.5 miles of U.S. 59 to the Interstate system
from SH 93 and 151 north to IH 30.
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MPO Road Mileages:

In 2014, local roads accounted for 58.62% of the mileage in the MPO planning boundary, and these roads are
generally the responsibility of cities and counties, and not eligible for federal funding. The rest of the roads are the
responsibility of a city, county or State, are classified as collector and above, and generally do qualify for federal
funding.

Functional Classification Mileage in ?a,Ch f.unctlonal % of Total
classification
Interstate 72.16 5.92%
Freeway 20.8 1.71%
Other Principal Arterials 78.93 6.47%
Minor Arterial 91.68 7.52%
Major /Urban Collector 196.42 16.11%
Minor Collector 4455 3.65%
Local Roads 715.06 58.62%
Totals 1219.61 100.00%

* Mileage in each class is rounded. Source: MPO Geographic Information System.

State maintained highways in the Miller and Bowie County urban area total 107.8 miles.
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Figure 11: Map of the 2014 Texarkana MPO Road System, Along With the Functional Classification of the Roads
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Bridges

Bridges in Texas and Arkansas are inspected and rated for sufficiency on a regular basis, and the sufficiency rating
criteria is based on structural adequacy, traffic data, and the width and age of the structure.

Bridges classified as structurally deficient or functionally obsolete are not considered unsafe. Structurally deficient
bridges have routine maintenance concerns that do not pose safety risks or are flooded frequently. To remain open
to traffic these bridges are often posted with reduced weight limits restricting the gross weight of vehicles using
them. Classification as functionally obsolete means the bridge met design standards when built, but over time has
become obsolete due to an increase in traffic volume or other factors. Functionally obsolete bridges do not have
adequate lane widths, shoulder widths, or vertical clearance to serve current traffic demands or are sometimes
flooded.

National Bridge Inspection Standards (NBIS) require each state to prepare and maintain an inventory of all bridges
subject to these standards.

Funding - The federal government will fund 80 percent of rehabilitation or replacement projects for eligible bridges,
both on- and off-system, although organizations responsible for off-system structures frequently encounter
difficulty funding their 20 percent of the cost. In the latter case, TXDOT has decided to share the cost and, in some
cases, cover the entire amount so the off-system funding may comprise either 80 percent federal, 10 percent local
and 10 percent state, or 80 percent federal and 20 percent state. In Arkansas, State Aid funds can be used to cover
90% of the local match on county bridges.

The average bridge service life expectancy is approximately 50 years.

The on-system bridge construction increased in the late 1950s and was approximately constant from 1964 to 1974.
These bridges will be reaching their expected 50-year life spans and will be due for replacement by 2030.

Bridges are inspected every two years with the results entered into the Bridge Inventory and Inspection Database.
The results are then analyzed according to inspection criteria, and the bridges are issued a Sufficiency Rating based
on those calculations.

Status of area bridges:

Since the last update to the MTP (2009), twenty-three on-system bridges have been replaced and four off-system
bridges have been replaced.

There are 148 bridge-class structures within the Texas-side of the TUTS study area monitored or maintained by
TxDOT. This includes one hundred and eight On-system bridges and forty Off-system bridges.

The average age of Texas bridges is 44 years for On-system bridges and 32 years for Off-system bridges.
In Bowie County there are 337 bridges, 7 are rated Structurally Deficient, and 10 are rated Functionally Obsolete
The average age of Arkansas’ bridges is 35 years.!

In Miller County there are 211 bridges, 27 are rated Structurally Deficient, and 14 are rated Functionally Obsolete.

1 http://www.arkansashighways.com/news/2008/085.aspx
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Functionally Obsolete or Structurally Deficient Bridges
Table 17: Bowie County Functionally Obsolete or Structurally Deficient Bridges

TEXAS BOWIE (037) Deficient Bridges Includes Federal Bridges
Count # Structurally Deficient # Functionally Obsolete Total # Deficient
12/31/2012 349 9 43 52
12/31/2011 345 11 46 57
12/31/2010 334 12 40 52
12/31/2009 336 12 42 54
12/31/2008 336 12 39 51
12/31/2007 335 13 42 55
12/31/2006 330 13 42 55

Note: The deficiency status of the data within these tables has been calculated by not taking into consideration the year built or the year reconstructed
Source: National Bridge Database

Table 18: Miller County Functionally Obsolete or Structurally Deficient Bridges

ARKANSAS MILLER (091) Deficient Bridges Includes Federal Bridges
FED=B Count # Structurally Deficient # Functionally Obsolete # Total Deficient
12/31/2012 211 5 18 23
12/31/2011 209 6 17 23
12/31/2010 203 8 18 26
12/31/2009 196 7 15 22
12/31/2008 195 7 15 22
12/31/2007 193 6 18 24
12/31/2006 193 7 18 25

Note: The deficiency status of the data within these tables has been calculated by not taking into consideration the year built or the year reconstructed. Source: National Bridge Database

Table 19: County Owned Bridges, Miller County

Road Name Feature Intersected Location Bridge Length | Bridge Width (c-c) | YearBuilt | Qualifying Code Sug;:;ﬁzcy Br No
S.STATELINERD | DAYSCREEKRLF | 3.7 MIS TEXARKANA 23 0.0 1983 SD 50.0 19746
MILL CREEK 1.5 MIWJCTUS71 30 17.1 1965 FO 48.4 15075

Table 20: Bridges Owned By Texarkana, AR

Feature On Bridge Feature Intersected Location Brldg(eFI;)ength Bridge ‘év)ldth © Qualf Code Sufficiency Rating Bridge No
SANDERSON LN. MCKINNEY BAYOU | 1.5 ML N INTER SH 245 &296 45 20.5 SD 49.7 15070
PHILLIPS LANE ADAMS CREEK .65 MIE CR 28(ST LN RD) 30 20.6 SD 25.5 15092

Source: AHTD District Office



Table 21: Deficient Texas bridges in the MPO

TEXARKANA MPO FUNCTIONALLY OBSOLETE BRIDGES

ON-SYSTEM Bridges

NBI # Feature Crossed Feature carried Location Def/Obs Sufficiency Rating
0010-19-108 AIKEN CREEK FM 991 0.10 MINW OF US 67 o 65.9
1231-01-001 CHEATHAM BRANCH FM 989 0.27 MI S OF IH 30 o 67.0

TEXARKANA MPO FUNCTIONALLY OBSOLETE BRIDGES
OFF-SYSTEM Bridges
NBI # Feature Crossed Feature Carried Location Def/Obs Sufficiency Rating
AA04-94-001 AIKEN CREEK GUN CLUB RD 0.6 MIE OF FM 2148 o 94.0
AA05-03-002 AIKEN CREEK SHERWOOD FOREST RD 0.7 MI W OF US 59 o 70.0
B008-75-003 HOWARD CREEK FINDLEY ST 0.3 MIE OF US 59 o 71.7
B013-75-001 COWHORN CREEK KENNEDY LANE 0.5 MI E OF FM 559 0] 76.7
B014-05-001 SOUTH WAGNER CREEK KILGORE ST 0.35 MI S OF US 67 (0] 92.9
B017-35-001 COWHORN CREEK MARTINE ST 0.15MI E OF CARROLL ST (0] 74.2
B024-00-001 SOUTH WAGNER CREEK S ROBISON RD 0.7 MI S OF US 67 (0] 77.0
B027-05-001 NIX CREEK TEXAS VIADUCT NB 0.5 MISOF W4TH ST (0] 78.3
B027-05-002 NIX CREEK TEXAS VIADUCT SB 0.5 MI S OF W 4TH ST (0] 78.3
B027-05-003 BROAD ST, UPRR & SWAMPOODLE TEXAS VIADUCT 0.2 MISOF W4TH ST (0] 76.2
B027-05-005 W 3RD ST TX VIADUCT RAMP C 0.2 MIE OF UP RR (0] 93.4
B030-55-001 SWAMPOODLE CREEK W 3RD ST 0.1 MI E OF KCS RR (0] 76.7
Table 22: State Owned Bridges Miller County
Route | Sect LM Feature On Bridge Feature Under Bridge Length (Ft.) Width C-C (Ft.) Qualf Code Suff Rtg. Bridge Number
53 0 030 | CR53 130-SEC 11-9.87 218 24.0 FO 87.8 03573
63 0 036 | CR63 130-SEC 11-7.98 212 24.0 FO 85.0 03572
67 1 0.87 | USe67 NIX CREEK 93 48.2 FO 61.8 02560
67 1 1525 | US67 GILLESPIE DITCH 72 27.1 FO 62.7 01201
71 2 1434 | US71 NIX CREEK 122 46.0 FO 55.9 02094
71 2 1453 | US71 BROAD ST, UNION PAC. R/R 617 46.0 SD 42.6 02020
82 1 735 | US82 MILL CREEK 123 26.0 FO 49.0 02549
108 4 6.43 SH 108 130-SEC 11-L.M. 6.51 216 28.0 FO 72.7 03571
112 0 0.22 CR112 130-SEC 11L.M. 13.86 234 20.0 FO 62.3 03795
237 1 9.81 SH 237 SULPHUR RIVER 532 24.0 SD 59.8 03752
296 0 401 | SH296 130-SEC 11 299 24.0 FO 73.5 03568
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Public Transportation

Transit

G 9

Transit services in Texarkana and surrounding areas is provided by:

Texarkana Urban Transit District (TUTD)

818 Elm St.
Texarkana, TX 75501
Phone: 903.794.8883 Fax: 903.794.0437 WWW: www.tutd.org

TUTD operates fixed-route bus service and ADA complementary paratransit service in Texarkana, Nash
and Wake Village in Texas, and Texarkana, Arkansas. Buses run once each hour. TUTD paratransit
service provides curb-to-curb transportation for persons with disabilities who are unable to use the
regular fixed-route bus system.

Hours of Operation are Monday - Saturday, 6 AM - 6 PM
Base Fares are $1.25 for Fixed Route and $2.50 for Demand Response

In 1994, the Ark-Tex Council of Governments (ATCOG), contracted with S.G. Associates to conduct a
public transit feasibility study for the Texarkana Urban area. The study showed a need for public
Transportation in Texarkana. ATCOG contracted with KFH Consultants to conduct an implementation
study in September of 1998. The implementation plan included a fixed-route service for the cities of
Texarkana, Nash and Wake Village, Texas.

On January 29, 1999, the Texarkana Urban Transit District (TUTD)
was formed as the T-Line. The board of directors include
representatives from Texarkana, Arkansas, Texarkana, Texas,
Nash, Texas and Wake Village, Texas. In 2012, the Texarkana
Urban Transit District (TUTD) entered into a contract with
ATCOG to operate and manage the T-Line service. Later that
same year, TUTD opened a new Transfer Center located at Texas
Boulevard and 14the Street.

Between 2010 and 2013, fixed route ridership on the T-Line increased almost 23%. From 2010 to 2013,
Para-transit ridership increased over 4% while operating costs increased 33% over the same time period.

TUTD recognizes that the Texarkana urban area is growing in terms of new residential subdivisions and
new business establishments. To accommodate this growth, TUTD continues to evaluate the need to
expand services and how to efficiently provide those services.

36


http://www.tutd.org/

Table 23: T — Line Transit System Ridership and Operating Costs

FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013
Fixed Route Ridership 247,884 255,424 306,140 304,940
Paratransit Ridership 6,244 N.A. 6,468 6,498
Operating Costs $1,285,116 $1,425,124 $1,792,995 $1,707,654

Note: Updated by S A 3/2014

Public Transportation Challenges:

Previously identified challenges to an adequately operating system are:
e increased overall demand,
e demand in areas outside the urban area, exemplified by the northward expansion of population,
¢ limited funding options, and
e integration with health and human services.

Enhanced Mobility for Elderly and Persons with Disabilities

Section 5310 Program (urban) funds are allocated to assist not-for-profit agencies with the financial resources to
purchase and operate capital equipment in order to service their clients who are elderly, physically challenged, or
developmentally disabled. This Federal Transportation Administration program requires the local provider to
fund 20% of the program for capital equipment and 50% for operating expenses. The grant funds are used to
acquire passenger vehicles, wheelchair lifts and/or other modifications that meet the special needs of the elderly
and disabled persons, and for the rehabilitation of approved vehicles. Local applicants for Section 5310 funding
must meet the intent of the program, i.e., enhance the mobility of elderly and persons with disabilities in
urbanized and non-urbanized areas to places of employment, healthcare, education, shopping facilities, recreation,
and other needed services.

Section 5310 providers in the Texarkana Metropolitan Area include: Texarkana Special Education Center (TSEC),
dba Opportunities Inc., Texarkana Work Center, and Cornerstone Retirement Community. Opportunities, Inc.
coordinates transportation services with the Arkansas Area on Aging, Texas Department of Health, Southwest
Arkansas Development Corp., and local elderly residential programs. Transportation is provided on weekdays for
children and adults who have disabilities. Texarkana Work Center (TWC) provides transportation services for
persons with disabilities. TWC coordinates transportation services with Haven Home of Texarkana, Group Home
and Independent Living. Cornerstone Retirement Community (CRC) utilizes its Section 5310 vehicles to provide
transportation services for senior citizens. CRC coordinates transportation services with Williams Memorial
United Methodist Church and First Baptist Church on Moore’s Lane.

Transportation is provided for medical needs, grocery store,
banking, social activities and paying bills for persons over the
age of sixty in Miller County, Arkansas through a contract
with the Southwest Arkansas Area on Aging. Included in
this service program are residents of Meadow Brook Place. In
Bowie County, Texas Medicaid recipients are provided
transportation for medical necessities through a contract with
the Texas Department of Health. Dialysis patients in both
counties are provided transportation with service times
coordinated to accommodate varying schedules.
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Rural Public Transportation

Ark-Tex Council of Governments Rural Transit District (TRAX) provides low-cost transportation for residents of
Bowie, Cass, Delta, Franklin, Hopkins, Lamar, Morris, Red River and Titus counties from their homes or other
designated pick up points to meet transportation needs. This rural transportation network does not provide
intercity transportation within Nash, Texarkana, or Wake Village, Texas.

Ark-Tex Council of Governments has a TRAX program to serve non-urban areas and is funded through the Texas
Department of Transportation (TxDOT) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA).

Charges may be determined by calling the TRAX service provider for a specific county. To schedule a trip, call the
service provider at least 24 hours before your trip. This allows the vehicles to be scheduled and coordinated for
maximum utilization and allows for the accomodation of special needs passengers. TRAX has ADA (Americans
with Disabilities Act) accessible vehicles. Wheel chair lifts are available upon request. No restrictions are placed on
those who may want to use the services offered.

Rural Public Transportation Funding

The Federal Transit Act provides formula grants for rural areas through the FTA Section 5311 Program. This
program was designed to provide public transportation for rural areas and communities under 50,000 in
population.

To encourage public transportation in rural areas, Section 5311 offers federal financial assistance of up to 80
percent of the cost for capital outlays (vehicles, equipment, etc.). While administrative costs are reimbursed at 80
percent, operating costs are reimbursed at 50 percent, requiring a larger local match.

Eligible operators of Section 5311 transportation systems can be local public bodies and agencies, non-profit
organizations, Indian tribes and groups, and operators of public transportation services. Private for-profit intercity
agencies are also eligible.

State DOTs also provide some funding in addition to federal funds.

Coordinated Public Transit-Human Services Transportation Plan

Federal Regulations require the development of a Coordinated Public Transit-Human Services Transportation
Plan.

As a bi-state MPO, the Texarkana area is served by agencies in Arkansas and Texas that provide transit and para-
transit services to this region. For the Texas-side of the metropolitan planning area, the Ark-Tex Regional Public
Transportation Coordination Plan was adopted on November 30, 2006. For the Arkansas-side of the metropolitan
planning area, the Public Transportation and Human Services Coordination Plan for Southwest Arkansas was
adopted in 2007. A representative of the Texarkana MPO participated in the development of these plans to ensure
their coordination and consistency with the metropolitan planning process. The Arkansas plan was updated in
2012 as a statewide document.

Findings of the 2010 Arkansas Statewide Public Transit Needs Assessment:

The 91,000 fixed/flexible route trips currently provided by TUTD meets approximately 77 percent of expected
demand for service. This rate of met need is likely caused by the fact that TUTD provides service six days per
week (Monday through Saturday) and that service is available from 6:00 am until 6:00 pm. Because TUTD does not
operate past 6:00, there is likely unmet need in the evening for second shift and discretionary shopping/recreation)
trips. In addition to this, service does not cover the entire city and, with minor exceptions, does not operate outside
of the city limits. By 2020, the need is expected to grow as the population increases. Unless the growth in need
occurs in areas already served by TUTD, during the hours TUTD operates and has available capacity, TUTD
would require additional resources to meet the expanded need.
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TUTD currently reports about 6,200 annual ADA paratransit trips in comparison to the expected demand of over
18,000, or only about 33 percent of the expected demand. This is the second lowest percent served of all the urban
systems in the state. The lower level of actual demand may be partly due to the factors cited for fixed-route
service; however, the predicted demand is based on the actual reported service area population so the actual
ridership should be closer to the predicted level.

Estimated Demand for ADA Complementary Paratransit - Texarkana Area

2010 2020
ADA service area population 30,087 | 33,604
Base fare for ADA Paratransit (Dollars) $2.50 $2.50
Percent of applicants for ADA Paratransit eligibility found conditionally eligible 0 0
Conditional trip determination no no
Percent of the population in the ADA service area in households with income below the poverty line 19.7 19.7
Effective on-time window for ADA Paratransit (minutes) Results 15 15
Predicted Annual Ridership per Capita 0.6 0.6
Predicted Annual Ridership 18,134 | 20,254
Estimated Unmet Need - Texarkana Public Transit Trips
2010 2020
Texarkana Total Cgrrent Pct. Unme.t Need Total Est. Pct. Unme.t Need
Need Riders Met Trips Need Riders Met Trips
;’;i‘llc/: lodble Route 14150871 91,085 77% 26,802 136267 91,285 67% 44,982
ADA
Complementary 18,134 6,230 34%| 11,904 20,254 6,230 31% 14,024
Paratransit
Full System 136,221 97,515 72%] 38,706 156,521 97,515 62%] 59,006

It should be noted that any expansion of fixed route transit service to meet unmet public transit needs could
expand the service area to which ADA Paratransit must be provided and would increase the demand for
Paratransit service above that shown. The increase will depend on the extent to which the fixed route service area
is expanded. Changes in ADA Paratransit service policies can also have a significant impact on the demand for
service.

Source: Excerpted from the Arkansas Statewide Public Transit Needs Assessment - Arkansas Highway and
Transportation Department — July, 2012
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Public Transportation - Inter-city Bus

Greyhound Bus Lines, Texarkana -

405 East 51st Street - Texarkana, AR 71854-1004
Phone - Main number (870) 774-5163

Package Express (870) 772-8741

Greyhound Bus Lines has thirteen (13) scheduled stops
at its facility located at 405 East 51st Street, in Texarkana,
Arkansas.

Buses Travel to Little Rock, Memphis, Dallas, Houston, |

Robert J. Flowers

and Kansas City. The Kerrville Bus Company provides || copyriat ® 2001

travel from the Greyhound Station to Ft. Smith, AR. ~ -
From there, connections are available for travel anywhere in the United States.

Customers can buy tickets online, over the phone, at a Greyhound terminal, or at a Greyhound agency.

For passengers with disabilities, Greyhound claims that drivers, customer service personnel and contractors are
available to meet the needs of customers with disabilities and are available to provide any requested assistance
which is reasonable. The types of assistance that are most frequently asked to provide involve boarding and de-
boarding, luggage, transfers, and stowage and retrieval of wheeled mobility devices. This service is provided
during transfers, meal and rest stops and other times as reasonably requested. Some restrictions do apply.

Greyhound and T-Line are evaluating options for Greyhound to rent space and sale tickets from the T-Line
Transfer Center on Texas Boulevard. Greyhound and TUTD have initiated a five- year pilot intercity bus service
project to provide rural feeder service and freight cargo shipping into the Texarkana urban area.

Hours of Operation are:

Station
Monday - Sunday 02:00 AM - 07:00 PM
Holidays 02:00 AM - 07:00 PM

Greyhound Package Express

Monday - Sunday 02:00 AM - 07:00 PM

Holidays 02:00 AM - 07:00 PM
Ticketing

Monday - Sunday 02:00 AM - 07:00 PM

Holidays 02:00 AM - 07:00 PM
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Passenger Rail Transportation services

Daily passenger service is provided by Amtrak, providing two stops daily. One train travels from Chicago to Los
Angeles and stops in Texarkana at 5:58 a.m. and the other train travels from Los Angeles to Chicago and stops in
Texarkana at 8:43 p.m. (approximate times).

AMTRAK

Location - 100 E Front St, Texarkana, AR 71854
Tel. (870) 772-1011
Website: http://www.amtrak.com/home

The AMTRAK station is located in the East end of the now
closed Union Railroad Station

Current one-way ticket prices are $29 to Dallas-Fort Worth, $57
to Austin, $66 to San Antonio, $72 to St. Louis, $111 to Chicago,
and $308 to Los Angeles.

Facilities include a handicapped accessible, enclosed waiting
area, restrooms, ticket office and payphone while other
amenities such as a lounge, ATM, elevator, QuikTrak Kiosk and
Wi-Fi are absent.

Baggage services include checked baggage, baggage assistance, bike boxes for sale, and shipping boxes for sale,
but baggage storage, baggage carts, and lockers are absent.

Table 24: AMTRAK Station Hours

AM PM
Monday 500 AM  To 8:00 AM 7.00PM  To 10:00 PM
Tuesday 5:00AM  To 9:00 AM 7:00PM  To 11:00 PM
Wednesday 5:00 AM  To 9:00 AM 7:00PM  To 11:00 PM
Thursday 5:00AM  To 9:00 AM 700PM  To 11:00 PM
Friday 5:00AM  To 9:00 AM 700PM  To 11:00 PM
Saturday 500 AM  To 8:00 AM 7.00PM  To 10:00 PM
Sunday 5:00AM  To 8:00 AM 700PM  To 10:00 PM

The Texas Eagle is a 1,306-mile (2,102 km) passenger train route operated by Amtrak in the central and western
United States. Trains run daily between Chicago, Illinois, and San Antonio, Texas, and continue to Los Angeles,
California, 2,728 miles (4,390 km) total, three days a week. The route follows the UP Dallas and UP Little Rock
Subdivisions through east Texas. Stops in east Texas along the Texas Eagle route include the towns of Mineola,
Longview, Marshall, and Texarkana.

During fiscal year 2011, the Texas Eagle carried nearly 300,000 passengers, a 4.3% increase over FY2010. The train
had a total revenue of $24,475,309 during FY2011, an increase of 7.7% from FY 2010.
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Air Transport - Texarkana Regional Airport Passenger Service

Rendering of the Future Airport Terminal along with
current Airport Fire and proposed Rescue/Safety Building.

PLANNED NEW TERMINAL COMPLEX

Located at 201 Airport Drive, Texarkana, AR, the
Texarkana Regional Airport is a modern, primary
commercial service airport operated by an independent
Airport Authority. The airport is attended 24-hours daily
with an FAA-funded contract air traffic control tower
operating from 6 a.m. to 10 p.m. The airport’s two
instrument runways (6,601 feet and 5,200 feet long) and
instrument landing system are capable of routinely
supporting Boeing 737 or other large aircraft in weather
conditions down to one-half mile visibility and 200 foot
cloud ceiling. Additional instrument approach aids include non-directional radio beacon (NDB) and visual Omni
Range (VOR) approaches as well as Global Positioning System (GPS) approaches for all runways.

Texarkana Regional Aitport South-Side Development JTK_

The airport’s general aviation facilities are among the best in the

i, . region with 43 individual T-hangars, and several large commercial-
S\_ style hangars used for aircraft storage. Full maintenance (turbine
and piston) service is available. Fueling (Jet A-1 and 100LL Avgas) is
4 available through a 24-hour fixed base operator.

The airport is home to Texarkana Airframe and Power Plant School,
Texarkana Flying Club, an aircraft charter service, LifeNet air
ambulance service, a myriad of corporate and private aircraft, and

Source: Lifenet.com A A N K
aircraft sales, service, and maintenance businesses.

American Eagle Airlines provides four (4) daily, all-jet, round-trip flights to Dallas-Fort Worth International
Airport. Texarkana Regional Airport’s commercial passenger terminal is conveniently located adjacent to US
Highway 67 and offers travelers a snack shop, taxi stand, rental car agencies, and other passenger conveniences.

Airport online services include flight tracking, weather
information, delay information, and Chamber of
Commerce connection to local hotels & lodging.

The airport is the recipient of Federal Airport
Improvement Program funds, Passenger Facility
Charge funds, Arkansas Department of Aeronautics
Grants, Texas Department of Transportation grants,
and private and commercial development financing.

Source AA.com

Current Flight Schedule — connecting to Dallas-Ft. Worth International Airport

Departures Arrivals
6:00 am 12:15 pm
11:45 am 4:40 pm
5:10 pm 9:20 pm

Ground Transportation To And From The Airport
Ground transportation is provided by: Avis Rent a Car, Hertz Rent a Car, Budget Rent a Car, City Taxi, and
Yellow Cab.
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Table 25: Past and Projected Annual Aviation Demand

CATEGORY 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Enplaned Passengers 35,640 27,437 35,000 41,000 47,000 54,000 63,000
Instrument + Visual Operations * 40,761 31,567 23,100 23,000 22,800 23,500 25,000
Scheduled Airline Operations 5,191 4,754 4,900 5,200 5,500 6,000 7,300
General Aviation Operations 28,151 21,254 15,100 12,100 10,600 11,500 12,600
Military Operations 7,419 5,559 3,140 3,000 2,750 3,000 3,300

* Data collected in the last few years captured IFR and VFR operations together and not separately.
Source: Texarkana AR airport Admin.

General Aviation Operations (Ops) - All civil (non-military) aviation operations other than scheduled air services
and non-scheduled air transport operations for hire.

Commentary from Airport administration: The drop in enplaned passengers in 2010 was due to our only airline
going into bankruptcy. General aviation is in decline nation-wide due to high cost, and it’s anticipated that
military flight activity will continue to decline as the Defense Department budget contracts further in the future.

Funding: The primary source of airport development and improvement funds is the FAA, through its Airport
Improvement Program (AIP). Additionally, states typically have a grant program of their own but on a much
smaller scale.

High-Speed Passenger Rail Service
People are talking about it, is high-speed rail on the horizon?

“High speed rail” (HSR) usually refers to electric-powered trains, operating on shared or dedicated tracks and at
speeds regularly over 125 mph, usually between 150 mph and 225 mph (as opposed to Conventional rail, which
refers to diesel-powered trains operating on tracks shared with freight trains and operating at speeds generally up
to 79 mph but as high as 120 mph in some corridors.)

Mag-Lev or magnetic levitation trains refers to a highly advanced power system technology that moves trains with
magnetic force at speeds well above 300 mph. None are operating in the United States commercially.

The Passenger Rail Improvement and Investment Act of 2008 required states to adopt

Texas Rail Plan comprehensive rail plans before they can be eligible for federal funding. In the 81st
Texas Legislative Session, a bill was enacted that expanded the Texas Department of
Transportation’s (TxDOT) rail planning mandate to include development of a long
range passenger rail plan. In 2009, the U.S. Department of Transportation released a
report titled High-Speed Rail: National Strategy. Texarkana is included on a Designated
High-Speed Rail (HSR) Corridor. In this report, a long-term strategy was proposed to
build an efficient, high-speed passenger rail network of 100 to 600 mile intercity
corridors, as one element of a modernized transportation system.

The State of Arkansas has initiated a Passenger Rail Study on its portion of the HSR and
a possible extension to Memphis, Tennessee. Additionally, Texas and Arkansas
continue to evaluate ridership demand, trackage and operational requirements.

The USDOT has reported some of the benefits and challenges associated with the development of a HSR system.

Benefits listed include: A safe and cost-effective mode of transportation, A foundation for economic
competitiveness, An energy- efficient transportation mode, and Inter-connection of livable communities.

Challenges to high-speed rail include:

*  Alack of expertise and resources,

e  State fiscal constraints,

* Relationships and conflicts with private freight railroad
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* Aneed for multi-state partnerships, and
* A need to develop safety standards for HSR.

Grade Crossing Hazard Elimination in High-Speed Rail Corridors - There are currently two designated high-
speed rail corridors that traverse Texas — the Gulf Coast High Speed Rail Corridor (Houston, east through
Beaumont to the Louisiana state line and New Orleans) and the South Central High Speed Rail Corridor (Little
Rock, Arkansas to San Antonio via Dallas/Fort Worth, and Oklahoma City to Fort Worth). (Source: Texas
Highway-Rail Grade Crossing Safety Action Plan 2011)

Union Pacific requirements for high-speed rail include a 50 foot separation from existing tracks, meaning the
passenger trains would need to operate on a new separate mainline track.

To comply with UP’s 110mph passenger rail guidelines, a complete fatal flaw analysis, which would identify
estimated detailed right-of-way acquisition requirements, new railroad structures, and additional at-grade
crossing closures or separations, will need to be conducted. At this point, a cost of $7 million per mile, excluding
the cost of right-of-way, was assumed for the new mainline between Dallas and Texarkana.

Freight Transportation

Freight transportation can be broadly defined as the movement of goods from one place to another, and many
sources claim that the Texarkana area is favorably located for domestic and international shipments via highway,
rail and water.

Rail Transport: The Texarkana MPO area is served by Class I and Class III railroads that provide rail service to all
major markets.

Water Transport: Inland waterway service via the Red River is available about 85 miles south of Texarkana at the
Port of Shreveport-Bossier in Louisiana.

The 2008 Freight Survey results revealed that trucks are the most often used transportation mode for shipping and
receiving freight. Every survey submitted in this study indicated that truck transportation is used for some portion
of all freight movements.

The 2008 East Texas Freight Study included a speculative/potential drop-and-haul facility for trucks to switch
loads with other trucks that could be located on the west side of Texarkana near the interchange of I-30 and the I-
369.

Texas is conducting a Texas Freight Mobility Plan intended to outline strategies to ensure the freight system can
support the continued success of the Texas economy. Recommendations and and the Final Report is scheduled for
November of 2014. The plan’s progress can be followed from here: http://www.movetexasfreight.com/

River Freight Transport

Texarkana is bounded by the Red River to the north and east, and the Sulphur River to the south, but these rivers
do not serve commercial traffic in the Texarkana area. The Red River drainage basin is very arid and normally
receives little precipitation. This means that much of the river flows are intermittent, and varies widely. Any
commercial use of these rivers would be for agriculture, flood control, and recreation. There have been some
efforts to expand river freight to the Texarkana area, but to date they have not had much success.

Transportation by water is cost effective when shipping certain types of bulk commodities that are not time
sensitive. Fifty-one percent of the freight survey respondents are interested in utilizing waterborne transportation
to move commodities such as agricultural products, wood products, scrap metals, steel, stone, sand and cement.
More than half of the respondents indicated an interest in utilizing waterborne transportation, if it were available
in the area.!

If commercial navigation is extended closer to Texarkana, a public slackwater harbor should be considered to
further enhance service.
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At this time, the Red River is commercially navigable up to the Port of Shreveport-Bossier in Northwest Louisiana.

A $197,000 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) study was completed that considered extending navigation
into Arkansas and to Index Bridge (between Texarkana and Ashdown, Arkansas). There are also variations calling
for navigation to Garland City and Fulton, Arkansas. Each study had a cost/benefit ratio; unfortunately, the ratios
do not meet the minimum requirement set by USACE.

The effort to bring river freight to the area continues however.

Air Freight Transport

The air freight system is typically characterized by low weight, small volume, high-value cargo. Consequently, air
cargo constitutes a small proportion of total freight tonnage but a higher proportion of total value of freight in
domestic and international trade. Air cargo, due to its high value, also has high travel-time sensitivities, implying
that slight changes in transit times can have significant cost impacts for air cargo shippers.

The Texarkana Regional Airport does not currently provide regular air freight services. The services that are
provided consist of:

Texarkana Regional Airport Aviation Services

American Eagle Airlines
TACAir

Helicopters Southwest
Texarkana Flying Club

Texarkana Regional Airport Misc. Services

LifeNet Helicopters: 903-831-6201
Civil Air Patrol -- Texarkana Composite Squadron
Aerospace Education -- Cadet Programs -- Emergency Services: 903-838-4437

Pipelines
There are four major gas and oil pipelines crossing Texarkana in Arkansas and two that cross Texarkana in Texas.
Interaction between modes of transportation generally occurs at terminals, ports, plants, and storage facilities.

In terms of safety, pipeline transportation is generally safer than transportation by road, rail, or barge. The federal
agency regulating pipelines is the Pipeline & Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA).
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Rail Freight Transport

Significant freight transportation assets of the larger, multi-state Texarkana region are the presence of two Class I
railroads and seven Class III railroads. The Class I railroads are the Kansas City Southern Railway (KCS) and the
Union Pacific Railroad (UP). Class III railroads include the Arkansas Southern Railroad (ARS), the DeQueen and
Eastern Railroad (DQE), the Kiamichi Railroad (KRR), the Louisiana and North West Railroad (LNW), the Prescott
and Northwestern Railroad (PNW), the Texas and Northern Railway (TN), and the Texas Northeastern Railroad
(TNER).

Only three railroads directly serve Texarkana and the MPO area. The Union Pacific, the Kansas City Southern and
the Texas Northeastern Railroad. And the Texarkana Chamber of Commerce reports that more than 90 of these
freight trains pass through Texarkana each day.

Rail transportation is used predominantly by shippers that have large, bulky shipments that travel over 500 miles.

Railroads are classified into Class I, II, and III, based on their operating revenue characteristics. Class I, II and
Class III railroads are very different in size and revenue.

Class I carriers are carriers generating $319.3 million or more
Class II carriers are carriers generating at least $40.0 million but less than $319.3 million
Class III carriers are carriers generating less than $40.0 million

Class I railroads provide long-haul service to national market areas throughout the country and to gateway cities,
while Class III railroads support area manufacturing, agricultural and forestry operations by providing services
such as switching and spotting of railcars and feeder railcar service to Class I railroads. Some Class III railroads
offer specialized services such as transloading operations to load and unload railcars when a need arises.

In addition to the railroad class identification, there are two main categories of railroad service — carload and
intermodal that differentiates the services offered by each railroad class.

Railroads own their own networks, generally control operations and maintenance (O&M), and make investment
decisions on their networks, mainly for capacity enhancements. Because of the private ownership of railroad
networks, analysis of the factors affecting railroad routing decisions, as well as accurate determination of link-level
rail traffic flows on the network, is very difficult to assess, due to the proprietary nature of the railroad data.

There are however, some public data available and forecasting freight movements through these railroad facilities
is considered critical in the overall rail system planning process in order to avoid congestion and bottlenecks in the
rail freight transportation network, but since they are privately owned the railroad generally does their own traffic
control and forecasts.

TNER: the Class III railroad

The Texas Northeastern Railroad (TNER) is owned by Genesee & Wyoming Inc. and operates in Texas, west from
Bonham through Bells to Sherman, and east from New Boston to Texarkana. The TNER interchanges with the
BNSF, DGNO, and UP railroads.
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Partnerships with the UP, BNSF and KCS provide the TNER with increased access throughout North America for
the customers that are served.

The TNER also serves The Red River Army Depot, located just west of Texarkana.

Major commodities for the TNER are coal, military equipment, wheat, and polyethylene. More than 10,000 cars
moved over the TNER tracks in 2010.

Genesee & Wyoming Inc. (G&W) owns and operates short line and regional freight railroads in the United States,
Canada, Australia, the Netherlands and Belgium, and provide rail service at 37 ports in North America, Australia
and Europe and perform contract coal loading and railcar switching for industrial customers. In addition, TNER
operates the Tarcoola to Darwin rail line which links the Port of Darwin with the Australian interstate rail network
in South Australia. Operations currently include 111 railroads organized in 11 regions, with more than 15,000
miles of owned and leased track and approximately 2,500 additional miles under track access arrangements.

KCS: one of two Class I railroads

Owned by Kansas City Southern, this rail line is the smallest and second-oldest Class I railroad company still in
operation.

Only about 3,100 miles in length, its acquisition of Tex Mex and TFM (now known as Kansas City Southern de
Mexico) added about 2,800 miles to its overall system, giving it a railroad of nearly 6,000 miles of track.

It has a Texarkana Office at 1000 W 7th St, Texarkana - (903) 794-6361
UP: the second of two Class I railroads

The UP’s Texarkana Freight Yard is located on the south side of the Texarkana, Texas downtown vicinity with the
yard limits extending across the Texas/Arkansas state border. An industrial track supports the Red River Army
Depot located north of Redwater, Texas and west of Texarkana, Texas.

The corridor between Fort Worth and Texarkana is essential to UP operations due to the significant intermodal
and premium, truck competitive operations on the line. The corridor is one of the most significant corridors owned
by UP in the southern U.S. since it provides access to the Little Rock gateway and the Meridian Speedway, which
are critical sources of business. Existing rail traffic is run in both directions along the route and consists of 50 to 60
trains per day, depending on the location.

Union Pacific Railroad also has a Texarkana office at 131 W Front St, Texarkana - (903) 798-2900

Possible Rail Service Improvements for Texarkana
Rail service can be accessed in a number of ways.

A firm with a rail spur to their facility has direct access for loading and unloading railcars. Shippers in the region
without a rail siding currently access rail transportation by several means. One method is to load cargo locally to
either a truck or a container that is then trucked to a rail/truck intermodal facility in the Dallas, Texas or West
Memphis/Marion, Arkansas areas. Another option is to use a transloading facility where equipment for loading
and unloading railcars or trucks and temporary storage facilities are available. The UP at one time expressed an
interest in operating a transloading operation in the Texarkana area.

The Red River Army Depot, with access to both shortline and Class I railroads and immediate access to I-30, could
serve as a transload facility that could service a variety of truck-to-rail, or rail-to-truck commodities. This facility is
at an ideal location to serve as a “drop-and-hook” for truck shipments.

The trucking industry has shown an interest in a more public type drop-and-hook facility that would be managed
by a private agent and used by independent truckers and shippers. All of the shortline railroads in the East Texas
area are interested in working with businesses and communities to provide rail shipments and most of the
shortline railroads have property that could accommodate a transload facility. The Atlanta District could benefit
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significantly with the development of an intermodal rail-truck transload facility in or near Texarkana and
Marshall.

The Red River Army Depot site near Texarkana, now called Red River Commerce Park, may be a viable candidate
for an intermodal rail-truck facility and as a truck trailer pickup/drop facility, since it has excellent rail connections
to the UP and is close to I-30.

Intermodal Facilities
Is there a possibility of developing intermodal facilities in the Texaxrkana area? Some say yes.

The closest current intermodal facility is Shreveport, Louisiana. There is currently no intermodal facility in
Texarkana, for freight.

On October 21, 2003, during a meeting of the MPO'’s Freight Transportation Focus Group related to the
development of the MTP, representatives of the business community expressed a need for the development of an
inter-modal facility in the Texarkana area. On May 26, 2004, a meeting of business representatives was held to
further discuss the issue and a decision was made to request that AHTD conduct a detailed study (as was
recommended in the 2001 Freight Transportation Study) for establishing an inter-modal facility. The Texarkana
Chamber of Commerce and the City of Texarkana, AR each sent a letter to AHTD requesting that such a study be
initiated.

On July 7, 2004 the Arkansas State Highway Commission approved Minute Order 2004-102 authorizing a study to
determine the potential for an inter-modal facility that would enhance freight storage and distribution capabilities
for the Texarkana regional area. The Texarkana Region Freight Transportation Study was completed in 2008 and
contains the results of a shippers’ survey conducted for the Texarkana region. The study area includes Columbia,
Hempstead, Howard, Lafayette, Little River, Miller, Nevada and Sevier Counties in Arkansas; and Bowie, Cass,
Morris, Red River and Titus Counties in Texas.

Conclusions from the report:

e 43 percent of the shippers surveyed believed that a new rail siding at their present location could enhance
their operation

e 60 percent of respondents reported that rail/truck intermodal service is important for the region and that
intermodal service could support their current or future operations.

e Rail/truck intermodal service is primarily provided to the area by facilities in the Dallas/Fort Worth, Texas and
West Memphis/Marion, Arkansas areas.

e Rail/truck intermodal service is used primarily in the Texarkana region for global shipments through Gulf and
Pacific Ports.

e Rail transloading activities currently occur in the study area, but a facility dedicated for transloading does not
exist in the Texarkana region. Industries that ship or receive large volumes of products and materials over
long distances sometimes make arrangements with railroad companies for cargo to be loaded or unloaded
using temporary equipment.

e Approximately 47 percent of respondents expressed an interest in utilizing a local publicly supported rail
transloading facility. Returned surveys and follow-up interviews indicate that approximately 36,000 trailers
(for both international and domestic shipments) could be routed annually to a local transloading operation.
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Motor Carriers / Trucking

Trucking dominates the short-haul freight market due to its flexibility and cost characteristics relative to other

modes. For this reason, many urban freight models are typically “truck” models and do not involve a mode share

component.

Preparation of this plan identified 36 motor freight and related firms in the Texarkana area.
Steps that might improve freight transportation in the Texarkana area include: (from the 2008 freight study)

e Support the extension of commercial navigation on the Red River, with the possible development of a

slackwater harbor in the region.

e Enlist assistance from logistics providers to market the area’s businesses.
¢ Educate the business community as to transportation services that are available.
e Development of a transloading facility, for rail/truck and potentially river and air freight traffic

e  Establishment of a foreign trade zone
e Capture through freight traffic with local services
e  Continue north south travel routes such as I-49 north

Non-motorized Travel

Elements of the Non-Motorized Transportation System
Bicycle Elements
The elements of the bicycle transportation system are:

o Trails

e Bicycle lanes

e Shared lanes

e Bicycle-friendly signals, signs, and parking

Pedestrian Elements
The elements of the pedestrian transportation system are:

e Trails

e Sidewalks (including ramps)

e  Crosswalks - Pedestrian-friendly signals,
e Signs

e Lighting, and

e  other amenities.
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Bicycles and Pedestrian Transportation
MASTER BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PLAN SUMMARY

Local residents have previously shown an interest in bicycling and pedestrian facilities as reflected in the City of
Texarkana, Texas” Comprehensive Plan, the Texarkana Chamber of Commerce’s Vision 2020, comments from the
public during the update of the MTP, and comments from members of the Texarkana Bicycle Club, Edge City
Cycling, and Partnership for the Pathway. In order to plan for a truly multi-modal transportation system, the
Texarkana MPO contracted with Alliance Transportation Group, Inc. to develop a Master Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan. This Master Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan was completed in October 2009 and is considered a part of the
TUTS 2040 PLAN by reference.

Origin of the Plan

Bicycling is a popular sport in Texarkana and the area’s relatively mild climate allows for bicycling and walking
much of the year and having a master plan is a first step towards coordination among the various agencies
responsible for transportation and recreation facilities, as well as other interested parties. The bicycling and
pedestrian plan for Texarkana is designed to provide a comprehensive vision for non-motorized transportation
as well as recreation.

Non-motorized Transportation Vision for the Texarkana Area
The Master Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan is designed to do the following:

e  Meet local, regional, and national goals;

e  Connect neighborhoods to destinations such as schools, parks, and shopping centers;
e Provide a single design guide for facilities and treatments; and,

e  Connect transit, intercity bus, and rail services as much as possible.

Local, regional, and national activities/plans suggest increased demand for non-motorized facilities is in the
future. At the national level, the American Association of State and Highway Transportation Officials
(AASHTO) and the American Cycling Association are presently developing a national numbered Bicycle Route
System. Current drafts show Route 84 passing through Texarkana. At the local level, the City of Texarkana,
Texas Parks Department has developed a Parks Master Plan with a goal to utilize linear parks to link several
existing parks together and another goal to incorporate public art in a variety of public settings. The City of
Texarkana, Arkansas is continuing to work on the expansion of the Nix Creek Trail while the City of Wake
Village, Texas is planning for several bicycle and pedestrian facilities throughout its jurisdiction. The main
corridor of this regional plan is referred to as Mockingbird Junction, named after the state bird of Arkansas and
Texas.

Benefits from a Master Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Implementing a master bicycle and pedestrian plan provides many benefits to the community. First, it provides a
comprehensive overview of all the elements that make up the non-motorized transportation system. Some
elements of the plan fall under the jurisdiction of the MPO, AHTD, and TxDOT, while others are under the
purview of the cities” public works or parks departments. And, Texarkana has an active citizen community
involved in active living. With everyone working from an integrated plan with consistent design guidelines, the
public will find themselves with a seamless system to use and the motoring public will also encounter consistent
signs and usage.

A master plan is an essential part of efforts to build the non-motorized component to the transportation system.
As agencies and local groups apply for funding for various elements of the plan, they can demonstrate how it fits
into a larger picture for the area. This is particularly important on the Arkansas side since it is AHTD policy to
accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians on state roads that are part of a bicycle and pedestrian master plan.
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A master plan also illustrates the area’s commitment to providing for an essential ingredient to the quality of life.
Many businesses that do not face locational constraints look for other characteristics of an area for business
location, and one of the considerations is quality of life. By providing a good quality of life with a city built for
active living and recreation, the city can provide a more attractive package to prospective businesses.

According to Census data, a significant number of people living in the Texarkana area fall into segments of the
population that makes them more likely to be dependent on non-motorized transportation such as walking or
bicycling.

Implementing the Master Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

From a regulatory standpoint, both federal and state, the consideration of bicyclists and pedestrians is required
in the development of transportation plans. Except where expressly prohibited, bicycle and pedestrian facilities
are required to be considered in all new construction and reconstruction projects.

The intention of MAP-21 and current metropolitan transportation planning is to have bicycle and pedestrian
facilities be part of an integrated, multi-modal transportation system for the metropolitan planning area.

Current Trails and Paths

e Bobby Ferguson Trail — Bobby Ferguson Park, an eight mile long walking trail, at Four States Fairgrounds

e DBringle Lake Regional Park and Wilderness Area Nature Trails — Bike and walking trail at Bringle Lake near
Texas A & M campus, currently expanding the facilities

e Nix Creek Trail — Walking, running, biking trail, 2.4 miles long between Arkansas Boulevard, and E. 9*
Street and has parking

e  Phillip McDougal Trail — Walking, running, biking trail, 1.75 miles long at Spring Lake Park south of I-30

e  Sister Damian Murphy Trail — From Summerhill Road to Cowhorn Creek, connecting to Phillip McDougal
trail, having an off road bike/ pedestrian path about %2 mile long

e  Trice Trail — Short walking trail located at the 1500 block of 47t St.

The following recommendations were identified in the plan for development of the non-motorized
transportation system:

e Establish a Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Panel to continue updating and implementing this plan

¢ Include bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure when rebuilding or rehabilitating roads

¢ Enforce traffic laws related to bicyclists and pedestrians

¢ Include a 4’ shoulder of clear path (i.e., no rumble strip) on designated highway shoulders

e  Work with the parks departments on Art in Public Places for bike racks and local branding

¢ Make easements more inclusive so they include ability for bicycle and pedestrian access (where appropriate)

¢ Build sidewalks for internal circulation and connectivity in new subdivisions

e  Traffic calming measure should not extend into bicycle lanes (or to edge of lane in wide curb lanes for mixed
use)

e Inventory/Data gathering

e  Restripe roads with lanes wide enough to add a bike lane

e Identify abandoned railroad right-of-way

e  Work with the police departments to collect meaningful, easily accessible bicycle and pedestrian crash data

¢ Install new yellow-green fluorescent (YGF) signs around schools

¢ Maintain (clean) highway shoulders on bike routes on a regular basis (provide method for bicyclists to
report debris and other problems)

¢ Educate the public about bicycles and motor vehicles sharing the road

¢  Educate the public regarding children bicycling and walking to school

e Conduct a bicycle parking inventory and identify places to include bicycle parking (such as at parks,
shopping centers, and public buildings)

e Provide bicycle and pedestrian access across 1-49, I-30 and I-369 at multiple locations.
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Figure 13: Map of the 2009 Pedestrian and Bikeway Plan
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The Public Participants and Stakeholders View of the Current State of the Transportation System

With the development of the 2014 transportation plan, the public had multiple opportunities to give their views on
the current state of the transportation system, and where the system needs to go.

Comments and recommendations will be reviewed by MPO members and staff between now and the next MTP
update, and when identifying areas of concern for possible projects and programs for MPO work programs, local
improvements, inclusion in Transportation Improvement Programs, and transportation system evaluation when
state transportation departments seek recommendations for their programs.

For additional information on the public opinions and comments go to the Public Participation Report done by
Neel-Schaffer Inc. for the MPO, on the MPO website at www.texarkanampo.org

Results of the Visioning Workshop

Growth Trends from the Visioning Workshop:

1. Genoa Central: Identified as a good school district.

2. Red Lick, Pleasant Grove, and Redwater areas: Concentration of new residential growth due to better schools
and more desirable lot sizes. It was noted that homes in Pleasant Grove were half the age of other homes.
Richmond Road: Congestion was identified as the biggest challenge in this area.

Parallel to Richmond Road: A northern route is needed — away from Target
Pleasant Grove Road: Apartment development is likely to continue.
Shilling Road: Roadway needs to be extended.

7. 1-30: Off-ramp at Red Lick will be needed in the future.

SANRC LI

Future Transportation Concerns:

US 67: This is a highly congested corridor during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours.
Richmond Road: Roadway experiences severe congestion.
Fairgrounds Road to Arkansas Boulevard: Needs improvements.
Moore’s Lane: Needs sidewalks or bike lanes.
S. State Line Avenue: Roadway should be widened to include shoulders.
Cowhorn Creek Overpass: Currently lacks pedestrian access; individuals must use streets.
I-30: Walking link needed for pedestrian access to Crossroads North Business Park.
State Line Avenue: Coordination is needed to implement “Complete Streets” concepts along corridor.
N. Pecan Street: Texas turnaround west of Pecan Street is hazardous for bicyclist and pedestrians to cross.
. Pavilion Parkway: Interchange to I-30 is difficult to navigate; needs to be reconfigured.
. Fair Oaks: Needs dedicated turn lane from I-30 frontage road; “Complete Streets” concepts should be
implemented; roadway also has a high crash potential.
Texas Boulevard: Roundabout is needed at intersection with New Boston Road.
. 7th Street: Roundabout is needed at intersection with State Line Avenue.
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Stakeholder Meetings Results

Two stakeholder consultation meetings were held on April 24, 2014 to reach out to community and advocacy groups
in Texarkana. Invitations were mailed or emailed to over 150 stakeholders, and a total of 11 participants attended.
At the meetings, stakeholders were asked to provide input regarding the current challenges and future
transportation needs of the Texarkana area.

Stakeholder engagement and feedback was encouraged through multiple rounds of questions, and the findings
were subsequently grouped by topic and are summarized in the following sections.
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Roadway Capacity

The following locations were mentioned to be in need of new roadways to accommodate existing as well as future
transportation needs:

o I-49: Extension to accommodate a northwest loop

e I-69 (I-369): New construction to provide access to the TexAmericas Center

o 130 Frontage road needed from Leary Road to Kings Highway

Stakeholders believed the I-69 project to be significant for the area, but they were unsure of where exactly the
highway would be built, citing the possibility of the roadway being located outside of the current MPO boundary.
Stakeholders also discussed when I-30 would be expanded to six lanes, as well as the status of I-49 and questioned
whether the roadway would be completed by 2015.

Congestion

Roadway congestion was cited as one of the most pressing transportation concerns. Particular attention was focused
on the following roadways:

e Richmond Road: I-30 to Moore’s Lane — particularly during peak travel times

e Moore’s Lane: Richmond Road to Summerhill Road - suggested widening and a center-turn lane

o US 82: Summerhill Road to Robinson Road — suggested widening and a center-turn lane

» Kings Highway: I-30 to US 67 — suggested widening to a 5-lane roadway

o CR 2213 (2148): Intersection with US 82 — suggested adding turn lanes

Traffic Safety

The following roadways were cited for particular safety concerns:
o Pavilion Parkway: Interchange with I-30 is difficult to navigate.
e US71: Hazardous roadway
o  State Line Avenue: 2.5 to 3 mile section along State Line Avenue with a continuous left-turn lane currently
offered multiple conflict points — suggested possible closure of side street access onto State Line Avenue,
which could also increase parking; in addition, it was suggested that State Line Avenue could be replaced
with a four-lane, divided boulevard, including a center median in order to reduce conflict potential.

Similar to the road diet discussed for State Line Avenue, stakeholders also suggested a redesign of several other
five- lane roadways to four-lane, divided boulevards.

Additional safety concerns cited are as follows:
o I-30: The lack of multi-modal crossings was limiting bicycle and pedestrian movements.
o Several roadways: Participants were concerned about decreased visibility due to inadequate landscaping
maintenance along roadways.
o Congestion due to school drop offs and pickups were identified as decreasing safety in those areas.

Mobility

Another major concern for stakeholders was the mobility needs of Texarkana's seniors. Elderly citizens in
Texarkana, particularly in Texarkana, Arkansas, currently lack sufficient options to travel to senior centers and other
points of interest. Additionally, vehicles used by the Area Agency on Aging and the T-Line were too large to
navigate the older, narrow neighborhood streets in the community, making it difficult for Texarkana citizens to age
in place while sustaining their quality of life.

Furthermore, transportation safety for older adults, who are still active and working, was believed to be an
additional area of concern that should be considered and addressed during the MTP update.

Stakeholders further mentioned a general lack of ridesharing options or flexible hours, making it difficult for
working individuals to use fixed route bus service or other mobility options.
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Public Transit

Stakeholders stated that T-Line stops were not accessible and roadways leading to the bus stops were difficult to
cross. Stakeholders also believed that in order to provide better transit service, the T-Line buses would have to pick
up passengers on interior neighborhood streets.

Bicycle and Pedestrian

Stakeholders suggested that "Complete Streets" solutions should be implemented, particularly along State Line
Avenue. They also cited a general lack of bike paths and sidewalks in northern Texarkana.

Community Growth and Expansion

Population growth and associated expansion was another important theme of the consultation meetings. According
to stakeholders, the majority of growth was taking place in Texarkana, Texas, while growth in Arkansas had
declined. Some stakeholders pointed to single use zoning as a challenge to create a walkable environment where
Texarkana citizens can live, work, and play in the urbanized area.

Economic Development

Stakeholder comments concerning the TexAmericas Center industrial complex were mixed. For some, there was
excitement about TexAmericas development, bringing employment and commerce opportunities to the region,
while others called for access management and preservation protocols to ensure effective planning at the complex
and the surrounding areas, believing it to be imperative that the MPO incorporate the TexAmericas Center into its
planning efforts - although it is located outside of the current planning boundary.

Downtown revitalization was seen as another emphasis area. Stakeholders would like to see an increase in
downtown traffic, which they believed would have a positive economic impact on the area.

Stakeholder sentiments on I-30 frontage roads differed, from asking for the construction of frontage roads where
they currently did not exist, to citing that they were difficult to navigate and at times drew commerce away from
downtown and other regional activity centers. Stakeholders also mentioned that the lack of two-way access roads or
associated back routes caused difficulties in accessing businesses along the interstate. Several stakeholders
suggested that certain interstate exits should be treated as community gateways, inviting visitors and shoppers into
the community and away from the interstate.

During the meeting, stakeholders also identified a lack of signage in the historic district in downtown Texarkana as
a detriment to tourism, which is exacerbated by the prevalence of one-way streets.

Freight Transportation

Stakeholders cited an interest in a designated regional freight system, connecting Texarkana to Shreveport and other
destinations. Also discussed were freight movements on and navigability of the Red River.

Additional Comments Received by the MPO

Recommendations and comments received by the MPO are incorporated into the plan in accordance with the MPO
public participation policy.

March 27 2014 Individual Email

e  Construct a bridge over I-30 connecting Pecan St. in Nash with Pleasant Grove Rd.

e Extend University Avenue South of I-30 to New Boston Rd. (to reduce traffic by Walmart and Lowes)

¢ Widen Kings Highway North to 5 lanes at New Boston Rd. in Nash (congestion is very heavy at the light)

e Widen 2319 from Summerhill Rd. past Bringle Lake to the Texarkana Golf Ranch

e  Extend Loop 549 from Hwy. 71 North, West of I-30 and continue south to Hwy. 59 (to complete the loop
around the Texarkana Metro area
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June 17, 2014 Individual to City Email

I have noticed that we do not have sidewalks or bike lanes in Texarkana. Others and I believe it would be a
great idea to consider the idea of sidewalks or bike lanes. This idea will turn our town into a pedestrian friendly
town and help create jobs. This idea would help reduce Richmond Rd. car traffic since more people would ride
their bikes to work.

The Transportation System in 2040 — Stakeholder Areas of Concern

Stakeholders attending the two stakeholder meetings on April 24, 2014 were asked to pinpoint areas of regional
concern, these are the responses:

1.

2.
3.
4

o

10.
11.

12.
13.
14.

Richmond Road: Congestion was identified as the most pressing issue, particularly from I-30 to Moore’s Lane.
Pavilion Parkway: Interchange to access I-30 was cited as difficult to navigate.
FM 2148: An interchange and frontage road was suggested to provide access to I-30.

Moore’s Lane: Richmond Road to Summerhill Road — needs to be widened and a center turn lane should be
added; improvement to five-lane roadway should be considered in the future.

US 82: Summerhill Road to Robinson Road — needs a center-turn lane

I-30: Kings Highway to Leary Road: needs frontage roads; access to the Love's Travel Stop is currently
limited.

Seibert Street: Needs an overpass to better accommodate rail freight movements and crossing trains.
Kings Highway (FM 989): Suggested expansion to five-lane roadway between 1-30 and US 67.

FM 2253: US 82 to I-30 — currently two-lane facility and operates over capacity due to Love’s Travel Stop;
needs a center-turn lane.

School Safety: Congested during afternoon hours when school is dismissed.

Texas A&M University, Texarkana Development: New elementary school; Pleasant Gove Road will likely
become a major arterial with direct access I-30 in the future; Shilling Road needs to be extended to
Summerhill Road.

Hughes Road: East of Red Lick, a new 300 acres, 125 unit development is being planned.
Northwest Loop: 1-49/I-69 loop needs to be completed.

Summerhill Road and Richmond Road: A bypass is needed to divert fast moving traffic attempting to avoid
the construction on Moore’s Lane.
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Prioritization of criteria by the public:

A final criteria ranking was chosen for the evaluation of the transportation system, which complies not only with
federal and state mandates, but also includes local values based on the public outreach and stakeholder
consultation. Future MPO plan development will consider these criteria and their importance to the community in
development of programs and projects.

Table 9: Criteria is Listed in Order of the Importance to the Community

Criteria Rank
Improve Safety 1
Support Economic Goals 2
Reduce Congestion 3
Improve Quality of Life 4
Protect Environment 5
Preserve Right-of-Ways 6
Increase Multi-Modal Options 7
Connect Modes of Travel 8
Promote Efficiency 9
Improve Access 10
Improve Security 11
Increase Connections 12
Conserve Energy 13
Support Land Use Goals 14




Chapter 4 - Forecasts of Future Roadway Travel Demand

There are a lot of things that influence demand for travel, some are obvious, such as employment. People go to and
from work, and for a great many people, transportation is a significant part of their work.

People go to school, go shopping, make deliveries, go places for recreation or just pass the time, taking a walk, or
riding a bike.

Travel is a part of almost everything we do, in one way or another. From the taxi driver, the postman, the pizza
delivery person, to the train going by at 4 am, to the ambulance driver or the fire truck trying to get somewhere
quickly. Just about everything.

When transportation planners and engineers talk about demand for travel, they are talking about something that
almost all people take for granted, travel.

However, the planners and engineers are looking for answers to questions on how many trips people are going to
make and by what mode of transportation, what routes are going to be traveled and whether the routes are
becoming congested and potentially hazardous, how much maintenance will they need and will they have enough
capacity for the travel that they will experience now and in the future.

Local and state public works and transportation departments count traffic on a regular basis, use historical studies
on traffic generation for different land uses, and have developed standards of design and engineering to make travel
safer, faster, and easier for the traveling public.

The transportation facilities used every day take a long time to develop. Some facilities may take ten to twenty years
to plan, design, acquire land or right of way, and then build to appropriate standards.

To accommodate the long lead-time of transportation projects it’s necessary to forecast future travel and to
anticipate transportation needs 10 to 20 years out. There are many methods of forecasting personal travel and one of
the traditional methods is a trip-based four-step model that follows these steps:

e Trip generation - this estimates the frequency of origins or destinations of trips in each zone by trip purpose

e Trip distribution - this uses a mathematical model (generally a “gravity” model) to match origins to
destinations

e Mode choice - this computes what proportion of trips are made by the mode of travel (car, bus, walk, etc.)

e Route assignment — generally the assignment of a route uses the shortest path based on travel time

Forecasting and modeling use Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZ) to model point to point travel. These TAZs
hold the demographic, employment, land use, and socioeconomic data to estimate the generation of trips to and
from households and to destinations such as work or shopping.

Once the TAZs are determined, trips are loaded onto a road network to estimate the traffic on specific streets and
highways.

Once the modeler establishes a baseline, or control total that closely simulates actual traffic counts and observations,
additional land uses and population changes are added to the baseline model. Then the model is run again and
through a series of mathematical formulas and “iterations,” new estimates of future travel demands are generated.

It is possible to run multiple “what if” scenarios if there are more than one possible future developments or options.

In the end, the modeler has to look at the results and evaluate as to whether those estimates are “reasonable”, or,
“could these numbers actually occur”?
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Figure 14 shows the TAZs that were used in this plan.

Figure 14: TAZ map
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Influences That Affect Demand for Travel

When discussing demand, there are many aspects to consider, these are some of the influences that affect personal
travel demand (trips):

Employment — generally more employment means more trips, and more travel. Frequently seen is a decline in
trips in a declining area, areas of low employment, or during a recession.

Income - In general, a higher income leads to more trips, and frequently higher automobile ownership, which
also increases trips

Education — as shown later in this section, higher education attainment tends to increase employment and
personal and/or household income, both influences increase trips or demand for travel

Household size - again, in general, a larger household size may result in more trips (depending on household
composition)
Household composition — families with children will generally have more trips

Relative costs of travel — people generally travel by the less expensive mode of travel, whether that expense is
measured in the value of time, or the value in money. Lower income populations may value their monetary
costs more than the time it takes to travel and will travel by a more time consuming mode. If costlier travel is
unavoidable, the number of trips may get reduced rather than the costs.

Trip length — similar to a gravity model, where distance affects the force of gravity, longer trips are usually
made less frequently than shorter trips

Seasonal causes — the same number of trips may actually remain nearly the same or decline a bit, while
destinations and trip lengths may change (ex: a large increase in traffic during the school year)

Ease of travel — an improvement to a transportation facility or mode encourages more travel

Educational Attainment Impacts on Employment and Income

Travel demand is a function of many things, one is employment and another is income. Educational Attainment is

an indirect catalyst in travel demand through income and employment.

When employed, commuters travel to and from work on a somewhat predictable schedule, and when income is
higher, automobile ownership and automobile trips both increase, the mode of travel selected may also change
from public transportation or non-motorized transportation modes, to a personal automobile.

The following table and graph shows the impact that educational attainment has on employment as well as income,
at the national level.

Figure 15: Earnings and Unemployment Rates by Educational Attainment

Earnings and unemployment rates by educational attainment
Unemployment rate in 2013 (%) Median weekly earnings in 2013 ($)
1 |
; 22 N Coctoraldegree I' 1623
1 2.3 I Frofessional degree I 1,714
1 |
3.4 D  master's degree ' 1,329
1 |
1 4.0 N Bachelor'sdegree | 1108
| |
5.4 I Associate’s degree 777
1 |
70 I, S oo 2 |
;s no degree :
7.5 I High school diploma 651/ I
] |
Lessthan a !
1.0 I 472
high school diploma |
All workers: 6.1% All workers: 5827
Note: Data are for persons age 25 and over. Earnings are for full-time wage and salary workers.
Sournce: Current Population Survey, U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor
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Figure 16: 2010 Schools and School Enrollment Map
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Schools and School Enrollment in Travel Demand Modeling - School attendance figures include public and private elementary, middle, and high schools;
colleges; universities; vocational and business schools. Total school attendance in the study area in 2010 was 19,251 students. During the school year, schools
are magnets for traffic congestion, so for modeling purposes, the school attendance is measured by the number of students attending a school in a traffic zone

and not by the number of students residing in a traffic zone. The base year study area includes school enrollment by TAZ.
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Incident Management Systems

Incidents are unplanned events, crashes, and disasters, anything that requires rapid response. Prearranged plans and
emergency management personnel are important here. If an incident on an access-controlled highway occurs, traffic
will immediately start backing up, and could be at a standstill for miles.

If an incident happens and travelers can access alternate routes traffic will tend to load onto the other alternatives and
possibly overload the alternate routes.

This is where ITS, emergency management and preplanning pays off. This type of congestion is related, but not the
main focus of the modeling process here though.

Measures of Capacity and Congestion — Delay and Capacity

Travel Time — The traveler frequently will describe the distance of a trip not by the miles traveled during the trip, but
by how long it takes to complete the trip. Delay, which is a measure of congestion, is one of the components of travel
time. Slow traffic speeds, large vehicles, traffic controls such as traffic signals, weather, street condition, and the number
of cars turning in and out will all influence the time it takes to complete the trip, the travel time. People will spend a lot
of time finding the fastest route that is within their comfort zone (the amount of stress that an individual is comfortable
with while traveling).

Congestion starts long before the capacity of a facility is reached, it's symptoms are slower speeds, lower following
distances, stop and go driving, and increases in accidents show up with higher congestion, along with elevated stress in
drivers and passengers (not to mention pedestrians).

Capacity — every sidewalk, trail, railway or roadway will have a capacity, the amount of traffic that the facility will
carry. This term is most frequently used for motor vehicle traffic. Congestion occurs when the the number of vehicles
using that facility starts reaching the capacity of that facility. The most common measure is a ratio of Volume to
Capacity or V/C. The higher the ratio or number (.30, .40, .50 etc.), the higher the congestion level, until the number
meets or exceeds 1.0, at which point the roadway is becoming a parking lot. Any measure higher than 1.0 means that
the capacity of the facility has been exceeded and traffic will back up and affect traffic elsewhere.

Levels of Service (LOS) - this concept uses qualitative measures that characterize operational conditions within a traffic
stream and their perception by motorists and passengers. The descriptions of individual LOS characterize these
conditions in terms of such factors as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, and comfort
and convenience. Five (5) levels-of-service are defined for each type of facility for which analysis procedures are
available. They are given letter designations, from A to E; with LOS A representing the best operating conditions and
LOS E the worst. Each LOS represents a range of operating conditions. The following general statements apply to
arterial LOS:

Intersections have a level of service, as well as a segment (or link) of roadway. Frequently an intersection will affect the
links on a roadway as the intersection slows the flow of traffic.

LOS Characteristics

A Virtually free flow, completely unimpeded — Volume/Capacity ratio is less than or equal to .60
B Stable flow with slight delays, reasonably unimpeded — Volume/capacity ratio is .61 to .70
C Stable flow with delays, less freedom to maneuver — Volume/Capacity ratio is .71 to .80
D High Density but stable flow — Volume/Capacity ratio is .81 to .90

E Operating conditions at or near capacity, unstable flow — Volume/Capacity ratio is .91 to 0.99
F Forced flow, breakdown conditions - Volume/Capacity ratio is greater than 0.99

>F Volume/Capacity ratios of greater than 1.10
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Findings of the Modeling Process

Consultants prepared 1) the existing road network with projects that have been completed or begun since 2010, and 2)
projects where a contract has been awarded, or funding has been dedicated, to form an Existing and Committed

network, this is the base network.

After the Existing and Committed (E & C) network was completed, consultants studied area roadway traffic

volumes and volume-over-capacity (V/C) ratios for the year 2040 using the travel demand model and the forecast

planning data (land use, employment, population, and population density).

Table 26: Existing Plus Committed (E+C) Projects

Project . Length
D Route Location (mi) Improvement
N. Kings Hwy to Four States Fair Reconfigure Interchanges and Frontage
1 1-30 7.6
Pkwy. Roads
2 1-49 E. 9th St. to Arkansas Blvd. 22 Reconfigure Interchanges and Frontage
Roads
3 1-49 Arkansas Blvd. to US 71 7.3 New 4 Lane Interstate
4 TX 93 (S Lake Dr.) At Union Pacific Railroad 0.4 4 Lane Highway/Rail Grade Separation
5 FM 559 (Richmond Rd) FM 989 to FM 2240 1.6 Widen to 4 Lane Divided
iversity Ave/Shilli
6 gglversﬂy ve/Shilling Texas A&M Entrance to Bringle Ridge 1.0 New 4 Lane Roadway
7 Us 71 At Union Pacific Railroad 03 Replac? 4 Lane RR overpass including bike
lanes/sidewalks
8 Moore's Ln. Summerhill Rd. to Richmond Rd. 1.6 Center Turn Lane
us 82 SH 549 to SH 237 1.4 Widen to 5 Lanes Divided
10 Morris Ln. Cowhorn Creek Rd. to Richmond Rd. 1.0 New 3 Lane Roadway

Source: NSI, Texarkana MPO

Those facilities that show a projected V/C ratio of greater than 1.00 (indicating that demand exceeds the capacity
of the roadway), or in terms of Level of Service (LOS), any facilities that have a LOS of D and higher (E and F), are
considered deficient.

Results for 2040: Road Network Deficiencies in 2040

Using the current road network (Existing & Committed network). These will be the worst road and road segments (LOS
E-F), in year 2040 if no other improvements are made.

Table 27: Congested and LOS E/F Locations in 2040

Facility Limits v/C LOS

W. 40t St. Spring Lake Park Rd. to Texas Blvd. .75->1.0 LOSE/F
1-30 Frontage Roads Richmond Rd. to N. State Line Ave. 75->1.0 LOS E/F
1-369 Outer road southbound north side of New Boston Rd. 75->1.0 LOS E/F
Richmond Rd. Kennedy Ln. intersection area 75->1.0 LOS E/F
College Dr. FM Dr. to Norton St. 75->1.0 LOS E/F
Gibson St. Grelle Ln. area near 1-369 75->1.0 LOS E/F

Remaining congestion in 2040 will be during peak hours and not considered a capacity problem, but more of a system
management and operations issue. Additional system management and operations options for future consideration is
discussed in Chapter 8.

Recommendations

Throughout the plan development process, information was gathered on test projects from the public, local
government agencies, and MPO committee members.
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An analysis was then done with the 2040 road network projections and using the test projects gathered previously, a
non-fiscally constrained roadway network was developed (including the fiscally constrained projects as well as the
remaining projects in the draft MTP).

Using these networks and projects, an alternative network and set of projects were developed and tested.

E+C : Existing plus Committed Network — The Existing network represents the roadway network that was in place in
2010 (since 2010 is our base model year). The Committed network represents projects that were open to traffic since
2010 or that are under construction now and projects that will be under construction (which have funds obligated)
within the immediate future.

Draft Plan: Represents projects that are planned to be programmed during the life of the plan without exceeding the
forecast funding. This will be the financially constrained metropolitan transportation plan.

Vision Plan (illustrative projects): Includes projects that are envisioned by the public and stakeholders but could not be
included in the financially constrained plan due to lack of estimated forecast funds. So, this will be your unconstrained
plan.

Table 27 shows the VMT,VHT and Vehicle Hours of Delay as measures of effectiveness of capacity imperovements for
congestion through capacity improvements.

Table 28: Comparative Network Characteristics — Daily Model Results

Scenario Vehicle Miles Travelled Vehicle Hours Travelled Vehicle Hours of Delay
Base Network (2010) 2,402,583 61,162 5,551
E+C 2040 3,358,103 88,129 11,533
Draft Plan 2040 3,358,739 88,017 11,457
Vision Plan 2040 3,371,043 85,187 9,445
Source: NSI

Using the plan, even with improvements, a 40% increase in Vehicle Miles traveled (VMT) from the 2010 base network
levels, and a 43.5% increase in Vehicle Hours Traveled, produces a 105% increase in Vehicle Hours of Delay from the
2010 base network levels. This bulk of congestion occurs primarily in the northwest quadrant of Texarkana and at
several locations on the I-30 corridor outer roads.

Although traffic volumes, VMT, and VHT are expected to increase, the Vision Plan along with the E+C 2040 and the
Draft Plan 2040 alternatives produces the least Vehicle Hours of Delay in 2040.

Conclusions:

In 2040, there is a low level of congestion except at peak hour, other than occasional, unusual traffic incidents except for
the outer roads on some of I-30 at peak hours, and on W. 40t Street.

The Vison plan would result in lower Vehicle Hours of Delay (lower is better) since it has more projects, but it costs
more than is available over the lifespan of this plan and some residual congestion will remain.

The Draft Plan also shows a decrease in the Vehicle Hours of Delay. This illustrates that the Draft Plan or the
constrained projects will have a positive impact on the network during the next 20 years. As the Draft Plan is
implemented, congestion will decrease.

More detailed analysis of the W. 40t Street and I-30 Frontage Roads, College Dr. segments need to be conducted.
Additional improvements to these segments should be considered a priority, if funds become available.

Much of the congestion is operational inefficiencies rather than capacity constraints, an alternative to adding capacity
may be a combination of construction, design and operational improvements. Chapter 8 has more details on some these
options.
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How to read the Level of Service for these maps.
Sections of roadway that are in black are sections exhibiting congestion or Level of Service greater than D, namely LOS E, or F.
For the segments marked in Red, these are Level of Service “C”, these locations are not exhibiting congestion.

Figure 17: 2040 Congestion with No Improvements
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These are the projects that are currently committed, or have been completed.

Flgure 18: Existing and Committed Pro]ects
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Financial constraints will limit the development of future projects, and modeling indicates that additional projects in the future will be required to reduce the rate of

increase of congestion levels in 2040.

See the following map for remaining congestion after completion of the limited number of programmed projects possible in the fiscally constrained plan.
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Figure 19: 2040 Congestion with Programmed Improvements Completed
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Projects that are included in this plan but not funded and not programmed are illustrative projects.
The following map shows illustrative projects that were tested to determine their effect on future congestion.

DRAFT 9

lustrative projects (vision and unfunded projects), are projects that could be funded and programmed if funding becomes available. [llustrative and unfunded
projects may be derived from multiple sources, sush as the MTP and TIP public comment periods, stakeholder meetings, open houses and contact with the
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public as well as professional staff and public officials. These comments and meetings may prompt a potential project to be tested through travel demand
modeling or other modeling exercises. A group of these projects were tested for their effects on congestion.

Figure 20: [llustrative, Vision and Unfunded Projects
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In 2040, a small amount of congestion remains in some of the same areas as in 2010. Considering the increased traffic, VMT, VHT, and lower than the 2040 potential

delay, the results are good.
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Figure 21: Remaining Congestion in 2040
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Chapter 5 - Financial Plan

This section presents a financial plan for implementing improvements to the transportation system. The purpose
of the financial plan is to evaluate the resources available to build and maintain transportation facilities. It is based
on an analysis of past funding, expected funding, and projected needs. A region’s transportation plan must be
financially or fiscally constrained, this means that the Texarkana MPO must demonstrate that it is “reasonable” to
expect funding sufficient to complete the improvements identified.

Project Section and Prioritization

Projects were selected by Policy Board members. Ideally, Travel Demand Model (TDM) results would be
considered during the project selection process. However, projects were required by both TxDOT and AHTD
prior to the results being available. The TDM results will be available and considered as the MTP is updated.

Projects were prioritized by the Policy Board with consideration of future needs and anticipated revenue. This
prioritization is shown throughout the Constrained Financial Plan. Those projects within the 2015-2019 timeframe
have the highest priority. Those projects within the 2015-2019 timeframe have the second highest priority. And so
forth with the other time periods. However, nothing in the prioritization can preclude a project being advanced if
necessary.

Federal Guidance

23 CFR 450.322 (f) (10) requires “[a] financial plan that demonstrates how the adopted transportation plan can be
implemented” (emphasis added). This section further requires “estimates of costs and revenue sources that are
reasonably expected to be available” and identification of “all necessary financial resources from public and
private sources that are reasonably expected to be made available.” It also requires that revenue and cost estimates

reflect “year of expenditure dollars.” Projects, for which funding cannot be reasonably anticipated, but which
would serve the transportation goals and objectives of the MPO, may be included “for illustrative purposes”
should additional funding become available.

Revenue Sources

Federal Funding
MAP-21 and Highway Funding

On July 6, 2012, P.L. 112-141, the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) became federal
law, funding surface transportation programs at over $105 billion for fiscal years (FY) 2013 and 2014.

MAP-21 is the first long-term highway authorization enacted since 2005. At the time of preparation of this plan,
the rulemaking under MAP-21 is ongoing and much of its detail has yet to be finalized as the term of the
legislation is drawing to a close. Congress has adopted a continuing resolution, much as had been done under
previous transportation act expirations. MAP-21 builds on and refines many of the highway, transit, bike, and
pedestrian programs and policies established in 1991.

MAP-21 restructures core highway formula programs. Activities carried out under some existing formula
programs such as the National Highway System Program, the Interstate Maintenance Program, the Highway
Bridge Program, and the Appalachian Development Highway System Program, are incorporated into the
following new core formula program structure:

National Highway Performance Program (NHPP)

Surface Transportation Program (STP)

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ)
Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)

Railway-Highway Crossings (set-aside from HSIP)

Metropolitan Planning

S e
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MAP-21 also creates two new formula programs:

Construction of Ferry Boats and Ferry Terminal Facilities — [not relevant for the Texarkana region]

2. Transportation Alternatives (TA) — a new program, with funding derived from the NHPP, STP, HSIP,
CMAQ and Metropolitan Planning programs, encompassing most activities funded under the
Transportation Enhancements, Recreational Trails, and Safe Routes to School programs.

The Highway Trust Fund (HTF) is the source of funding for most of the programs in the Act. The HTF is comprised
of the Highway Account, which funds highway and intermodal programs, and the Mass Transit Account. Federal
motor fuel taxes are the major source of income into the HTF.

MAP-21 extends the imposition of the highway-user taxes, generally at the rates that were in place when the
legislation was enacted, through September 30, 2016. In addition, it extends provision for deposit of almost all of
the highway-user taxes into the HTF through September 30, 2016. Federal law regulates not only the imposition of
the taxes, but also their deposit into and expenditure from the HTF.

National Highway Performance Program (NHPP):

Under MAP-21, the enhanced National Highway System (NHS) is composed of approximately 220,000 miles of
rural and urban roads serving major population centers, international border crossings, intermodal transportation
facilities, and major travel destinations. It includes the Interstate System, all principal arterials (including some not
previously designated as part of the NHS) and border crossings on those routes, highways that provide motor
vehicle access between the NHS and major intermodal transportation facilities, and the network of highways
important to U.S. strategic defense (STRAHNET) and its connectors to major military installations.

The NHPP is authorized at an average of $21.8 billion per year to support the condition and performance of the
NHS, for the construction of new facilities on the NHS, and to ensure that investments of Federal-aid funds in
highway construction are directed to support progress toward the achievement of performance targets established
in an asset management plan of a State for the NHS.

Surface Transportation Program (STP):

MAP-21 continues the STP, providing an annual average of $10 billion in flexible funding that may be used by
States and localities for projects to preserve or improve conditions and performance on any Federal-aid highway,
bridge projects on any public road, facilities for non-motorized transportation, transit capital projects and public
bus terminals and facilities.

Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP):

Safety throughout all transportation programs remains DOT’s number one priority. MAP-21 continues the
successful HSIP, with average annual funding of $2.4 billion, including $220 million per year for the Rail-Highway
Crossings program.

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ):

The CMAQ program, continued in MAP-21 at an average annual funding level of $3.3 billion, provides a flexible
funding source to State and local governments for transportation projects and programs to help meet the
requirements of the Clean Air Act.

Transportation Alternatives (TA):

MAP-21 establishes a new program to provide for a variety of alternative transportation projects that were
previously eligible activities under separately funded programs. This program is funded at a level equal to two
percent of the total of all MAP-21 authorized Federal-aid highway and highway research funds, with the amount
for each State set aside from the State’s formula apportionments. Unless a State opts out, it must use a specified
portion of its TA funds for recreational trails projects.

Eligible activities include:

e Transportation alternatives (new definition incorporates many transportation enhancement activities and
several new activities)
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e Recreational trails program (program remains unchanged)

e  Safe routes to schools program, and

¢ Planning, designing, or constructing roadways within the right-of way of former Interstate routes or other
divided highways.

State Funding

Arkansas

The State of Arkansas has the 12 largest highway system in the U.S. but rank 43 in revenue per mile.
Arkansas estimates that there are $23 billion in needs statewide, but only $5.6 billion in revenue.

The funding for highway projects is derived primarily from state motor fuel taxes and vehicle registration fees.

e  State fuel tax—21.5 cents per gallon for gasoline and 22.5 cents per gallon for diesel fuel.

e  Federal fuel tax—18.4 cents per gallon for gasoline and 24.4 cents per gallon for diesel.

e  Vehicle registration fees for personal cars — $17 for a vehicles weighing 3,000 pounds or less, $25 for a
vehicle weighing 3,001 — 4,500 pounds, and $30 for a vehicle greater than 4,500 pounds.

Other funding comes from the following sources:

¢ Natural Gas Severance Taxes
e License/permit/inspection fees
e 1/2% general sales and use tax.

Arkansas Transportation Related Programs

Connecting Arkansas Program - The largest highway construction programs ever undertaken by the Arkansas
State Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD). Thirty-one projects in 19 corridors intended to improve
Arkansas' transportation system by expanding selected two-lane roadways to four-lane highways and adding new
lanes to identified interstate highways. Through a voter-approved constitutional amendment, the people of
Arkansas passed a 10-year, half-cent sales tax to improve highway and infrastructure projects throughout the state
(expires in 2023).

However, none of the 31 projects scheduled for this program are in the Texarkana MPO area.

Interstate Rehabilitation Program (IRP) - In a special election held November 8, 2011, the citizens of Arkansas
voted to allow the Arkansas Highway Commission to issue up to $575 million in Grant Anticipation Revenue
Vehicle, or GARVEE bonds to help finance improvements and repairs to existing Interstates in Arkansas.

Historic Bridge Program - The purpose of the Historic Bridge Program is twofold; first is to produce a statewide
inventory of bridges eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places; second is to document,
rehabilitate or preserve historic bridges that are programmed for replacement by AHTD. No historic bridges were
found for Miller County.

Arkansas Recreational Trails Program - This program, administered by the Arkansas State Highway and
Transportation Department (AHTD), provides funding to local project sponsors (public and private/nonprofit
agencies) to construct and maintain motorized and non-motorized recreational trails and trail support facilities.

The Recreational Trails Program (RTP) is a reimbursement-type grant program and provides for an 80 percent
federal and 20% non-federal share for each project. The main priority in allocating funding is for the construction
of new trails and for major maintenance of existing trails.

No “up-front” or “start-up” funds are available at this time.

Safe Routes To School (SRTS) - A Federal-aid Highway Program administered in Arkansas by the Arkansas
State Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD). This program is carried over in MAP-21.
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Four types of projects have been established: Planning Grant, Walking School Bus Grant, Education Grant, and
Infrastructure Grants. The SRTS Advisory Committee evaluates all of the applications and determines which
applicants will receive funding.

Scenic Byways Program - established shortly after Congress passed the Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act of 1991, this federal legislation created the framework to develop a network of National Scenic
Byways, and All American Roads. The Act also encouraged each state to develop its own state scenic byway
program.

State Transit Trust Fund — Public Transportation

This Program distributes State funds from the rental tax on short-term rentals of vehicles. Funds are distributed to
nonurban, urbanized, and human service organizations for operating and capital assistance. AHTD receives
approximately $3.5 million per year.

The City of Texarkana, AR - Transportation related revenue sources

Highway-User Revenue Turn-Back:

Funds from this revenue source are allocated to each municipality based on a population apportionment from the
most recent federal census. The revenue is generated by designated road user taxes, state motor fuel taxes, motor
vehicle registration fees, title transfer fees, driver search fees, and interest income. The funds may be used for
maintenance, construction, and reconstruction of city and county roads and bridges, and parking for specified
county facilities. Cities may also use a specified amount for transit.

Three Mill Road Tax:

The County Quorum Court may levy a county road tax on an annual basis that does not exceed three (3) mills.
Revenue generated on property inside a city is evenly shared between the city and county. Revenue generated

from property outside the city is for use by the county only.

Local Option Sales Tax:

A county or city may initiate this tax subject to voter approval. The county or a city can levy this tax separately.
These funds can be used for almost any type of development or streets.

Arkansas Community and Economic Development Program (ACEDP):

This funding source can be used for street, bridge, and drainage projects within cities and counties. The funds are
available through the Arkansas Department of Economic Development on a competitive basis and eligibility
requirements restrict their use for meeting street improvement needs citywide or countywide.

Revenue Bonds:

Improvements on the local road system can be financed by cities and counties through these bonds. A dedicated
revenue source is required to pay back the bonds and the sale of the bonds is subject to voter approval.

Project funding for the City of Texarkana, AR is based on Capital Improvement expenditures that are historically
funded by Revenue Bonds. The same cost inflation factors used for AHTD projects were applied to local Arkansas
projects.

74



Development Related Transportation Funding Options
Both Arkansas and Texas utilize the following development related funding options:

¢ Regional Mobility Authority: A regional mobility authority (RMA) is a political subdivision formed by one or more
counties to finance, acquire, design, construct, operate, maintain, expand or extend transportation projects. The Texas
Legislature authorized RMAs in 2001 and Arkansas passed Act 389 in 2007 (Title 27, 2012 Arkansas Code). Any
significant, locally generated funding sources must be approved by the voters.

In Arkansas, RMAs may work in partnerships with other public agencies and may receive projects transferred from
another public agency.

In Texas, these projects may be tolled or non-tolled. Individual counties or multiple counties can create a single RMA
entity. They receive funding for initial project development from the sale of bonds. They may also seek a loan or grant
from TxDOT.

¢ Local Funds and Fees: Local governments collect various fees and taxes to generate revenue for transportation projects.
This local revenue in combination with state and federal funds can finance eligible transportation projects.

e Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) Discretionary Grants: This U.S. Department of
Transportation program provides an opportunity for state and local governments, metropolitan planning organizations,
transit agencies and port authorities to invest in road, rail, transit and port projects that promise to achieve critical
national objectives. Each round of the TIGER program is different, but grants are generally awarded for capital
investments in surface transportation infrastructure on a competitive basis.

e Comprehensive Development Agreements (CDAs) and Public-Private Partnerships (P3s): These are agreements with
private entities that allow for greater private sector participation in the delivery and financing of transportation projects.

Grouped Projects

For projects that are not determined to be regionally significant, and may be implemented statewide, the FHWA allowed
AHTD to develop statewide groupings of projects. These projects are permitted to be listed by groupings and collective costs,
rather than individually.

For Arkansas, these Grouped Projects (also termed generic) are listed as follows:

IRP Debt Service

Various Resurface Restoration/ Rehabilitation/Reconstruction
Various Bridge Rehab/ Replacement

Bridge Guard Rail/Scour Control/Inspection

Various RR Xing Protection Devices/Surfacing/Hazards
Various Enhancement Type Projects

Various Safe Routes to School Projects

Various Trail Projects

Various Right-of-way/Utilities

Bridge Painting

Various Signals and Intersection Improvements

Motor Fuel Tracking System

Various Statewide Safety Improvements
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Arkansas 2015 — 2040 Projected Revenues and Expenditures

Summary of Available Revenue for Arkansas Portion (In Thousands)

NATIONAL HIGHWAY PERFORMANCE RECREATIONAL
PROGRAM SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (STP) HSIP TAP STATE TRAILS
PROGRAM
. . Transportation
. Interstate . City Intersection Highway Safety Alternatives . Statewide
NHS Bridge . STP Bridge . Improvements | Improvement Maintenance . .
Maintenance Bridge d Sienal P Program Recreational Trails
and =ignas rosram Areas < 200,000
2015-2019 $10,636 $3,292 $2,751 $1,241 $973 $77 $366 $2,007 $640 $10,767 $7,902
2020-2024 $12,330 $3,816 $4,239 $1,439 $1,128 $89 $425 $2,327 $742 $12,482 $9,160
2025-2040 $54,269 $16,797 $25,105 $6,334 $4,967 $391 $1,869 $10,240 $3,265 $54,939 $40,318
Total $77,235 $23,905 $32,095 $9,014 $7,068 $557 $2,660 $14,574 $4,647 $78,188 $57,380
Notation *** 3 4 5 6 7 7a 8 9 10 11 12
2015 to 2019 Fiscally Constrained Arkansas Project List
State Job Year of YOE YOE Total
County | Facility Name Project Limits Project Description Reference Funding Sources | Expenditure Construction Project Cost
Number (YOE) Cost Estimate Estimate
Miller | Various facilities | Inside Study Area Boundary | Routine Maintenance N/A State 2015-2019 $10,767,000 $10,767,000
Miller | Interstate 30 Highway 108 to Highway 67 | Concrete Pavement Restoration BB0310 Federal and State 2015 $6,300,000 $7,250,000
Miller | Highway 71 Nix Creek Bridge Rehabilitation or N/A Federal and State 2019 $1,370,000 $1,760,000
Replacement
Total 2015 to 2019 Projects $18,437,000 $19,777,000
2020 to 2024 Fiscally Constrained Arkansas Project List
Existing State Job Year of YOE YOE Total
County | Facility Name Project Limits Project Description MPO ID Reference Funding Sources | Expenditure Construction | Project Cost
Number Number (YOE) Cost Estimate Estimate
Miller | Various facilities |Inside Study Area Boundary | Routine Maintenance N/A State 2020-2024 $12,482,000 $12,482,000
Miller | Highway 67 Nix Creek Bridge Rehabilitation or 224 N/A Federal and State 2022 $1,140,000|  $1,460,000
Replacement
Total 2020 to 2024 Projects $13,622,000 |  $13,942,000

Arkansas Revenue and Expenditure Estimates are developed using these assumptions:
1. An estimated 3% annual growth in revenue for the life of the plan

2. An estimated 4% construction cost inflation rate is used to determine year of expenditure estimates

3. State maintenance funding in the Texarkana area of $1.969 million per year based on funds for routine maintenance, overlays and sealing (Estimated 3% annual

growth rate)
4. Matching funds are assumed to be provided by the State on most State Highway projects.
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2025 to 2040 Fiscally Constrained Arkansas Project List

Existing State Job Fundin Year of YOE YOE Total
County |Facility Name Project Limits Project Description MPOID | Reference Sourcesg Expenditure | Construction Project Cost
Number Number (YOE) Cost Estimate Estimate
Miller Various facilities Inside Study Area Boundary Routine Maintenance 299 N/A State 2025-2040 $54,939,000 $54,939,000
Miller | Interstate 30 Highway 71 (State Line) to Reconstruction 220 N/a | Federaland 2025 $28,800,000|  $33,100,000
Interstate 49 State
. . . Federal and
Miller Interstate 30 Interstate 49 to Highway 108 Reconstruction 245 N/A State 2030 $40,900,000 $47,000,000
Miller Highway 151 State Line to Interstate 49 Rehabilitation N/A N/A Federal and 2030
& y State $9,800,000 $11,300,000
. . . S Federal and
Miller Interstate 49 Highway 151 to Highway 82 Rehabilitation N/A N/A State 2030 $24,500,000 $28,200,000
Miller | Highway 108 Interstate 30 Overpass Bridge Rehabilitation or N/A n/a | Federaland 2035 $4,400,000 $5,300,000
Replacement State
Miller | 11296 SugarHill oo te 30 Overpass Bridge Rehabilitation or 216 N/a | Federaland 2035 $3,800,000 $4,500,000
Road) Replacement State
Total 2025 to 2040 Projects $167,139,000 $184,339,000
2015 to 2019 Fiscally Constrained Grouped Project List
Job No. Location Project Description Comments Funding Categories 2015 EStl.m ated | 5 Year Estlmated
Expenditures Cost Profile
XX2015-2019 - 01 Statewide | IRP Debt Service Various M $22,311,000 $179,955,000
XX2015-2019 - 02 Statewide | Various Resurf Restoration/ Rehab/Reconstr. 4R IM NHS STP State Match $5,200,000 $26,000,000
XX2015-2019 - 03 Statewide | Various Bridge Rehab/ Replacement Str. & Approaches Br State or Local $2,000,000 $10,000,000
XX2015-2019 - 04 Statewide | Bridge Guard Rail/Scour Control/Inspection Misc. Br State or Local $1,000,000 $5,000,000
XX2015-2019-06 | Statewide | 2rious RR Xing Protection Safety RRP State Match $3,639,000 $18,895,000
Devices/Surfacing/Hazard
XX2015-2019 - 07 Statewide | Various Enhancement Type Projects Enhancement ENH State or Local $10,000,000 $50,000,000
XX2015-2019 - 08 Statewide | Various Safe Routes to School Projects Enhancement SRTS $1,400,000 $7,000,000
XX2015-2019 - 10 Statewide Various Trail Projects Enhancement Rec Tr./ Local $1,000,000 $5,000,000
XX2015-2019 - 11 Statewide | Resurfacing/Restoration/Rehab/Reconstruct ii;jézec;te&s& STP Local $7,459,000 $37,295,000
XX2015-2019 - 12 Statewide | Various Bridge Rehab/Replacement Streets & Approaches Br Local $4,625,000 $23,125,000
. . . yers BR HSIP Safety 402 NHS IM STP
XX2015-2019 - 13 Statewide | Various Right-of-way/Ultilities CENG RRP CMAQ-FLEX State or Local $71,364,000 $322,320,000
XX2015-2019 - 14 Statewide |Bridge Painting Miscellaneous BR State Match $3,000,000 $15,000,000
. . . . Safety and Traffic
XX2015-2019 - 17 Statewide | Various Signals and Intersection Improvements Engineering STP-LT 200K State or Local $2,500,000 $12,500,000
XX2015-2019 - 18 Statewide | Motor Fuel Tracking System Miscellaneous STP $300,000 $1,500,000
XX2015-2019 - 19 Statewide | Various Statewide Safety Improvements Safety HSIP Safety 402 State Match $36,827,000 $190,079,000
Total $172,625,000 $903,669,000

Note: Inflation factor of 3%/annum included in 2015 - 2040 period for grouped projects
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2015 to 2019 Bicycle and Pedestrian Fiscally Constrained Arkansas Project List

Existing State Job Fundin Year of YOE YOE Total

County |Facility Name | Project Limits Project Description MPOID | Reference Source;g Expenditure | Construction Project Cost

Number Number (YOE) Cost Estimate Estimate

Miller Nix Creek Trail Fl.‘om Nix Creek at Kyle Street to Constr}lct +/- 2600 LF multi- 636 N/A Grant - 2015 $150,073 $150,073

Pinehurst Street use trail Texarkana, AR
X . ., | From Hobo Jungle Trail to Construct +/- 2300 LF multi- Grant -
Miller | Nix Creek Trail Mockingbird Junction at State Line | use trail 633d N/A Texarkana, AR 2018 $137,884 $137,884
Total 2015 to 2019 Projects $287,957 $287,957
2020 to 2024 Bicycle and Pedestrian Fiscally Constrained Arkansas Project List
Existing State Job Fundi Year of YOE YOE Total
County | Facility Name | Project Limits Project Description MPO ID Reference Sun e Expenditure | Construction Project Cost
Number Number ourees (YOE) Cost Estimate Estimate
. . ., | From Nix Creek Trail to Boys | Construct multi-use bridge Grant -

Miller | Nix Creek Trail & Girls Club Property (~110 LF) and approaches 633¢ N/A Texarkana, AR 2020 349,405 $349,405
Total 2020 to 2024 Projects $349,405 $349,405
Arkansas Illustrative List of Projects

e . .. . . Existing MPO | State Job Reference . 2014 . 2014 Total

County Facility Name Project Limits Project Description Funding Sources Construction Project Cost

ID Number Number . .
Cost Estimate Estimate

Miller SH 237 (Rondo Road) From US 71 to US 67 Widen 2 lanes to 3 lanes 234 N/A Federal and State $15,259,200 $19,420,800

Miller SH 196 (Division From US71 (East Reconstruction 219 N/A Federal and State $4,681,800 $5,375,400

Avenue) Street) to I-49
. . . Federal/Arkansas/
Miller US 71 (Stateline Ave.) US67/82 to 1-30 * Reconstruction N/A N/A Texas $21,501,600 $26,356,800
Total Estimated $41,442,600 $51,153,000

*Note: Proposed Stateline Avenue Projects are proposed joint projects between Arkansas, Texas, and the Cities of Texarkana. The project would be funded by

both AHTD and TxDOT.

Note: Base year 2014, add an annual 4% inflation factor for each of the years for Illustrative List projects proposed for funding.
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2015 to 2030 Ilustrative Project List within Texarkana, AR

C Facility N Proect Limit Proiect Descrinti MPO ID Funding 2014 Construction 2014 Total Project
ounty aciity mame roject Limits roject Lescription Number Sources Cost Estimate Cost Estimate
Miller SH 549 frontage From US 71 (East Street) to SH 237 Construct new 2 lane east 30 Local, Federal $1,648,796 $1,648,79%6
road (Blackman Ferry Road) frontage road and State
H 549 front F H 237 (Black F Road) t truct 21 t Local, Federal
Miller SH 549 frontage 1.‘0m SH 237 (Blackman Ferry Road) to Construct new 2 lane wes 323/343 ocal, Federa $1,887,707 $1,887,707
road Line Ferry Road frontage road and State
Miller SH 245 frontage From South State Line Avenue to Line Construct new 2 lane south 344 Local, Federal $720,412 $720,412
road Ferry Road frontage road and State
. Arkansas From US 71 (State Line Avenue) to US Reconstruct 4 lane to 5 lane Local, Federal
Miller Boulevard 67 (East Broad Street) road 353 and State $6,174,754 $6,174,754
Miller South State Line From Euclid Street to TWU sewer Reconstruct 2 lane to 4 lane 318 Local, Federal $2,507.203 $2,507.203
Avenue treatment plant road and State
Miller McDonald Lane From Forest Bend Lane to SH 245 Construct new 2 lane road 354 l;r(:(cia;,tieederal $752,161 $752,161
Total $13,691,032 $13,691,032

Note: Base year 2014, add an annual 4% inflation factor for each of the years for Illustrative List projects proposed for funding.

79




Texas Revenue Sources

Here again, traditionally, the primary source of transportation funding has been motor fuels taxes and registration
fees. As with the federal Highway Trust Fund, the state revenues have not kept up with growing demands due to
increases in fuel efficiency (less fuel sold means less tax money), inflation (a general increase in prices such as
materials and labor for projects), aging infrastructure (every piece of infrastructre has a life span, if maintenance is
delayed, that shortens the lifespan and requires earliet replacement), and other factors. Standard assumptions use a
3% per year revenue increase with an annual 4% increase in project costs and indicates that at some point, costs will
exceed revenues and tough decisions will need to be made. According to the USDOT and State DOTs, that moment
may have arrived. At the time this plan was written, the Highway Trust Fund faces insolvency.

These are the three major sources of revenue Texas uses to fund state roadways.

o State fuel tax—20 cents per gallon for gasoline (last raised in 1991) and 20 cents per gallon for diesel fuel (last

raised in 1991).

o Federal fuel tax—18.4 cents per gallon for gasoline (last raised in 1993) and 24.4 cents per gallon for diesel

(last raised in 1993).

e  Vehicle registration fees—$50.75 for personal cars (as of September 1, 2010). For commercial vehicles, the
registration fee is based on the weight of the vehicle. These fees range from $54 to more than $840.

Future Forecasts

TxDOT forecasts predict state funding as being flat for the next 8 to 10 years. This will be reflected in an absence of
projects not dedicated to rehabilitation and maintenance (System Preservation). Indeed, the 2014 UTP shows no

funding allocations to the Texarkana area through 2021. If funding does materialize, projects from outer years may be

moved forward or projects in the Illustrative list may be moved into the TIP and funded.

Figure 22: Texas Statewide Funding Projections Out to 2022

Unified Transportation Program
Statewide Funding FY 2004-2022
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Grouped Projects

For projects that are not determined to be regionally significant, the FHWA allowed TxDOT to develop statewide
groupings of projects. For TxDOT, these projects include a statewide “Control-Section-Job number” or (CSJ). Use of
statewide groupings of projects allows for a more efficient method of programming and letting projects and decreases
the need to make revisions to the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).

The statewide grouped project categories are:

e Preliminary Engineering

e Right of Way Acquisition

e Preventive Maintenance and Rehabilitation
e Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation

e Railroad Grade Separations

e Safety

e Landscaping

e Intelligent Transportation Systems Deployment
e Bicycle and Pedestrian

e Safety Rest Areas and Truck Weight Stations
e Transit Improvements

Historic Funding as an Indicator of Future Reasonably Anticipated Funding

Texas

When uncertainty of the future prevents clear revenue forecasts, historic levels of funding are used in forecasting
future revenues. Historic data from Texas for 2002 through 2013 show that although Texarkana region received
funding in 10 categories, although the annual distribution was not consistent year to year either in amount or
dependability.

The completion of the I 30 corridor project resulted in an extremely large amount of funding being spent in 2006. This
was a consideration when calculating future anticipated funding. To prevent distorion of funding totals, 2006 was
removed from the 12 years used in calculating average annual funding.

Taken over an 12 year time period, from 2002 to 2013, and considering 2006 as an anomaly, each funding category was
averaged out to come up with an annual average and then combined into two five-year finding periods and an outer
year period from 2025 to 2040.

Note: Category 2 (now Category 3) has been modified to include sub category 2M (TMAs) and 2U (non-TMA MPOs)
allocations that are not identified as funded in the 2014 UTP.

Local Funding

At the local level, the main source of funding for transportation projects and infrastructure remains general obligation
bonds or revenue bonds. The use of bonds will continue as long as debt is relatively inexpensive and the public
continues to oppose city property tax rate increases. There are challenges in funding the needs of the transportation
system in the Texarkana MPO and its member agencies, these include:

¢ No major dedicated transportation funding source.

¢ Dependence on traditional funding sources for roadway maintenance programs.

e Competing interest for limited local dollars (i.e., crime, education and other social issues versus transportation).

¢ Inability to accurately project revenues and budget allocations for capital and maintenance programs.

e Lack of alternative transportation funding mechanisms to supplement and leverage federal and state funds.

¢ Reliance on increased property values to generate additional revenue as opposed to an increase in the property
tax rate.
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Texas Development Related Programs

The following funding programs are identified as specific to Texas:

e  State Infrastructure Bank Loans: The State Infrastructure Bank (SIB) is a revolving loan fund that allows borrowers
to access capital funds at or lower-than market interest rates. SIB financial assistance can be granted to any public
or private entity authorized to construct, maintain or finance an eligible transportation project.

e Transportation Development Credits: Toll or transportation development credits are a federal transportation-
funding tool that states can use to meet federal funding matching requirements. A local example is Bowie
County, a member of The North East Texas Regional Mobility Authority (NET RMA) an independent
government agency created to accelerate the development of transportation projects in North East Texas.

e Transportation Reinvestment Zones: A transportation reinvestment zone (TRZ) is an innovative financing
mechanism in which captured Ad Valorem tax increments are set aside to finance transportation projects.

City of Texarkana, TX - Transportation related revenue sources

The city anticipates the continued use of General Obligation Bonds and Certificates of Obligation to fund projects. The
same cost inflation factor used for TxDOT projects were applied to the City of Texarkana, TX projects. However, the
City of Texarkana, TX determined that a Total Project Cost factor of 2.5% was more reasonable for their program.

Funding for Transportation Plans and Projects

The funding for transportation plans and projects comes from a variety of sources including the federal government,
state governments, special authorities, public or private tolls, local assessment districts, local government general fund
contributions (such as local property and sales taxes) and impact fees.

However, federal funding —transferred to the state and later distributed to metropolitan areas—is typically the
primary funding source for major plans and projects. Federal transportation funding is made available through the
Federal Highway Trust Fund and is supplemented by general funds. It is important to remember that most FHWA
sources of funding are administered by the state DOTs. The state DOT then allocates the money to urban and rural
areas based on state and local priorities and needs. Most transit funds for urban areas are sent directly from the FTA to
the transit operator. Transit funds for rural areas are also administered by the state DOT.

MAP-21 authorizes federal transportation funding through September 2014, at an annual level of $52.6 billion. So,
MAP-21 apportions 92.6 percent of its funds by formula.

MAP-21 makes formula apportionments (also known as "contract authority") of the core highway programs to state
Departments of Transportation (DOTs) at a level of $37.5 billion in FY 2013 and $37.87 billion in FY 2014.
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Texas 2015 — 2040 Projected Revenues and Expenditures

MTP Time Periods -> FY 2015 - 2019 (5-year) FY 2020 - 2024 (5-year) FY 2025 - 2040 (16-year) 2015 - 2040 Total
Category Description Anticipated | Programmed |Anticipated| Programmed | Anticipated | Programmed | Anticipated | Programmed
1 Preventive Maintenance and Rehabilitation $8,739,866 $8,739,866| $10,300,000 $10,300,000 $32,520,000 $32,520,000 $51,559,866 $51,559,866
2M or 2U grr:]_:t?rea (Non- TMA) Metropolitan Corridor $0 $0 $0 $0|  $48,000,000]  $64,437,494|  $48,000,000 $64,437,494
3 INon-Traditionally Funded Transportation Project $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
4 Statewide Connectivity Corridor Projects $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
5 CMAQ $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
6 Structures $1,271,888 $1,271,888 $900,000 $900,000 $4,577,293 $4,577,293 $6,749,181 $6,749,181
7 STP - Metro Mobility & Rehabilitation $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
8 Safety - HSIP/RR Highway Crossing $5,810,731 $5,810,731|  $5,900,000 $5,900,000 $18,000,000 $18,000,000 $29,710,731 $29,710,731
9 [Transportation Enhancements / TAP $0 $0 $628,948 $628,948 $1,060,251 $1,060,251 $1,689,199 $1,689,199
10 Supplemental Transportation - 9 components $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
11 District Discretionary $0 $0 $0 $0 $17,000,000 $0 $17,000,000 $0
12 Strategic Priority $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total $15,822,485 $15,822,485| $17,728,948 $17,728,948| $121,157,544| $120,595,037| $154,708,977 $154,146,471
2015 to 2019 Fiscally Constrained Texas Project List (1st 5-year period)
Facility . .. . .. MTPID/ . YOE Construction | YOE Total Project
County Name Project Limits Project Description CSJ ID Funding Source | YOE Base Year Cost Estimate Cost Estimate
Bowie Various Inside Study Area Boundary PreveITt.lve .Mamtenance & 49 Federal and State 2015 to 2019 $8,739,866 $8,739,866
Rehabilitation
Bowie Various Various locations Grouped Bridge Projects Federal and State 2015 to 2019 $1,023,899 $1,271,888
Bowie Various Various locations Grouped Safety Projects Federal and State 2015 to 2019 $3,879,888 $5,810,731
Total $13,643,653 $15,822,485
For Grouped Projects, see the current TIP
2020 to 2024 Fiscally Constrained Texas Project List (2nd 5-year period)
Facility . .. . L. MTPID/ . YOE Construction | YOE Total Project
County Name Project Limits Project Description CSJID Funding Source | YOE Base Year Cost Estimate Cost Estimate
Bowie |Various |Inside Study Area Boundary |1 rcYentive Maintenance & 51 Federal and State | 2020 to 2024 $10,300,000 $10,300,000
Rehabilitation
Bowie | Various |Inside Study Area Boundary |Bridge Projects 52 Federal and State 2020 to 2024 $900,000 $900,000
Bowie Various | Various locations Safety Projects Federal and State 2020 to 2024 $5,900,000 $5,900,000
Total $17,100,000 $17,100,000

Note: Estimated YOE = “Year of Expenditure” (forecast YOE costs are based on initial 2014 project construction cost estimates)
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2025 to 2040 Fiscally Constrained Texas Project List (outer years)

YOE YOE Total
Facili MTP ID F i
County acility Project Limits Project Description / unding YOE Base Year | Construction Project Cost
Name CSJ ID Source . K
Cost Estimate Estimate
Bowie | Various | Inside Study Area Boundary Preventive Maintenance & 51 Federal and 2025 to 2040 $32,520,000 $32,520,000
Rehabilitation State
Bowie | Various | Inside Study Area Boundary Bridge Projects 52 l;:z:tiral and 2025 to 2040 $4,577,293 $4,577,293
. . . . . Federal and
Bowie Various Various locations Safety Projects State 2025 to 2040 $18,000,000 $18,000,000
. From IH 30 south frontage road Widen from existing 4-lanes to 6- 38 Federal and
Bowie | EM89 1 4, 0.5 mile south of US 82 (CAT2) | lanes 1231-01-052 | State 2030 $14,983,850 | $19,179,328
. From 0.2 mile west of US59 to 0.7 | Widen from existing 2-lanes to 4- 7 Federal and
Bowie ussw mile west of FM 989 lanes with flush median 0046-06-040 | State 2030 $35,357,942 $45,258,166
Total 2010 to 2040 Cost Estimates $105,439,085 $119,534,787

Pair IH30 and FM2878

Note on Category 9 Transportation Enhancement/TAP bicycle and pedestrian projects that follow:

No projects have been approved for TAP funding in FY 2015 — 2019 so no projects have been programmed. Projects have been programmed for FY 2020 —

2024 and in FY 2025 — 2040, these are based on Transportation Enhancement program cycles in previous years. There are also several projects in the
lustrative list for the TAP or future TAP-like programs. There are also other programs and potential resources may be available to proceed with non-

motorized transportation projects in the future but have not been identified.

2015 to 2019 Bicycle and Pedestrian Fiscally Constrained Texas Project List

Coun Facility Nam Proiect Limit Project Description MTP ID / CS] Funding Estimated YOE Construction | YOE Total Project
ounty | Factlity Name K i R ID Sources YOE Cost Estimate Cost Estimate
Total 2015 to 2019 Projects $0 $0
2020 to 2024 Bicycle and Pedestrian Fiscally Constrained Texas Project List
- . .. . .. MTPID/ Funding Estimated | YOE Construction | YOE Total Project
County Facility Name Project Limits Project Description CSJ ID Sources YOE Cost Estimate Cost Estimate
Bowie Cow.horn Creek FM 559 (Richmond Road) to IH 30 Co?struct multi-use 627b Grant 2020 $379,59% $503,842
Corridor (B) south frontage road facility Texarkana, TX
. Swampoodle Creek Spring Lake Park at Rio Grande Stripe/Sign on street Grant
B 2 2022 2,114 105,1
OWI€ 1 Corridor (A) Ave to College Dr. at KCSRR route 632 Texarkana, TX 0 $82, $105,106
Total 2020 to 2024 Projects $461,710 $628,948
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2025 to 2040 Bicycle and Pedestrian Fiscally Constrained Texas Project List

C Facility N Project Limit Project Descrinti MTP ID Funding S Estimated | YOE Construction | YOE Total Project
ounty acility Name roject Limits st Dasertpiion | CSJ D unding Sources YOE Cost Estimate Cost Estimate
. | Cowhorn Creek Corridor | US 82 (New Boston Road) to FM 559 Construct multi- Grant
B 27 202! 444,07, 414
owie ©) (Richmond Road) use facility 627¢ Texarkana, TX 025 $444,073 $568,
. | Swampoodle Creek KCS RR at College Drive to US 82 (New Construct multi- Grant
Bowie Corridor (B) Boston Road) use facility 632b Texarkana, TX 2026 $384,248 $491,837
Total 2024 to 2040 Projects $828,321 $1,060,251

Texas Illustrative List of Projects — Bicycle /Pedestrian Projects

The Ilustrative list is a prioritized schedule of unfunded projects, containing projects that could be selected if additional funding becomes available.

ili 5 B : . MPO ID Possible Funding AU . 2014 Total
County Facility Name Project Limits Project Description Construction Project Cost
Number Sources . .
Cost Estimate * Estimate
. FM 559 From SH 93 -Summerhill Rd. to . Grant
Bowie Richmond Rd. Kennedy Lane Construct new sidewalks 626 Texarkana, TX $613,194 $784,888
Cowhorn
Bowie | Creek Corridor | L ERRRtoUS82-NewBoston | oot multi-use facility 627a | SNt $437,995 $560,633
A) Road Texarkana, TX
SH 93
. . From US 67 (West 7th Street) to . Grant
Bowie Isztcllmmerhlll US 82 (New Boston Road) Construct new sidewalks 621 Texarkana, TX $831,305 $1,064,071
Swampoodle US 82 (New Boston Road) to Grant
Bowie Creek Construct multi-use facility 632c $355,259 $454,731
. Downtown Texarkana Texarkana, TX
Corridor (C)
) ) ) . Construct multi-use facility Grant
Bowie Village Trail 1 Burma Rd. to Arizona Ave. 640 . $250,000 $250,000
Wake Village TX
Construct multi-use facility Grant
Bowie Village Trail 2 Arizona Ave. to Wildcat Dr. 641 $250,000 $250,000
Texarkana, TX
. Construct multi-use facility Grant
Bowie SH 93 N. of US 82 (New Boston Rd.) 624 $250,000 $250,000
Texarkana, TX
Bowie South Park Rd. Spring Lake .Park (McDougal Trail C.onstruct, s.1gn . z.md stripe 625 Grant $75,000 $75,000
to Summerhill Rd.) bicycle/pedestrian facility Texarkana, TX
Total $3,062,753 $3,689,323

*Note: Base year 2014, add an annual 4% inflation factor for each of the years for Illustrative List projects proposed for funding.
Note: Base year is 2014, add an annual 4% inflation factor for each of the years for Illustrative List projects proposed for funding.
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Texas Illustrative List of Projects - Roadway and Related Projects

The Ilustrative list is a prioritized schedule of unfunded projects, containing projects that could be selected if additional funding becomes available.

2014 2014 Total
MPO ID Possible F i
County Facility Name Project Limits Project Description © ossible Funding Construction Project Cost
Number Sources . R
Cost Estimate ** Estimate
Bowie | 00/1-Stateline e 10130 Corridor Reconstruction Federal/ Arkansas/ $62,000,000 $76,000,000
Ave.* Texas
. Swampoodle US 82 (New Boston Road) to . e Competitive Grant
Bowie Creek Corridor (C) | Downtown Texarkana Construct multi-use facility 632c Texarkana, TX $243,331 $243,331
. SH 93 (Summerhill | From US 67 (West 7th Street) to US . Competitive Grant
Bowie Rd) 82 (New Boston Road) Construct new sidewalks 621 Texarkana, TX $547,494 $547,494
At FM 287 .P Pl t
Bowie IH 30 Grove 878/ N. Pecan, Pleasan Construct overpass and approaches 2 Federal and State $5,000,000 $6,159,000
Bowie IH 30 West of FM 989 to Arkansas State Widen existing 4 lane freeway to 6 1 Federal and State $44,000,000 $50,984 801
Line lane freeway
> mi - — 12
Bowie US 67 From 0.2 mile west of FM 989 to FM Wlden from ex1.st1ng 4 lane to 4 lanes Federal and State $23,360,000 $28,130,133
2148 (S) with flush median 0010-13-056
Bowie | FM 2878 From FM 559 to FM 1297 Widen from existing 2 lanes to 4 lanes 16 Federal and State $11,970,000 $14,414,275
with flush median
Bowie FM 2878 From IH 30 to US 82 in Nash TX. Extend 2 lane farm to market rd. 25 Federal and State $3,058,000 $3,710,577
Bowie FM 989 Frlom 0.5 mi South of US 82 to 0.1 Widen ex1§hng 4 lanes to 4 lanes with m Federal and State $26,792,000 $32,262,926
mi North of US 59 flush median
Bowie | FM 989 From IH 30 to Myrtle Springs Road Xéjf:nz lanes to 4 lanes with flush 46 Federal and State $18,400,000 $22,157,281
Bowie | US82 From LP 14 to W of Cowhorn Creek | |+ iaen existing 4 lanes undivided to 4 14 Federal and State $20,000,000 $24,084,000
lanes divided with flush median
Bowie | FM 558 From SH 93 to LP 151 Widen existing 2 lanes to 4 lanes 13 Federal and State $10,900,000 $13,125,781
divided with flush median
Bowie | IH 369 From IH 30 to SH 93 Widen existing 4 lane freeway to 6 24 Federal and State $32,000,000 $38,534,400
lane freeway
. Route location study for rural
Bowie Northern Loop From IH 49 to IH 30 highway 43 Federal and State $1,000,000 $1,000,000
. From 0.1 mi north of UP RR to 0.1 Construct 2-lane frontage road over 39
Bowie IH 369 mi south of UP RR UPRR 0218-02-032 Federal and State $8,000,000 $9,854,400
Bowie FM 1397 0.1. rr.u N of North Park Road to Wldenlex1st'mg 2 lan.e roadway to 4 N/A Federal and State $10,900,000 $13,600,000
Shilling Rd lane with flush median
Total $278,170,825 $336,808,399

*Note: Proposed Stateline Avenue Projects are proposed joint projects between Arkansas, Texas, and the Cities of Texarkana. The project would be jointly
funded by both AHTD and TxDOT.

**Note: Base year is 2014, add an annual 4% inflation factor for each of the years for Illustrative List projects proposed for funding.
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Figure 23: Fiscally Constrained Projects Map
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Public Transportation Financial Plan

MAP-21 and Transit Funding
Urbanized Area Formula Grants (Section 5307):

The Urbanized Area Formula Grant Program subsidizes the operating and/or capital cost of transit services. This is
the primary source of Federal funding for T-Line. Eligible expenses include planning, engineering, most
administration, preventive maintenance, fuel, parts and operating costs. This program requires a matching ratio of
80% federal and 20% local for capital items except for vehicle-related equipment attributable to compliance with the
Americans with Disabilities Act and the Clean Air Act, in which case the matching ration is 90% federal and 10%
local. The federal share may not exceed 50% of the net project cost for operating assistance. These funds are
allocated by a formula based on population, population density, and number of low-income persons for urban areas
with a population between 50,000 and 199,999.

Capital Investment Program (Section 5309):

MAP-21 discontinued this program, however some funds remain available through TxDOT or AHTD and may be
provided to T-Line through TRAX. The Capital Investment Program is divided into three categories: Modernization
of existing rail systems, new rail systems, and New and replacement buses and facilities. The Bus category is the
only one from which the Texarkana urbanized area is eligible to receive funds. These funds are used to subsidize the
purchase of buses, bus-related equipment and paratransit vehicles, and for the construction of bus-related facilities.
Funding under this program is available for three (3) years once allocated and is subject to a match ratio of 80%
federal and 20% local.

Rural Area Formula Grants (Section 5311):

Section 5311 provides capital, planning, and operating assistance to states to support public transportation in rural
areas with populations less than 50,000, where many residents often rely on public transit to reach their
destinations. Eligible activities include planning, capital, operating, job access and reverse commute projects, and
the acquisition of public transportation services. Eligible recipients/sub recipients include States, Indian tribes, local
government authorities, nonprofit organizations, operators of public transportation or intercity bus service that
receive funds indirectly through a recipient. Federal funding is provided to TRAX within the Texarkana planning
area through TxDOT. This program also supports the former Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) program
activities.

Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities (Section 5310):

The Elderly and Persons with Disabilities Program subsidizes transportation services to seniors and disabled
persons. Eligible expenses may include capital projects, and at the option of the recipient, operating assistance, the
acquisition of transportation services by contract, lease, or other arrangement. While the assistance is intended
primarily for private nonprofit organizations, public bodies that coordinate services for the elderly and persons with
disabilities, or any public body that certifies to the state there are no nonprofit organizations in the area that are
readily available to carry out the service, may receive these funds. The funds are allocated by a formula that
considers the number of elderly and disabled individuals in each state. The program has an 80% federal and 20%
local match requirement for capital projects and a 50% federal and 50% local match requirement for operating
projects.

Bus And Bus Facility Formula Program

The Bus and Bus Facility Formula Program (Section 5339): This federal transit program provides capital assistance
to replace, rehabilitate and purchase buses and related equipment as well as construct bus-related facilities. The
TxDOT and the AHTD administer funds allocated to urban public transit systems with populations of less than
200,000 persons and rural public transit system. Public transit systems in urban areas with over 200,000 persons are
allocated funds directly from FTA. T-Line and TRAX are both eligible recipients of these funds. T-Line may receive
from either or both states in any year that program funds are appropriated.
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5309 Bus and Bus Facilities Program (Ladders of Opportunity Initiative) — a short-term program

This Ladders of Opportunity Initiative makes funds available to public transportation providers to finance capital
projects to replace, rehabilitate, and purchase buses and related equipment and to construct bus-related facilities,
including programs of bus and bus-related projects for assistance to sub recipients that are public agencies, private
companies engaged in public transportation, or private non-profit organizations.

Ark-TEX Council of Governments (ATCOG)

ATCOG provides services to elderly persons and persons with disabilities through the Rural Transit District (TRAX)
in the non-urbanized areas of the Texarkana MPO Study Area. TRAX is sub-allocated funding under the 5310 Elderly
and Persons with Disabilities Program through the Atlanta District of TXDOT. Based on information provided by
TxDOT, TRAX can reasonably anticipate revenues totaling over $ 3.2 million for the life of this plan. This estimate is
based on a 2014 fiscal year allocation without an inflation factor. A local matching share is not estimated due to
changes in MAP-21 that allow Section 5310 funds to be used for both capital and operating assistance.

Anticipated Transit Funding for 2015 through 2040

In addition to the estimated fare box revenues, the T-Line can reasonably anticipate receiving federal funds through
the 5307 Urbanized Area Formula Grant Program. Additional revenue may become available through the 5310
Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities, and 5339 Bus and Bus Facility Formula Program. Both
TxDOT and AHTD provide state revenues as matching funds for transit operations T-Line. In Arkansas, additional
Small Urban 5307 from urbanized areas without transit systems funds may be made available to T-Line. In Texas, the
5310 program funds are allocated to TxDOT Districts for programming and sub allocation to human service providers
on an annual basis. 5310 funds may also be available to non-profit through AHTD on an annual statewide application
basis.

Revenue Assumptions:

Arkansas Assumptions = Grow 1% from 2013 to 2016, grow 0.5% each year thereafter

Texas Assumptions = Texas amounts are held constant for each year throughout the MTP period.
State Safety & Bus are grown 1% every six years because they are set amounts under MAP-21.

Table 29: Anticipated Transit Revenues (in $1000) Years 2015 through 2040

Transit Revenue Summary | 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 Total
-5307 $972 $974 $976 $977 $979 $981| $4930| $4973| $5017| $5,062| $24,869
-5310 $2,595| $2,607 | $2,619| $2,632| $2,644| $2,657| $3,208| $3,273| $3,340| $3,408| $26,390
- 5311 $12,973| $13,033| $13,093| $13,154| $13,214| $13,275| $17,582| $17,897| $18,219| $18,550 | $138,018
- 5339 < 200,000 $529 $532 $535 $537 $540 $543 $556 $570 $584 $599 |  $4,997
- 5339 Rural $1,254| $1,260| $1,260| $1,260| $1,260| $1,260| $1,261| $1,262| $1,263| $1,264| $11,350
Public Transit Trust Fund $3,750 | $3,750 | $3,750| $3,750| $3,750| $3,750| $18,750| $18,750| $18,750 | $18,750| $93,750
Translease $775 $775 $775 $775 $775 $775| $3,875| $3,875| $3,875| $3,875| $19,375
Total - Federal $18,323 | $18,406 | $18,483| $18,560 | $18,638| $18,716| $27,538| $27,976 | $28,424 | $28,883 |$205,624
- State $3,750 | $3,750 | $3,750 | $3,750 | $3,750| $3,750| $18,750| $18,750| $18,750| $18,750| $93,750
- Local $12,308 | $12,355| $12,399 | $12,444| $12,491| $13,289| $25,833| $26,087 | $26,346 | $26,613 |$167,841
- Grand Total $34,381 | $34,511| $34,632| $34,754 | $34,878| $35,755| $72,121| $72,812| $73,520| $74,246 |$467,215

Source: AHTD
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2015 - 2019 Planned Transit Projects and Programs —- TUTD - Bowie County, Texas

Federal Federal State Local | Total Loca.l Responsible . L.
Termini Funding Type Funds Funds | Funds | Costs Matching Agency Let | FTA Appropriation
Source | VO™ | (x10000 |(x1000) |(x 1000 | (X 1000)| A8EY Year Year
Operating Assistance 5307 Transit $342 $244 $98 $685 TUTD TUTD 2015 FFY 2015
Capital - Preventive Maintenance 5307 Transit $240 $60 $300 TUTD TUTD 2015 FFY 2015
Capital - Paratransit 5307 Transit $64 $16 $80 TUTD TUTD 2015 FFY 2015
Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities 5310 Transit $122 $31 $153 TRAX TRAX 2015 FFY 2015
Operating Assistance 5307 Transit $342 $244 $98 $685 TUTD TUTD 2016 FFY 2016
Capital - Preventive Maintenance 5307 Transit $240 $60 $300 TUTD TUTD 2016 FFY 2016
Capital - Paratransit 5307 Transit $64 $16 $80 TUTD TUTD 2016 FFY 2016
Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities 5310 Transit $122 $31 $153 TRAX TRAX 2016 FFY 2016
Operating Assistance 5307 Transit $342 $244 $98 $685 TUTD TUTD 2017 FFY 2017
Capital - Preventive Maintenance 5307 Transit $240 $60 $300 TUTD TUTD 2017 FFY 2017
Capital - Paratransit 5307 Transit $64 $16 $80 TUTD TUTD 2017 FFY 2017
Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities 5310 Transit $122 $31 $153 TRAX TRAX 2017 FFY 2017
Operating Assistance 5307 Transit $342 $244 $98 $685 TUTD TUTD 2018 FFY 2018
Capital - Preventive Maintenance 5307 Transit $240 $60 $300 TUTD TUTD 2018 FFY 2018
Capital - Paratransit 5307 Transit $64 $16 $80 TUTD TUTD 2018 FFY 2018
Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities 5310 Transit $122 $31 $153 TRAX TRAX 2018 FFY 2018
Operating Assistance 5307 Transit $342 $244 $98 $685 TUTD TUTD 2019 FFY 2019
Capital - Preventive Maintenance 5307 Transit $240 $60 $300 TUTD TUTD 2019 FFY 2019
Capital - Paratransit 5307 Transit $64 $16 $80 TUTD TUTD 2019 FFY 2019
Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities 5310 Transit $122 $31 $153 TRAX TRAX 2019 FFY 2019
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2015 - 2019 Planned Transit Projects and Programs — TUTD - Miller County, Arkansas

. Total
J 7;:;)- Termini FF::;::; FFe::;z;l Flll\:llzt:hmg(x C(())s(.ts LOIC:I Match Rezponsible Tip Area ;Jet FTA Ap$r0pﬁati0n
No. Source (X'1000) 1000) 1000) gency gency ear ear
031FTA | Operating Assistance Transit $130 $130 $260 Local Local TUTS 2015 FFY 2015
032FTA | Capital - Preventive Maintenance Transit $58 $15 $73 Local Local TUTS 2015 FFY 2015
033FTA | Capital - Preventive Maintenance/ Paratransit Transit $32 $8 $40 Local Local TUTS 2015 FFY 2015
034FTA | Planning Transit $76 $19 $95 Local Local TUTS 2015 FFY 2015
035FTA | Capital - Rolling Stock/Support Equip Transit $30 $7 $37 Local Local TUTS 2015 FFY 2015
031FTA | Operating Assistance 5307 $131 $131 $262 Local Local TUTS 2016 FFY 2016
032FTA | Capital - Preventive Maintenance 5307 $59 $15 $74 Local Local TUTS 2016 FFY 2016
033FTA | Capital - Paratransit 5307 $32 $8 $40 Local Local TUTS 2016 FFY 2016
034FTA | Planning 5307 $76 $19 $95 Local Local TUTS 2016 FFY 2016
035FTA | Capital - Rolling Stock/Support Equip 5307 $30 $8 $38 Local Local TUTS 2016 FFY 2016
031FTA | Operating Assistance 5307 $132 $132 $264 Local Local TUTS 2017 FFY 2017
032FTA | Capital - Preventive Maintenance 5307 $59 $15 $74 Local Local TUTS 2017 FFY 2017
033FTA | Capital - Paratransit 5307 $33 $8 $41 Local Local TUTS 2017 FFY 2017
034FTA | Planning 5307 $76 $19 $95 Local Local TUTS 2017 FFY 2017
035FTA | Capital - Rolling Stock/Support Equip 5307 $30 $7 $37 Local Local TUTS 2017 FFY 2017
031FTA | Operating Assistance 5307 $132 $132 $265 Local Local TUTS 2018 FFY 2018
032FTA | Capital - Preventive Maintenance 5307 $60 $15 $74 Local Local TUTS 2018 FFY 2018
033FTA | Capital - Paratransit 5307 $33 $8 $41 Local Local TUTS 2018 FFY 2018
034FTA | Planning 5307 $76 $19 $95 Local Local TUTS 2018 FFY 2018
035FTA | Capital - Rolling Stock/Support Equip 5307 $30 $7 $37 Local Local TUTS | 2018 FFY 2018
031FTA | Operating Assistance 5307 $133 $133 $266 Local Local TUTS 2019 FFY 2019
032FTA | Capital - Preventive Maintenance 5307 $60 $15 $75 Local Local TUTS 2019 FFY 2019
033FTA | Capital - Paratransit 5307 $33 $8 $42 Local Local TUTS 2019 FFY 2019
034FTA | Planning 5307 $77 $19 $96 Local Local TUTS 2019 FFY 2019
035FTA | Capital - Rolling Stock/Support Equip 5307 $30 $7 $37 Local Local TUTS 2019 FFY 2019
200PTF |Public Transit Trust Fund State $0 $3,750 $3,750 Local Local All MPOs | 2019 FFY 2018
201TLS | Translease Local $0 $775 $775 Local Local AllMPOs | 2019 FFY 2018
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2020 — 2024 Planned Transit Projects and Programs — TUTD - Miller County, Arkansas

JOBNO./ Project Description TYPE WORK FEDERAL | MATCHING | TOTAL | MATCHING| Responsible FTA FEDERAL
ITEM NO. FUNDS FUNDS COSTS FUNDS AGENCY APPROPRIATION| FUNDING
(X'1000) (X'1000) (X'1000) Source YEAR SOURCE
031FTA Operating Assistance Transit $650 $650 $1,300 Local Local FFY 2020-2024 5307
032FTA Capital - Preventive Maintenance Transit $290 $75 $365 Local Local FFY 2020-2024 5307
033FTA Capital - Preventive Maintenance/ Transit $160 $40 $200 Local Local FFY 2020-2024 5307
Paratransit
034FTA Planning Transit $380 $95 $475 Local Local FFY 2020-2024 5307
035FTA Capital - Rolling Stock/Support Equip Transit $150 $35 $185 Local Local FFY 2020-2024 5307
Total $1,630 $895 $2,525
2020 - 2024 Planned Transit Projects and Programs —- TUTD - Bowie County, Texas
. . Federal Funds | State Funds |Matching Funds | Total Costs| Matchin, Responsible | FTA Appropriation |Federal Fundin,

Project Description Qyze o (X 1000) (X '1000) X 1%00) (X1000) |Funds Soufce A};ency preaf Source °
Operating Assistance Transit $342 $1,220 $98 $1,660 TUTD TUTD FFY 2020-2024 5307
Capital - Preventive Maintenance Transit $1,200 $300 $1,500 TUTD TUTD FFY 2020-2024 5307
Capital - Paratransit Transit $320 $80 $400 TUTD TUTD FFY 2020-2024 5307
Seniors and Individuals with Transit $610 $155 $765|  TUTD TUTD FFY 2020-2024 5310
Disabilities
Total $2,472 $1,220 $535 $2,665
2025 — 2040 Planned Transit Projects and Programs - TUTD Combined

Transit Programs 2020 2025 6 year Total 2026 - 2030 2031 - 2035 2036 - 2040 15 year total
5307 $981 $4,930 $5,911 $4,973 $5,017 $5,062 $15,052
5310 $2,657 $3,208 $5,865 $3,273 $3,340 $3,408 $10,021
5311 $13,275 $17,582 $30,857 $17,897 $18,219 $18,550 $54,666
5339 (<200,000) $543 $556 $1,099 $570 $584 $599 $1,753
5339 Rural $1,260 $1,261 $2,521 $1,262 $1,263 $1,264 $3,789
Public Transit Trust Fund $3,750 $18,750 $22,500 $18,750 $18,750 $18,750 $56,250
Translease $775 $3,875 $4,650 $3,875 $3,875 $3,875 $11,625
Total - Federal $18,716 $27,538 $46,254 $27,976 $28,424 $28,883 $85,283
State $3,750 $18,750 $22,500 $18,750 $18,750 $18,750 $56,250
Local $13,289 $25,833 $39,122 $26,087 $26,346 $26,613 $79,046
Total $35,755 $72,121 $107,876 $72,813 $73,520 $74,246 $220,579




2015 through 2019 Planned Transit Improvements - Illustrative Project List

Total
e L. . L. .. .. MPO ID State Job Reference . Federal Local
Classification Activity Description /Activity Limits Number Number Funding Sources Rundbing Match Cjost
Estimate
Capital Re.pl.ace 13.buses, l?uy 1 bus for service expansion 805 FTA 5307 & Local Match $2,654,000 $663,500 $3,317.500
within T-Line service area (80/20)
. Acquire property for construction of maintenance FTA 5307 & Local Match
Capital facility within T-Line service area 804 (80/20) $898,000 $224,500 $1,122,500
Total $5,637,000 $2,975,000 | $8,612,000
2020 through 2035 Planned Transit Improvements - Illustrative Project List
State Job
Classification Activity Description Activity Limits MPOID Reference Funding Sources Fede?al Local Match TOtél Cost
Number Funding Estimate
Number
Capital Replac? 14 bgsgs, buy. 1 bus f?r service 805 N/A FTA 5307 & Local Match $9,545,000 $2,386,250 $11,031,250
expansion within T-Line service area (80/20)
Total $22,186,000 $12,173,000 $34,359,000
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Chapter 6 - Environmental and Mitigation Activities

MAP-21 and associated regulations require that the long-range transportation plan include a discussion of types of
potential environmental mitigation activities and potential areas to carry out these activities, including activities that
may have the greatest potential to restore and maintain the environmental functions affected by the plan. The
discussion is developed in consultation with federal, state, and tribal wildlife, land management, and regulatory
agencies.

Environmental Mitigation

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process is intended to help public officials make decisions that are
based on understanding of environmental consequences, and take actions that protect, restore, and enhance the
environment.

For Federal agencies, “Federal agencies shall to the fullest extent possible:
Use all practicable means consistent with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act and
other essential considerations of national policy, to restore and enhance the quality of the human
environment and avoid or minimize any possible adverse effects of their actions on the quality of the human
environment. (40 CFR 1500.2(f))”

The mitigation of impacts must be considered whether or not the impacts are significant. Agencies are required to
identify and include in the action all relevant and reasonable mitigation measures that could improve the action.

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations define mitigation as:

e Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action.

e Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation.

e Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment.

e Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the
action.

e Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments. (40 CFR 1508.20)

The Favored approach to Mitigation: Avoid --> Minimize --> Repair or Restore --> Reduce over time --> Compensate

This ordered approach to mitigation is known as "sequencing” and involves understanding the affected environment
and assessing transportation effects throughout project development. Effective mitigation starts at the beginning of the
NEPA process, not at the end. Mitigation must be included as an integral part of the alternatives development and
analysis process.

FHWA's mitigation policy states that:

Measures necessary to mitigate adverse impacts will be incorporated into the action and are eligible for Federal
funding when the Administration determines that:
1. The impacts for which the mitigation is proposed actually result from the Administration action; and
2. The proposed mitigation represents a reasonable public expenditure after considering the impacts of the
action and the benefits of the proposed mitigation measures. In making this determination, the
Administration will consider, among other factors, the extent to which the proposed measures would assist in
complying with a Federal statute, Executive Order, or Administration regulation or policy. (23 CFR
771.105(d))

State DOT’s are responsible for conducting wetland, threatened and endangered species, and other aquatic habitat
investigations; obtaining state and federal permits; preparing and monitoring mitigation plans and implementation;
and maintaining the plant nursery for wetland mitigation and roadside enhancement purposes. Other areas covered
by the Special Studies Section include overseeing mussel mitigation, mitigation bank site development and
monitoring, and wildflower planting and monitoring. In addition, Special Studies reviews and approves utility
permits and all contractor offsite use areas (borrow pits, waste areas, etc.). The Special Studies Section works with the
Assessments and Cultural Resources Sections during development of NEPA documents.
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For both TxDOT and AHTD, water runoff is controlled during construction and water quality is monitored during
construction projects. Municipalities and counties also enforce water runoff control practices.

Best Management Practices: AHTD maintains a manual of best management practices for construction storm water
management and provides training to its contractors and staff on best management practices. Training for contractors
is planned in the future.

Environmental issues in transportation and transportation planning

Certain environmental issues are directly affected by transportation, or affect transportation. The objective in
addressing environmental issues is to minimize impacts on our natural environment while maintaining the economic
health of the region. Planning efforts are generally broad in scope, while environmental concerns are usually
addressed at specific locations as transportation projects are developed.

The following section identifies and discusses environmental issues that deserve particular attention during the
planning process.

e Wetlands

e  Water Quality

e Endangered Species
e  Migratory Birds

e Noise

e  Air Quality

Wetlands

Wetlands serve an important role in the local ecosystem. They provide habitat for migratory birds, fish, amphibians,
and plants as well as help control floods and erosion. The water table is usually at or near the surface, or the land may
be covered by shallow water. To be classified as a wetland, an area must support predominantly hydrophilic
vegetation, a relatively undrained, hydric soil, or be inundated or saturated with water at least some time during the
growing season every year.

In 1977, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service began the National Wetlands Inventory to classify and map Americas
remaining wetlands. The National Wetlands Inventory classifies wetlands by soils, hydrology, and vegetation.
Wetlands are considered transitional lands between land and water systems.

Texarkana is bounded by the Red River to the north and east, and the Sulphur River to the south. Miller County is also
bounded to the north and east by the Red River. There are significant wetlands/bottomland areas along these two
waterways. Two (2) major north/south arterials in Texarkana, US 59 and US 71, cross both of these rivers. The
east/west arterials, US 82 and IH 30, as well as the north/south arterial, US 67, cross minor creeks and drainages. Other
wetland areas are scattered throughout the Texarkana area and generally occur adjacent to ponds, creeks, and
tributaries.

Here again, in the transportation planning and construction process, environmental issues must be addressed to
insure minimal adverse impacts. Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) has jurisdiction over waters in the U.S. and is the designated agency that
issues permits for the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S. Before issuing a permit, the COE
solicits input from other government resource agencies such as the EPA, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arkansas
Fish and Game Commission, Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality, TPWD, and the Texas Commission on
Environmental Quality.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is the principal Federal agency that provides information on the extent and status of
wetlands in the U.S., via the National Wetlands Inventory Program (NWI). In addition to impacts to wetlands within
the immediate project area, wetlands outside of the project area may need to be considered in any evaluation of project
impacts, due to the hydrologic nature of wetlands (for example, project activities may affect local hydrology within,
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and outside of, the immediate project area). It may be helpful to refer to the USFWS National Wetland Inventory
website at http://www.fws.gov/.

Impacts to wetlands and other aquatic habitats from the project may be subject to regulation under Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal Statutes. Project Proponents should discuss the relationship of these
requirements to their project with the Regulatory Program of the appropriate U.S. Army Corps of Engineers District.

The following wetland types may intersect Miller County project areas:

Wetland Types Within the County Total Acres
Freshwater Emergent Wetland 162.0
Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland 2617.8
Freshwater Pond 975.5

Lake 570.9
Other 31.3
Riverine 692.1

The following wetland types may intersect Bowie County project areas:

Wetland Types within the County Total Acres
Freshwater Emergent Wetland 1025.5
Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland 10108.3
Freshwater Pond 476.6

Lake 1275.6

Precautions - Federal, state, and local regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over wetlands may define and describe
wetlands in a different manner than that used in this inventory. There is no attempt, in either the design or products of
this inventory, to define the limits of proprietary jurisdiction of any Federal, state, or local government or to establish
the geographical scope of the regulatory programs of government agencies.

Persons intending to engage in activities involving modifications within or adjacent to wetland areas should seek the
advice of appropriate federal, state, or local agencies concerning specified agency regulatory programs and
proprietary jurisdictions that may affect such activities.

Water Quality

At TxDOT and AHTD, water runoff is controlled during construction and water quality is monitored during
construction projects. Municipalities and counties also enforce water runoff control practices.

AHTD maintain a manual of best management practices for construction storm water management and provides
training to its contractors and staff on best management practices. Training for contractors is planned in the future

AHTD is working on minimum control measures, including public education and outreach, public
participation/involvement; illicit discharge detection and elimination; construction site runoff control; post-
construction runoff control and pollution prevention/good housekeeping. The Environmental Division provides
training to AHTD personnel on storm water management and permit requirements.
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Figure 24: Map of Area Wetlands and Waterways
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Stormwater, Municipal Sewerage

Municipal Separation of Storm Sewer System (MS4)
Discharge of Pollutants
Regulatory Background

In 1972, Congress amended the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (commonly referred to as the Clean Water Act) to
prohibit the discharge of pollutants to Waters of the United States from a point source, unless the discharge is
authorized by the Environmental Protection Agency through a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(“NPDES”) permit. EPA issued NPDES permits under Section 402 of the Clean Water Act to regulate the quality of
discharges in order to protect aquatic species, contact recreational uses, public drinking water sources, and other
designated uses of surface water. Permits established minimum levels of treatment and relied on numeric effluent
limitations to ensure that Waters of the U.S. achieved a “fishable” and “swimmable” quality.

In 1987, Congress further amended the Clean Water Act clarifying that stormwater was a point source discharge of
pollutants subject to Section 402. Congress directed EPA to develop NPDES regulatory controls for these discharges,
and allowed EPA to implement the program in two phases. Phase I was promulgated by the EPA on November 16,
1990 (Federal Register, Volume 55, Page 47990) and addressed stormwater discharges from large construction
activities (> 5 acres), industrial activities, and from large and medium municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s),
those systems serving a population > 100,000 persons.

Phase II was promulgated on December 8, 1999 (Federal Register, Volume 64, Page 68722) and addressed discharges
from small construction activities (< 5 acres) and small MS4s located within urbanized areas (as defined in the 2000
2010 Census). On September 14, 1998, the State of Texas was authorized by EPA to administer and enforce the NPDES
program in Texas. Under the authority of the Texas Water Code, the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
(TCEQ) has developed and issued a Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (TPDES) permit program to
regulate discharges of stormwater from Phase I and Phase II MS4s.

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) operates MS4s subject to Phase I and Phase II TPDES permits
throughout the state.

Applicability
The TxDOT Atlanta District (District) and the City of Texarkana do not operate a large or medium MS4 subject to
Phase I of the TPDES stormwater permit program.

The permit authorizes discharges from MS4s that are located within urbanized areas (UAs), areas delineated by U.S.
Census Bureau data collected during the 2000 2010 Census. The City of Texarkana falls within the District boundaries.
The District is responsible for the M54 located within Bowie County in the Texarkana UA. The Texas Commission on
Environmental Quality (TCEQ) has amended and renewed the TPDES Phase II MS4 General Permit TXR040000 that
became effective on August 13, 2007, which authorizes the discharge of stormwater into surface water of the state. The
previous permit expired on August 12, 2012. The renewed permit was adopted by the Commission on December 11,
2013.

Endangered Species

In establishing the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, the U.S. Congress recognized that many wildlife and plant
species had already been rendered extinct by human-related activities. It also recognized that many additional species
were so depleted in numbers that they were in danger of becoming extinct. Congress determined that these species
were of aesthetic, ecological, educational, recreational and scientific value to the public. In response, the ESA was
passed with the stated purpose of conserving these threatened or endangered species and the ecosystems upon which
they depend.

In Bowie and Miller counties there is one endangered species on the area’s U.S. Fish & Wildlife Endangered Species
list, the Interior Least Tern. A species on this list should be considered in an “effects analysis” for transportation
projects and could also include species that exist in another geographic area. i

98



When a transportation project is anticipated, the agency must comply with federal environmental laws. The
federal Clean Water Act and the federal Endangered Species Act allow for compensation for the taking of wetlands
and endangered species' habitat, respectively.

Federal law also allows the restoration, creation, enhancement, and preservation of natural resources to
compensate for unavoidable resource losses when such compensation cannot be achieved at the development site
or would not be as environmentally beneficial. This practice is known as mitigation banking. Policy issued by
federal agencies encourages mitigation banking. The department is also authorized under Texas Transportation
Code to mitigate the environmental harm that results from a transportation project.

Texas uses Wetlands banking and has 3 active wetland mitigation banks for transportation projects, with one of the
wetlands mitigation bank located in Bowie County.

To conserve endangered species habitat and obtain the approval of resource agencies, TxDOT has created conservation
easements. Land ownership is retained by the private landowner who contractually agrees not develop the site.
Easements are monitored and surveyed periodically to ensure that no harm is done to the endangered species.

FWS Migratory Birds
Migratory birds of concern may be affected by your project, therefore project sponsors should do the following:
There are 12 bird species on the two county area Migratory “birds of concern” list.

All project proponents are responsible for complying with the appropriate regulations protecting birds when planning
and developing a project. To meet these conservation obligations, proponents should identify potential or existing
project-related impacts to migratory birds and their habitat and develop and implement conservation measures that
avoid, minimize, or compensate for these impacts.

Noise

This topic may also have possible Environmental Justice implications in addition to the environmental impacts in
trasportation planning and project selection.

The EPA does not have regulatory authority over noise in local communities, federal noise regulation does occur with
Federal action related to major noise sources in commerce via the Noise Control ACT of 1972, the Clean Air Act (Title
VI),and the Quiet Communities ACT of 1978 (reportedly currently unfunded). Federal agencies regulate noise sources,
such as rail and motor carriers, low noise emission products, construction equipment, transport equipment, trucks,
motorcycles, and the labeling of hearing protection devices. i

Local governments, city and county have ordinances and regulations for noise, and many states have noise pollution
programs. At AHTD, analyses of noise impacts associated with highway projects are performed in accordance with
the procedures and provisions of Title 23, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 772, U.S. Department of
Transportation, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and Procedures for the Abatement of Highway Traffic
Noise and Construction Noise. Noise abatement must be considered for proposed projects when the predicted noise
levels at any receptor location approach or exceed the FHWA NAC and or exceed existing noise levels by 10 dBA or
more. Mitigation measures could include: Alteration of vertical and horizontal alignments, Traffic controls, or
Construction of noise barriers.

TxDOT also performs noise analysis for projects, through the NEPA process. Texas also has a handbook that provides
a regulatory background and outlines the process steps necessary to comply with the Texas Department of
Transportation Guidelines for the Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise. TxDOT has a policy to comply
with the NEPA and FHWA requirements regarding traffic noise by providing procedures for noise studies and noise
abatement measures to help protect the public's health, welfare, and livability; to supply noise abatement criteria; and
to establish requirements for information to be given to local officials for use in the planning and design of highways.

The traditional definition of noise is “unwanted or disturbing sound.” Sound becomes unwanted when it either
interferes with normal activities such as sleeping, conversation, or disrupts or diminishes one’s quality of life. The fact
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that you can't see, taste or smell it may help explain why it has not received as much attention as other types of
pollution, such as air pollution, or water pollution. The air around us is constantly filled with sounds, yet most of us
would probably not say we are surrounded by noise. Though for some, the persistent and escalating sources of sound

can often be considered an annoyance. This “annoyance” can have major consequences, primarily to one’s overall
health.

Studies have shown that there are direct links between noise and health. Problems related to noise include stress
related illnesses, high blood pressure, speech interference, hearing loss, sleep disruption, and lost productivity. Noise
Induced Hearing Loss is the most common and often discussed health effect, but research has shown that exposure to
constant or high levels of noise can cause countless adverse health affects.

Air Quality

Air Quality is a major concern. It can affect health as well as the environment. Most modes of transportation contribute
to air pollution with the main culprit being ground level ozone. Ozone occurs naturally in the upper atmosphere and
helps protect the Earth’s surface from harmful ultraviolet radiation. However, ground level ozone in large
concentrations can have a negative effect on the human environment. It can aggravate chronic lung conditions and
cause headaches, nausea, and eye and throat irritation.

Currently both Texarkana, Texas (Bowie County), and Texarkana, Arkansas (Miller County), are in attainment of the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ground level ozone and it is unlikely that they will go non-
attainment in the near future.
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Chapter 7 — Future MPO Performance Based Planning and Outcomes

Under MAP-21, the metropolitan transportation planning process must provide for the establishment and use of a
performance-based approach to transportation decision making to support the national goals as identified in MAP-21.
This applies to the MPO as well as the State.

The state will set performance targets for each of 10 performance measures and set these targets in coordination with
the MPO, and public transportation providers. To the maximum extent practical, Texas and Arkansas will coordinate
with the Texarkana MPO and public transportation providers (TUTS) in determining performance targets.

There is an additional requirement in MAP-21 that relates to the MPO. The MPO transportation plan must contain a
description of the MPO'’s performance measures and targets and a “system performance report... evaluating the
condition and performance of the transportation system with respect to the performance targets...” and the TIP must
include a description of the effect of the TIP on achieving performance targets.

At this time, the performance measures and targets have not been completed so a report is not available.

Performance Measures and System Performance Reporting

A system performance report and subsequent updates evaluating the condition and performance of the transportation
system with respect to the performance targets are required under federal regulations, including:

e Progress achieved by the metropolitan planning organization in meeting the performance targets in comparison
with system performance recorded in previous reports; and

e  For metropolitan planning organizations that voluntarily elect to develop multiple scenarios, an analysis of how
the preferred scenario has improved the conditions and performance of the transportation system and how
changes in local policies and investments have impacted the costs necessary to achieve the identified
performance targets.

The Texaxrkana MPO will also be required to integrate in the metropolitan transportation planning process, directly
or by reference, the goals, objectives, performance measures, and targets described in other State transportation plans
and transportation processes, as well as any plans developed under chapter 53 of title 49 by providers of public
transportation, required as part of a performance-based program.

While most of the performance requirements directly address Federal and State requirements, there are several items
that will directly affect the MPO.

MPOs must use a performance-based approach to transportation decision making, to support the seven national goals
contained in MAP-21 legislation. The Federal aid highway program is required to focus on the seven national goals:

e Safety - To achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads

e Infrastructure condition - To maintain the highway infrastructure asset system in a state of good repair

e Congestion reduction - To achieve a significant reduction in congestion on the National Highway System
e System reliability - To improve the efficiency of the surface transportation system

e Freight movement and economic vitality - To improve the national freight network, strengthen the ability of
rural communities to access national and international trade markets, and support regional economic
development

e Environmental sustainability - To enhance the performance of the transportation system while protecting and
enhancing the natural environment

e Reduced project delivery delays - To reduce project costs, promote jobs and the economy, and expedite the
movement of people and goods by accelerating project completion through eliminating delays in the project
development and delivery process, including reducing regulatory burdens and improving agencies” work
practices
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What are the USDOT required performance measure targets that the MPO must set?

The US DOT is required to establish performance measures and standards, which are specified by specific
program/policy areas. These performance measures and standards are:

Minimum standards for bridge and pavement management systems to be used by states (NHPP);
Performance measures for pavement condition on the Interstate system (NHPP);

Performance measures for pavement condition on the non-Interstate NHS (NHPP);

Performance measures for bridge conditions on the NHS (NHPP);

Performance measures for the performance of the Interstate System (NHPP);

Performance measures for performance of the non-Interstate NHS (NHPP);

Minimum levels for pavement conditions on the Interstate System (which may be differentiated by geographic
regions of the United States) (NHPP);

Performance measures to assess serious injuries and fatalities per VMT (HSIP);

Performance measures to assess the number for serious injuries and fatalities (HSIP);
Performance measures for traffic congestion (CMAQ);

Performance measures for on-road mobile source emissions (CMAQ); and

Performance measures to assess freight movement on the Interstate System (Freight Policy).

Note: The US DOT is limited to these performance measures only — and may not establish other performance
measures and standards under this section!

This does not, however, preclude additional performance measures and standards that the states may include.

Transit Performance Measures

The USDOT will establish state of good repair (SGR) standards for measuring the condition of capital assets of
recipients for equipment, rollingstock, and infrastructure.

The FTA must also develop safety performance criteria for all modes of public transportation (rail, bus, etc.). FTA must
also develop minimum safety performance standards for vehicles not regulated by other Federal agencies. In addition,
FTA must develop a public transportation safety certification training program for individuals involved in transit safety.

Performance Measures for Bicycle/Pedestrian Projects and Programming

One way to measure the performance of this plan is by counting the miles of trails, sidewalk, and bicycle lanes built
and the number of crosswalks and bicycle-friendly and pedestrian-friendly intersections installed. However, the true
measure of the system is how well it addresses the priorities of the people of Texarkana. The people attending the
public meetings expressed their thoughts on this subject over the course of several public meetings. Based on the
criteria identified by the public, some potential performance measures identified include:

Percent of parks accessible by bicycle and walking,
Percent of schools accessible by bicycle or walking, and
Linear feet of gaps filled.

These performance measures are subject to change and re-evaluation in future plans as the state and federal formal
performance measures are developed
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Chapter 8 — Transportation System Management and Operations

The inclusion of Management and Operations discussions in the MTP is a requirement of MAP-21 and is intended to
be performance-focused, rather than solely project-focused, address non-recurring congestion, in addition to
recurring, identify regionally important M&O strategies that are applied in the region, regardless of funding source,
and include strategies addressing both short-term and long-term system performance.

The term "transportation systems management and operations" as used here means: integrated strategies to optimize
the performance of existing infrastructure through the implementation of multimodal and inter-modal, cross-
jurisdictional systems, services, and projects designed to preserve capacity and improve security, safety, and reliability
of the transportation system.

23 U.S.C. identifies the term "transportation systems management and operations" to include:

1) actions

2) coordination of operations and

3) coordination of investment implementation:

Actions usually consist of:

o Traffic detection and surveillance e Traveler information services

e Corridor management e Congestion pricing

e Freeway management e Parking management

e  Arterial management e Automated enforcement

e  Active transportation and demand management e  Traffic control

e  Work zone management e Commercial vehicle operations
¢ Emergency management e Freight management

Coordination of operations involve modes:

e Highway

e Rail,

e Bicycle and pedestrian
e River

e Aviation

Coordination of the implementation of regional transportation system management and operations involve
investments such as:

e Traffic incident management,

e Traveler information services,

e Emergency management,

¢ Roadway weather management,

e Intelligent transportation systems,

e Communication networks, and

e Information sharing systems requiring agreements, integration, and interoperability to achieve targeted system
performance, reliability, safety, and customer service levels.

M&O strategies focus on optimizing the performance of the transportation system. Although M&O strategies may be
implemented on a regional, area-wide, or project-specific basis, those included in a transportation plan should
typically be those that have importance on a regional level. M&O strategies enable transportation agencies to provide
higher levels of customer service in the near-term without incurring the high costs and time to implement major
infrastructure projects.
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M&O strategies may provide benefits supporting the eight planing factors such as:

e Supporting economic vitality by improving system reliability, which is valued by the freight and business
communities;

e Increasing safety by focusing attention to operational strategies, such as driver education, speed enforcement, and
technologies to improve pedestrian safety;

e Increasing security by improving communication and coordination between transportation agencies and law
enforcement;

e Increasing accessibility and mobility by implementing strategies that reduce recurrent and non-recurrent
congestion, and improve the efficiency of operations, such as transit bus priority, signal timing, and pricing;

¢ Enhancing the environment, energy conservation, quality of life, and consistency with planned growth by
implementing programs to reduce travel demand, providing traveler information to help avoid and reduce time
stuck in traffic delay, and avoiding the need to develop new transportation infrastructure with negative impacts to
the environment and communities;

e Enhancing integration and connectivity by implementing strategies to allow seamless travel between transit service
providers and modes; and

e Emphasizing preservation of the existing transportation system by focusing resources toward optimizing existing
capacity rather than building new capacity.

The first step that the MPO can take is to include these discussion items and concepts in the MTP for future
consideration. These programs take expertise, time and money, and not all M&O options are suitable for this area, but
progress can start with initial steps such as these.

e Increase focus on transportation operations even at a small scale

e Enhance performance of the transportation system through performance-based decision-making (at each level)

e Create linkages between traditional capital planning process and planning for operations at the local level, and the
MPO level.

MPOs may wish to include in their MTPs discussion of M&O strategies that are funded by State, regional and local
transportation agencies even without use of Federal funding. Because many M&O strategies (such as incident
clearance, emergency response) are planned and executed within these agencies, this added discussion in
Metropolitan Transportation Plans will provide a more holistic picture of the totality of M&O strategies being
employed within a region. This is an item that could be updated between mandatory 5 year updates.

Low Cost Implementation Strategies

There are several relatively low cost, strategies that can be deployed to improve the existing transportation system.
The list includes improving incident response times (removing disabled vehicles from the road), improved signal
timing and signal coordination, improved intersection design, and adding short sections of roadway. These programs
require innovation and continued monitoring, but they pay off in a more efficient, safer and more reliable
transportation system.

Usage Patterns

A possible inexpensive and adaptive solution to significantly reduce the level of congestion an area experiences is by
individuals and small groups of people making small changes in their current travel routine. Most of the recurring
congestion in the Texarkana area lasts for a relatively short period of time. This means that if a small percentage of the
roadway users voluntarily shifted the time of their trip out of the “rush”, it could make a noticeable improvement for
certain locations and corridors.

Areas of opportunity identified in the previous plan and still relevant today and these are: Non-recurring incidents,
traffic signal improvements, and intelligent transportation systems.
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Non-recurring Incidents

Since the majority of congestion is caused by non-recurring incidents, i.e. crashes, breakdowns, weather events, etc., it
makes sense to address these factors in the O&M areas by identifying available data and strategies to address each
one, thereby improving the overall O&M of the transportation system.

The Texarkana Office of Emergency Management (OEM) is responsible for developing, maintaining and
implementing a comprehensive emergency management plan which is in full compliance with all state and Federal
guidelines and requirements. The emergency management staff is also charged with responsibility for Homeland
Security issues at the local level.

The objectives of the emergency management program are to protect public health and safety and preserve public and
private property from the effects of hazardous events. OEM has the primary role of identifying and mitigating
hazards, preparing for, responding to, and managing the recovery from emergency situations that affect the
community.

Traffic Signal Improvements

One of the components of the transportation system that offers an opportunity to address both congestion and safety
is traffic signals. Previous projects by TxDOT resulted in the installation of signals at new locations, the upgrade of
signals at existing locations and the removal of signals at locations where they
were no longer warranted. These types of activities could be pursued on a
regional basis with cooperative efforts to cross over the multiple jurisdictional
boundaries that exist in our area.

In contrast to many other roadway improvements, traffic signal
improvements generally involve only minimal traffic disruption, relatively
low costs, and little risk. The public generally reacts very favorably to traffic
signal retiming projects, making them win-win situations for both the public
agency and their customers. The FHWA estimates that the overall benefit-to-cost ratio of traffic signal timing
optimization projects approaches 40 to 1. That is, for every $ 1 invested in optimizing the timing of traffic signals, $ 40
is returned to the public in time and fuel savings. Traffic signal operations can be substantially improved by
implementing an aggressive yet relatively low-cost management system that will minimize traffic delay, pollution and
fuel consumption.

Intelligent Transportation System

An Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) is considered a principle strategy for improving the management and
operation of the transportation system. The term “intelligent transportation system” means electronic
communications, or information processing used to improve the efficiency or safety of surface transportation.

Status of ITS Architecture and Deployment in the Texarkana area

State of Texas ITS Architectures and Deployment Plan

For the Atlanta Regional ITS Architecture and Deployment Plan, the
study area included all nine counties that comprise the TxDOT Atlanta
District as well as Miller and Little River counties in Arkansas, the City
of Texarkana, Arkansas and Caddo Parish, Louisiana.

Within the Atlanta Region there are currently several ITS programs that
are underway or are planned for deployment. The TxDOT Atlanta
District Office has video detection at several intersections in the Region
and a CCTV camera in place in one location prone to heavy fog
conditions to monitor fog levels and provide a decision making tool for
determining when road closures are necessitated.

Regional ITS Architecture
and Deployment Plan
Atlanta Region

i
f
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TxDOT also has an RWIS (Road Weather Information System) station in the Region collecting road weather data and
15 Smart Curves. The Texas Department of Public Safety is utilizing a computer aided dispatch (CAD) system in the
Atlanta Region.

Local stakeholder agencies included in the Atlanta ITS Region are:

e Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department;
e Ark-TEX Council of Governments;

e ATCOG 911 Services;

o  City of Texarkana, Texas;

o  City of Texarkana, Arkansas;

e Texarkana MPO;

o Department of Public Safety;

o Federal Highway Administration;

e Texarkana Urban Transit District;

e TxDOT Atlanta District;

This is an excerpt from the Summary of ITS Needs from the State of Texas ITS Architectures and Deployment Plan:
which also includes Miller County.

Atlanta Region - Summary of ITS Needs: From the Atlanta Regional ITS Architecture and Deployment Plan Kick-Off
Meeting November 19, 2002 (Completion date is November, 2003)

Travel and Traffic Management Needs
¢ Need low water crossing and underpass flood detection
¢ Need railroad notification/blocked roadway detection
¢ Need improved emergency response coordination
e Need joint operations between Texas and Arkansas for Texarkana TMC or TOC
e Need improved coordination and planning for high school football/special event traffic
e Need coordination with other TxDOT Districts, Arkansas, Louisiana for incident management and roadway
closings
e Need improved planning for accommodation of hurricane evacuees from Louisiana and Southeast Texas
e Need VMS on I-30, I-49 and the planned loop
e Need weather data collection

Public Transportation Management Needs
¢ Need Computer Aided Dispatch - ATCOG
¢ Need Transit Operations Center - ATCOG
o Need Automated Vehicle Location — ATCOG, T Line
¢ Need Mobile Data Terminals - ATCOG
¢ Need On-Board Video Security - ATCOG, T Line
e Need signal preemption — T Line
e Need improved transit traveler information — kiosks at transfer stations

Electronic Payment Needs - None Identified

Commercial Vehicle Operations - Needs - None Identified

Emergency Management Needs
® Need automated vehicle location for emergency vehicles
= Need signal preemption for emergency vehicles
* Need additional VMS for Amber Alerts
= Need to improve DPS communication and information dissemination coordination with TxDOT for incident
management
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Advanced Vehicle Safety System Needs - None Identified
Information Management Needs (Data Archiving) - None Identified

Maintenance and Construction Management Needs - None Identified

In the Atlanta District, the following ITS projects and programs have been implemented:

Traffic Information:
e Digital Messaging Signs on I-20 and I-369
e Traffic Cameras on I-30 (http://its.txdot.gov/ITS WEB/FrontEnd/default.html?r=ATL&p=Atlanta&t=map)
e Congestion Map

Emergency Information
e Amber alerts - available on many phones
e  Weather - Link to the National Weather Service
e Homeland Security — Link to Texas Offices
Travel Safety
e Link to TxDOT Safety and Laws

e DPS Stranded Motorist Hotline - The number, 800-525-5555, is printed on the back of all Texas driver licenses
and ID cards, and is for motorists to use when reporting a need for non-emergency assistance.

The objective of each regional ITS architecture developed through this program is to meet federal requirements, use
federal transportation funding on ITS projects, and provide a long range vision for ITS that stakeholders can use as a
planning tool.

For additional information, go to:
http://www.consystec.com/texas/web/atlanta/atlantaintro.htm

The ITS TxDOT website is: http://its.txdot.gov/ATL/atl.htm

Other statewide ITS plans:
The Arkansas Intelligent Transportation System Strategic Plan was adopted by the Arkansas Highway Commission
action on July 9, 2003.

107


http://its.txdot.gov/ITS_WEB/FrontEnd/default.html?r=ATL&p=Atlanta&t=map
http://www.consystec.com/texas/web/atlanta/atlantaintro.htm
http://its.txdot.gov/ATL/atl.htm

Chapter 9 —-Regional Initiatives, Future Plans and Local Projects

Regional Development Topics

There are frequently development and redevelopment issues that affect and are in turn affected by transportation
that may have an influence on the area and yet may or may not be in the planning area but still influence the area.
These are some issues and activities that have potential to affect the MPO region now and in the future in as yet
undetermined ways.

e  TexAmericas Center redevelopment

e Regional Airport Improvements

o Texarkana Main Street Program / Downtown Redevelopment

e  State Line Avenue Corridor preservation and restoration

e Continuation of newly designated I-49 northward to connect to 540 and I-40 near Fort Smith Arkansas

TexAmericas Center Redevelopment
The TexAmericas Center has a major impact on the region for education, commerce and employment.

The Red River Redevelopment Authority (RRRA), established in the 1990s to address the earlier Base Realignment
and Closure from the 1995 realignment, was recognized by the Department of Defence as the planning and
implementation Local Redevelopment Authority (LRA) for the BRAC 2005 actions.

In May 2011, the RRRA adopted a new name, becoming the TexAmericas Center.

The reuse plan was completed in July 2007 and approved by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) in October 2007. Reuse activities include retention of the Ammunition Plant (approximately
5,500 acres conveyed by the Army to Day and Zimmerman, the existing operating contractor) and other industrial
and commercial uses. The LRA and the Army completed an Economic Development Conveyance agreement in
September 2010 for 11,819 acres, of which 8,874 acres have been conveyed under early transfer authority to the LRA.

The Army is now in the process of conducting environmental remediation activities, installing new perimeter fence
line, and preparing for transfer of the Red River Army Depot Western Excess Parcel. The munitions production done
at this facility since the 1940s require extensive Army clean-up efforts that necessitates coordinated access to
TexAmericas owned facilitates, and special care and handling of materials and equipment. The LRA and the Army
also are coordinating on the public sale of land (900 acres located on the western portion of the facility) and timber
sales.

A check on the EPA website advised that the mitigation construction is complete and the status is Site-Wide Ready
for Anticipated Use.

Note: Site-Wide Ready for Anticipated Use indicates a final and deleted construction complete National Priorities List
(NPL) site where, for the entire site, 1) all clean up goals in the Record(s) of Decision or other remedy decision
document(s) have been achieved for media that may affect current and reasonably anticipated future land uses of the
site, so that there are no unacceptable risks; and 2) all institutional or other controls required in the Record(s) of
Decision or other remedy decision document(s) have been put in place.

Texarkana College at the TexAmericas
Center —

Texarkana College is partnering with the TEXARKANA COLLEGE [
U.S. Army and TexAmericas Center to i
provide a state of the art technical and '
educational facility near Hooks Texas.
This facility is also capable of supporting
the training and education mission of Red




River Army Depot. The over 5000 employees of Red River Army Depot and its” associated contractors can use the
facility to develop their technical skills and progress toward degree completions. Academic classes are open to the

general public.

Texarkana Regional Airport Future Plans

Long-range plans have been developed and center on the continued development of the south side of the airport.

e By FY 2019-2020, the new passenger terminal should be finished.
e Directional signage on all the approaches to the airport will be needed

e E. 19t St. (concrete) will need to be widened from current two lanes to at least three lanes to permit traffic to pass

vehicles turning into the businesses along the road.

e The passenger terminal’s dual entry & exit lanes will need to merge with E. 19 St. and Old Post Road at a

common junction.
e A roundabout or traffic circle wide enough to accommodate tractor-trailers (tandem) will be necessary.
o There are future plans for an expanded industrial park along E. 19t St.

Priorities are a widened E. 19th St. with street lighting, traffic circle and highway signage directing traffic to the new

passenger terminal.

Figure 25: Airport Master Plan Phase 1 Site Plan
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The Texarkana Main Street Program

The new Main Street Texarkana (MST) is a revitalized organization dedicated to improving the Twin City’s Quality
of Life.

Main Street Texarkana is one of two identified Bi-city/Bi-State Main Street Programs in the United States. Main Street
Texarkana is dedicated to re-energizing Historic Downtown Texarkana into a vibrant district that includes:

e Entertainment, arts, and events for all ages
e Locally-owned restaurants

e Trendy locally-owned boutiques

e Professional office space

e  Eclectic loft living

Toward that end, MST operates with a paid Executive Director, a Volunteer Board of 13, four Volunteer Teams
(formerly called committees), and special committees as needed. Other services include of the MST involves:

e A small matching grant pool for fagade improvements from Main Street Arkansas

e  Matching grant funds through the City of Texarkana TX for facade improvements based on economic
development (increase tax base and create jobs)

e Revolving Loan Fund to help developers with gap financing — the amount between what the bank will loan and
the business can personally commit. Loans are available for both sides of town at 4% interest for 7 years.

e Access to both Texas and Arkansas Small Business Development Centers which can provide business plan
support, suggest alternative financing, and more

e  Access to financial institutions for workshops, business plans, mentoring, and specialized assistance

e A data base of available properties

e Links to appropriate websites for additional assistance (local and state) and,

e A Texarkana City Guide with information on Downtown aand beyond including a basic directory of services in
the twin cities. It is used by the Texarkana Chamber of Commerce as a Re-location Guide and a Visitor’s Guide,
and by local and regional entities to showcase what Texarkana has to offer. The Guide is supported by
advertising and is FREE to consumers

The Arkansas Main Street Program

Main Street Arkansas is a program of the Arkansas Historic Preservation Program, an agency of the Department of
Arkansas Heritage. The Historic Preservation Alliance of Arkansas is the private non-profit sponsor, and the
Arkansas Economic Development Commission provides assistance through the Main Street Arkansas Advisory
Board.

Since 1984, Main Street Arkansas has been a leading advocate for downtown revitalization providing resources,
education and professional assistance to spark life into Arkansas's traditional commercial areas. Since that time, Main
Street Arkansas cities have yielded a net gain of 3,907 jobs, 1,151 new businesses and 1,066 business expansions and
relocations into downtown.

The Main Street Arkansas program's association with the National Main Street Center, a resource facility set up by
the National Trust for Historic Preservation, provides access to the very best consulting and training services
available for downtown revitalization. The National Main Street Center provides a network much like the network
that Main Street Arkansas provides for local Main Street programs - for more than 40 states and more than 1,000
communities participating in the Main Street Four Point Approach to the downtown revitalization.

The Texas Main Street Program

The national Main Street revitalization effort for historic downtowns was formed more than 30 years ago and there
has been a statewide Texas Program since that time operating through the Texas Historical Commission. The Texas
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Main Street Program (TMSP) is one of the oldest and largest in the nation, with more than 80 fully designated
communities.

The TMSP is part of the Community Heritage Development Division of the Texas Historical Commission and
operates in affiliation with the National Main Street Center, a subsidiary of the National Trust for Historic
Preservation. In 1981, following a pilot project of the national center that studied ways to address the decline of
America's downtowns, the TMSP became one of the first six statewide coordinating programs in the nation.

The mission of the Texas Main Street Program (TMSP) is "to provide technical expertise, resources and support for
Texas communities in the preservation and revitalization of historic downtowns and commercial neighborhood
districts in accord with the National Main Street Four Point Approach® of organization, economic restructuring,
design and promotion."

State Line Avenue Corridor Preservation and Restoration

State Line Avenue, as well as the U.S. Post Office and Court House, straddles the state boundary between Arkansas
and Texas. The section from Broad Street to the south side approach at 7t Street (US 67) is a local city street while the
rest of the study corridor north of 7t Street (US 67) is part of the state/federal highway system designated as US 71.

Prior to the construction of Loop 151/US 59 (I-369) in Texas and SH 245/IH 549 in Arkansas, US 67, US 82, US 59 and
US 71 all converged into downtown Texarkana. At that time, State Line Ave. (US 71) served as the main north-south
connection between downtown Texarkana and IH 30. With construction of the loops on both sides of Texarkana,
travel patterns changed with more regional traffic utilizing the loops to avoid traveling through the downtown.

Several studies have been done but as yet a comprehensive long-term approach has been hampered by the difficulty
in coordinating a lengthy transportation corridor shared by two cities, two states, two sets of municipal and county
codes and two different development patterns. Costs for redevelopment are estimated to be possibly $14,000,000 on
either side of the State Line Avenue. Currently the funding is not there, neither is the long-term vision. Stateline
Avenue does however, keep coming up as a goal when redevelopment is discussed.

Continuation of the Newly Designated I-49 Northward
Interstate 49 is an Interstate Highway that is incomplete and consists of four segments.

The original portion is located within the state of Louisiana, with its southern terminus at I-10 in Lafayette, LA, and
its northern end terminating at I-20 in Shreveport, LA. The link between Shreveport LA, and Texarkana is almost
completed, and there is a loop around the northeast part of Texarkana, Arkansas ending at State Line Avenue (US
71).

Continuation of I-49 between Texarkana and I-40 near Fort Smith is necessary to actually make good use of the
southern portions of I-49. At this time 1-49 South extends from I-40 north to Kansas City with the exception of a
portion near Bella Vista Arkansas.

At the end of I-49 at Texarkana, US 71 connects and goes north. US 71 is not a high-speed high traffic route and the
180 miles takes over 3 %2 hours through the Ouachita Mountains.

Freight and passenger travel from the north as well as the south would benefit greatly from a continuation of 1-49.

I-369 Development

The first section of 1-369, from 1-30 to Loop 151 in Texarkana, was signed in May 2013. Once the remaining sections of
US 59 between Tenaha and I-30 are upgraded to meet Interstate standards and are connected to or are planned to
connect to the existing Interstate system by July 2037, they would also be designated as I-369, per Moving Ahead for
Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) federal legislation.
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The Texarkana region in the Segment One boundary of a five segment program that stretches from the southern tip
of Texas to I-30.

I-69 is a proposed national Interstate that extends from Michigan through Texas. In Texas, the route for I-69 includes
several existing roads: US 59, US 84, US 77, and US 281. US 59 north of Tenaha is intended to function as an Interstate
spur (an offshoot to the north of 1-69), I-369, eventually connecting the future national I-69 route along US 59/US 84 to
I-30 in Texarkana. Interstate spur routes connecting with a main Interstate route at one end are required to carry a 3-
digit Interstate number that begins with an odd number followed by the number of the main route. I-369 was
approved as the Interstate spur designation by the American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials
(AASHTO).

The I-69 Segment One Committee Report and Recommendations can be found at the following website:
http://ftp.dot.state.tx.us/pub/txdot-info/pub_inv/committees/i69/segl final.pdf.

Development and Redevelopment Options

This section identifies two development and redevelopment options that can have a variety of impacts on
transportation in the region. One option should be to develop an Access Management policy, and the other is
adoption of a Complete Streets policy in the design and construction of urban streets.

Not all of the strategies are appropriate so any strategy selected should be thoroughly evaluated and selected on the
basis of what results in the most positive results and the highest feasibility, depending on the specific situation under
consideration for development or redevelopment.

MPO professional planning staff has the following recommendations for the Technical Committee and Policy Board
when these committees look for strategies to improve the region’s transportation system.

Access Management
MPO staff recommends the use of access management in development and redevelopment activities.

Currently, TxDOT does have an access management program in place, including standards, procedures and
manuals.

Access Management involves changing roadway designs and land use development patterns to limit the number of
driveways and intersections on arterials and highways, constructing medians to control turning movements,
encouraging Clustered development, creating more pedestrian-oriented Streetscapes, improved Connectivity, and
Road Space Reallocation to encourage efficiency. Although Access Management is primarily intended to improve
motor vehicle traffic flow, it can support Transportation Demand Management by integrating transportation and
land use planning, and by improving Transportation Options.

Studies show that implementing access management provides three major benefits to transportation systems:

¢ Increased roadway capacity
e Reduced crashes
e Shortened travel time for motorists

Access Management should address:

e  The hierarchy of the facility

e Intersection and interchange spacing

e Driveway spacing

e Traffic signal spacing

¢ Median treatments and median openings
e Turning lanes and auxiliary lanes
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e Street connections

Access management has a better chance of success through the application of these planning, regulatory, and design
strategies.

e Policies, directives, and guidelines issued by state and local agencies having permit authority on
development and roadway infrastructure improvements

e Regulations, codes, and guidelines that are enforceable

e Acquisition of access rights by states and local jurisdictions that serve to protect transportation interests
and enable sufficient infrastructure is built

e Land development regulations by state and local jurisdictions that address property access and related
issues

e Development review and impact assessments by state and local jurisdictions

e Good geometric design of transportation facilities

e Understanding of access implications by businesses and property owners
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Complete Streets

MPO staff recommends selective use of the complete streets

practices when possible and appropriate and consideration
of a complete streets policy.

Complete Streets refers to roadway design and operating
practices intended to safely accommodate diverse users and
activities including pedestrians, cyclists, motorists, public
transport users, people with disabilities, plus adjacent
businesses and residents. Complete Streets planning
recognizes that roadways often serve diverse functions
including through travel, recreational walking, socializing,
vending, and nearby living, which must be considered and
balanced in roadway design and management.

Implementation:

Implementation usually includes a policy statement,

various changes to planning practices, plus professional development programs that support a more multi-modal
roadway design and often involves selecting and applying an appropriate street design manual, which defines

specific roadway design details.

An Ideal Complete Streets Policy (www.smartgrowthamerica.org/complete-streets/changing-policy/policy-
elements)

Includes a vision for how and why the community
wants to complete its streets

Specifies that the phrase “all users” includes
pedestrians, bicyclists and transit passengers of all
ages and abilities, as well as motor vehicles.
Applies to both new and retrofit projects, including
design, planning, maintenance, and operations, for
the entire right of way.

Makes any exceptions specific and sets a clear
procedure that requires high-level approval of
exceptions.

Encourages street connectivity and aims to create a
comprehensive, integrated, connected network for
all modes.

Is adoptable by all agencies to cover all roads.
Directs the use of the latest and best design

criteria and guidelines while recognizing the need for flexibility in balancing user needs.
Directs that Complete Streets solutions will complement the context of the community.
Establishes performance standards with measurable outcomes.

Includes specific next steps for implementation of the policy.
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Appendix 1: Funding Texas Transportation Projects Using Funding Categories:
The Texas Administrative Code (TAC) specifies twelve funding categories for highway related projects.

Categories 1, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, parts of 10, and 11 are allocations, while categories 2, 3, 4; parts of 10, and 12 are project-
specific categories.

e Category 1 - Preventive Maintenance and Rehabilitation: Funding for preventive maintenance and rehabilitation
of the existing state highway system. These funds may be used on the Interstate Highway System travel lanes,
frontage roads, structures, signs, pavement markings, striping, etc.

e Category 2 M - Transportation Management Area (TMA) Corridor Projects: Does not apply to this region

e Category 2 U - Urban Area Corridor Projects: funding is intended to address the mobility needs in all
metropolitan areas (areas with populations between 50,000 and 200,000) throughout the state. Funds will be used
to develop and improve entire corridors of independent utility, whenever possible. Projects in this category
must have the concurrence and support of the MPO.

e Category 3 — Non-Traditionally Funded Projects - Project selection varies based on the funding source,
such as Proposition 12, Proposition 14, Pass-Through Toll Finance, Regional Toll Revenue and Local
Participation.

e Category 4 — Statewide Connectivity Corridor Projects: This funding is intended to address mobility and
added capacity project needs on major state highway system corridors which provide statewide connectivity
between urban areas and corridors. The highway connectivity network in composed of the Texas Trunk System;
NHS; and connections from the Texas Trunk System or NHS to major ports on international borders or Texas water
ports.

e Category 5 — Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Improvement: Does not apply to this region

e Category 6 - Structure Replacement and Rehabilitation: Funding to replace or rehabilitate eligible bridges on and
off the state highway system (functionally obsolete or structurally deficient).

* Bridge Rehabilitation and Replacement Program

0 Railroad Grade Separation Program

e Category 7 — Metropolitan Mobility and Rehabilitation: Does not apply to this region
0 Surface Transportation Program that is set aside for urbanized areas with populations greater than 200,000 for
metro mobility (STP MM)

e Category 8 — Safety - Funding related to projects on and off the state highway system. Projects are evaluated using
three years of crash data and ranked according to the Safety Improvement Index.

Federal Highway Safety Improvement Program,

Federal Railway-Highway Crossing Program,

Safety Bond Program,

Federal Safe Routes to School Program and

Federal High Risk Rural Roads

0O 0 O0OO0Oo

e Category 9 — Transportation Enhancements: Funding is to address projects that are above and beyond what could
normally be expected in the way of enhancements to the transportation system. Projects programmed in this
category must fall under one of the general activities of the Surface Transportation Program

e Category 10 — Supplemental Transportation Projects: Funding is to address projects that do not qualify for
funding in other categories. Most of the programs are state funded; however, federal funds are involved in some
programs as noted above. Projects in this category must have the concurrence of the MPO if located within their
area of jurisdiction.
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Category 11 — District Discretionary: This category is used to address projects selected at the district engineer’s
discretion. Most projects should be on the state highway system. However, some projects may be selected for
construction off the state highway system on roadways with a functional classification greater than a local road or
rural minor collector. Funds from this program should not be used for right-of-way acquisition. Projects in this
category must have the concurrence and support of the MPO having jurisdiction in the particular area.

Category 12 — Strategic Priority: The Commission has determined that money from this category will be used on
an “as needed” basis, for projects with specific importance to the state. These projects will generally promote
economic opportunity, increase efficiency on military deployment routes or to retain military assets in response to
the federal military base realignment and closure report, or maintain the ability to respond to both man-made and
natural emergencies. In addition, the Commission is also committed to utilize the Category 12 funds to
help communities utilize the new financing tools, like pass-through financing agreements, in order to
help local communities address their transportation needs.
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Appendix 2: Recommended ITS Projects for the Atlanta District Region

Since the Architecture Development Process completion date in 2003, some items on the project lists may have been
done prior to 2014, especially the short-term and mid-term projects. Following the adoption of the MTP, an update to
determine the status of recommended projects should be performed at a later date.

Emergency Management

Project Time Frame

Project Name

Funding Identified (Funding
Agency if Applicable)

Short Term Projects City of Texarkana, TX Emergency Vehicle AVL No
5-year Horizon HAZMAT Management Plans No
DPS/TxDOT TMC Communications Connection No
TxDOT Emergency Vehicle Signal Preemption No
City of Texarkana, TX Emergency Vehicle No
Mid Term Projects Signal Preemption
10-year Horizon City of Texarkana, AR Emergency Vehicle No
Signal Preemption
City of Texarkana, AR Emergency Vehicle AVL No
Long Term Projects DPS MDTs No
20-year Horizon
AHP MDTs No

Source: Atlanta Regional ITS Architecture Home Page, Consensus Systems Technologies.

Public Transportation Management

Project Time Frame

Project Name

Funding Identified (Funding
Agency if Applicable)

ATCOG Transit Operations Center with CAD System No
Short Term Projects .
. ATCOG Communications System Upgrade No
5-year Horizon
T Line On Board Security Cameras No
T Line Dispatch/TxDOT TMC/AHTD District
TMC Communications Connection No
] ) T Line AVL No
Il\gld Ter:; P.rOJects ATCOG AVL No
“year Horizon ATCOG TOC/TxDOT TMC Communications Connection No
ATCOG On Board Security Cameras No
ATCOG MDTs No
ATCOG Web-based Ride Scheduling No
Long Term Projects - - .
. T Line Signal Priority for Buses No
20-year Horizon
ATCOG Transit Traveler Information Kiosks No

Source: Atlanta Regional ITS Architecture Home Page, Consensus Systems Technologies.

117



Travel and Traffic Management

Project Time Funding Identified (Funding
Frame Project Name Agency if Applicable)

TxDOT Atlanta TMC Expansion and ATMS Implementation No

TxDOT DMS on I-20 and 1-30 No

AHTD DMS on I-30 No

TxDOT CCTV Cameras on I-30 No

TxDOT /AHTD DMS on Loop No

TxDOT/AHTD CCTV on Loop No

TxDOT Closed Loop Signal System Expansion and VIVDS Yes

Upgrade Phase 1 (TxDOT)

TxDOT Fog Detection in Titus County No
Short Term Projects TxDOT Changeable Message Speed Display Signs No
5-year Horizon Y

es
TxDOT Center to Center Communications (Statewide)
(TxDOT Statewide)

City of Texarkana, TX TOC No

City of Texarkana, TX TOC/TxDOT Atlanta TMC

Connection No

City of Texarkana, TX Closed Loop Signal System

Expansion Phase 1 No

City of Texarkana, TX Railroad Advance Warning No

AHTD District TMC/TxDOT Atlanta TMC Communications

Connection No

TxDOT Closed Loop Signal System Expansion and VIVDS

Upgrade Phase 2 No

Regional 511 Advanced Traveler Information System

Server No

Media Liaison and Coordination N/A

City of Texarkana, TX/City of Texarkana, AR Joint

i N

Mid Term Projects Operations TOC °
10-year Horizon City of Texarkana, TX Closed Loop Signal System

Expansion Phase 2 No

City of Texarkana, AR Closed Loop Signal System Phase 1 No

City of Texarkana, TX VIVDS Expansion Phase 2 No

City of Texarkana, AR VIVDS Phase 1 No

Other Cities/Counties/TxDOT Atlanta TMC

Communications Connection No

TxDOT Closed Loop Signal System Expansion and VIVDS

Upgrade Phase 3 No
Long Term Projects TxDOT/AHTD DMS on [-49 No
20-year Horizon

TxDOT/AHTD DMS on I-69 No

TxDOT CCTV Cameras on 1-49 No

Source: Atlanta Regional ITS Architecture Home Page, Consensus Systems Technologies.
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Maintenance and Construction Management

Project Time Frame

Project Name

Funding Identified (Funding
Agency if Applicable)

20-year Horizon

TxDOT Additional RWIS Sites No
Short Term Projects TxDOT Additional Portable DMS No
5-year Horizon TxDOT Portable Speed Trailers No
TxDOT HCRS Enhancements Yes (TxDOT Statewide)
Mid Term Projects TxDOT Flood Detection No
10-year Horizon City of Marshall Flood Detection No
Long Term Projects . . . .
TxDOT Ice Detection and Anti-Icing Equipment on Bridges No

Source: Atlanta Regional ITS Architecture Home Page, Consensus Systems Technologies.

Information Management

Project Time Frame

Project Name

Funding Identified (Funding
Agency if Applicable)

Short Term Projects 5-year Horizon Texarkana MPO Data Warehouse No
Mid Term Projects 10-year Horizon No Mid Term Projects were identified No
Long Term Projects 20-year Horizon Texarkana MPO Virtual Data Warehouse No

Source: Atlanta Regional ITS Architecture Home Page, Consensus Systems Technologies.

End Notes:

i Texarkana Region Freight Transportation Study. September, 2008
i Alternate list on Texas site: http://www.tpwd.state.tx.us/gis/ris/es/ES_Reports.aspx?county=Bowie
it http://www?2.epa.gov/laws-regulations/summary-noise-control-act
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