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From August 1998 to April 2001, the Kansas Department of Transportation (KDOT) studied
options to improve the US-69 corridor from south of the city of Pittsburg to north of the city of Arma.
In March 2001, KDOT announced it preferred a route for a new US-69 that uses as much of the existing
bypasses as possible. In November 2005, KDOT changed the preferred route to the West corridor.
The information in this handout is background information from that earlier study and was avail-
able at the public meeting in March 2001.

he Advanced Prelimi-
I nary Engineering Study

of US-69 began in 1998
to determine feasible strategies
for ensuring that the corridor
could safely and efficiently
handle increasing traffic. The
study was prompted by increas-
ing traffic and congestion, the
presence of numerous intersec-
tions, vigorous development
along the existing route, and the
importance of US-69 as a travel
corridor for eastern Kansas.

Selecting an improvement
strategy would help area residents,
businesses, and governments
develop land-use policies that
would work in partnership with
any future improvements.

The Goals of the Improvement

The goals of the improvement are to develop a freeway align-
ment for US-69 through the Pittsburg, Arma, and Frontenac areas
which:

« Serves through highway traffic without disruption to local traffic,

* Meets the desirable criteria for a modemn, high-speed freeway as
suggested by the American Association of State Highway Transporta-
tion Officials (AASHTO),

* Minimizes the social and environmental impacts, construction costs,
utility impacts, and right-of-way requirements, and

* Provides an alignment that could be segmented into two or more
smaller projects that could be constructed in phases compatible
with the ultimate corridor, and that could be utilized immediately
upon completion of each segment.

Information in this document can be made available in alternative accessible formats. To obtain an alternative format,
contact Kansas Department of Transportation, Bureau of Transportation Information, Eisenhower State Office Bldg.,
700 SW Harrison, 2nd FI West, Topeka, KS 66603-3754 or phone: 785-296-3585 (Voice/TTY).
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US-69

Excerpted from the project booklet available at the public meeting in March 2001

Guiding Principles

Several principles are guiding the planning for the future US-69.

1. A four-lane divided highway is needed for safety and to minimize congestion.

The average traffic volume on US-69 in the 1950s and early 1960s ranged from 3,200 to 3,750 vehicles per
day. Today, the volumes range from 5,000 to more than 16,000 vehicles per day depending on location. The
numbers are expected to increase to 8,000 and 23,000 vehicles per day, respectively, by 2025. Four lanes
would provide enough capacity for the projected traffic volume and would reduce risks associated with limited
passing opportunities.

2. Limiting access is necessary to enhance driver safety.

There are more than 200 access points (intersections, driveways, etc.) along the current road. Some
have traffic signals that stop traffic on the highway altogether. Each access point creates a situation
where vehicles could collide. Reducing the number of access points and traffic signals eases congestion and
may reduce accidentrates. A freeway is a multilane, divided highway with access permitted only at widely
spaced interchanges. Overpasses or underpasses separate cross traffic from the freeway traffic. An ex-
pressway is a four-lane divided highway with intersections joining the road at about one mile intervals, usually
at major crossroads. A freeway is preferred for US-69 from north of Arma to south of Pittsburg.

3. The road must be designed to accommodate long-range goals for US-69.

US-69 is a major component of the National Highway System and will eventually become a freeway
through most of Kansas. KDOT must look ahead to make sure the segment in this part of Crawford
County and northern Cherokee County would be a logical addition to the continuous freeway concept.

4. Opportunities must be preserved for businesses and development.

Widening the existing road to four lanes, installing a wide median for safety, and making it a con-
trolled access highway would be detrimental to many of the existing businesses and homes clustered
along certain portions of the highway. It would also limit the potential for further development in those
areas. Constructing parts of the highway away from the existing road avoids highly developed areas and
preserves the development opportunities in those areas.

5. The road must be constructable in segments, since funding could be limited.

The issue of segmenting the construction is important and severely limits the feasibility of other
corridors that bypass the area in a wide arc. Any segment that is constructed would have to be useful
upon completion and would have to tie-in conveniently to the existing portions of road.

Kansas Department of Transportation, Eisenhower State Office Building, 700 SW Harrison St., Topeka, KS 66603-3754
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Corridor What About My Property?
Preservation

Since no funds are available
at this time to purchase right-of-
way or to construct the bypass,
it will be important to preserve
the corridor for future use.
Preservation activities are the
primary responsibility of local
governments using local zoning
and platting processes. There
are several advantages to
limiting the development that
could occur in the path of a
future highway:

* Reduces the number of
additional residents or busi-
nesses that would be dis-
placed by future construc-
tion.

+ Cities can plan for orderly
growth and leverage the
benefits that would come
from an improved transporta-
tion system

» Reduces the need for public
investment in new utilities
and streets which, if installed
in the path of a future high
way, would have a short life

* Businesses and developers
can plan their investments
knowing location of a high-
way and access points.

No funds are identified at
this time for KDOT to purchase
right-of-way for this project.
This creates several disadvan-
tages for owners of property
within the preferred corridor:

* Some property owners could
experience difficulty in
selling their property

* Property and business own-
ers have little control over the
future right-of-way purchase
schedules and real estate
market conditions

« It could be difficult to
decide whether to invest in
improvements to a property.

Information about KDOT’s
right-of-way policies and
procedures is available free of
charge by calling toll-free 1-
877-461-6817. Ask for the
booklets titled Real Property
Acquisition for Kansas High-
ways, Roads, Streets, and
Bridges and/or Your Rights and
Benefits as a Displaced Person
Under the Federal Relocation
Assistance Program.

Interchanges and Overpasses

Drivers would be able to cross the freeway at either an overpass
or an interchange. Getting onto or off the freeway would be al-
lowed only at the interchanges. An overpass or interchange is
tentatively planned to occur at section-line roads in more developed
areas, At this time, nine overpasses and seven interchanges are being
considered. School buses and emergency vehicles would be able to plan
their routes to choose the most efficient way to their destinations. Inter-
changes are proposed at the following locations: US-400, between
Centennial Drive and Country Club Road, 4" Street, Atkinson Road,
US-160, K-57, and between E 645" Ave. and E650" Avenue.

Kansas Department of Transportation, Eisenhower State Office Building, 700 SW Harrison St., Topeka, KS 66603-3754
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Excerpted from the project booklet available at the public meeting in March 2001

Environmental Considerations

Environmental reviews were
conducted by the KDOT Envi-
ronmental Services Section, the
KDOT Geology Section, and
the Kansas State Historical
Society. The purpose of the
reviews was to identify poten-
tial impacts not to give project
clearance. Because of its
preliminary nature, this study

Since the Last Meeting

KDOT hosted a public involve-
ment open house in August, 1999
where guests could learn about the
study, ask questions, view maps
and displays, and offer comments
and ideas. Atthat time, KDOT
was studying two corridors to
determine the most feasible
location for a future bypass.
Based in part on some sugges-
tions received during and after
the public meeting, a third
corridor was added to the study
which utilized as much of the
existing bypasses as possible.

did not include or thoroughly
examine some environmental
issues. Other issues that may
need to be evaluated include,
but are not limited to: public
lands, farmland, environmental
justice, water quality/water
resources, upland vegetation
and habitat, air quality, and
noise quality. Further evalua-

Concurrently, a number of
requests for System Enhancement
projects were being reviewed.
Three requests from Crawford
County ultimately were not
funded. Itisreasonable to assume
that any future funding might not
be sufficient to build the entire
proposed bypass. As aresult, it
was determined that a corridor
that could be “segmented” into
individual projects would be the
most desirable. The preferred
corridor was selected in Decem-
ber 2000 and a draft report was
made available to media and
public officials at the end 0£2000.

tion will be done in the design
phase to determine the signifi-
cance of the environmental
impacts. KDOT will obtain all
the necessary permits that might
be required by state and federal
agencies.

What Happens
Next?

The next step is to prepare
detailed highway designs based
on the concept outlined by this
study. When the design phase
1s complete, KDOT will know
more precisely where and how
much right-of-way would be
needed. It will be important for
county and city officials to help
preserve the highway right-of-
way through local zoning and
platting activities. KDOT does
not plan to buy right-of-way or
construct any part of the new
bypass at this time because no
funds have been identified to do
so. If future funding would
become available, right-of-way
could be purchased and con-
struction could occur to the extent
that funding would allow.

Kansas Department of Transportation, Eisenhower State Office Building, 700 SW Harrison St., Topeka, KS 66603-3754
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Excerpted from the project booklet available at the public meeting in March 2001

Are the
Improvements
Really Needed?

The portion of US-69 being
studied is congested with heavy
traffic, numerous intersections,
and vigorous roadside develop-
ment. The existing road is
inadequate for current and
expected traffic demands in
terms of safety, capacity, and
speed. Highway design criteria
and the vehicles using our high-
ways have changed since US-69
was built in the late 1950s and
early 1960s, so some design
features also need to be modem-
ized.

Improvements would upgrade
the safety, service, comfort,
condition, and capacity of US-
69. Itisan important traffic
corridor and one of the major
highways serving the cities of
Arma, Frontenac, Franklin, and
Pittsburg. US-69 has been
designated a part of the National
Highway System and is critical for
interstate trips from Kansas City
south to Tulsa, Oklahoma.

The No-funding Situation

No funds were earmarked for
right-of-way purchase or con-
struction for this project in the
ten-year Comprehensive Trans-
portation Program (CTP) that
will be completed in 2009.

One aspect of the CTP was
the System Enhancement
Program that provided one
billion dollars over the life of
the CTP. Through this pro-
gram, local governments could
apply for locally important
enhancements to the State
Highway System that would
substantially improve safety,
relieve congestion, improve
access, or enhance economic
development. Three categories
of funding were available:
corridor improvements, bypass
construction, and interchange/
grade separation improvements.

The competition for the funds
was fierce. One hundred and
thirty -seven projects were
evaluated which totaled five billion
dollars in requests for the one
billion dollars of available funding.

Included in the System Enhance-
ment requests was one from
Pittsburg/Crawford County fora
21.3 mile bypass, one from Arma
to widen the existing bypass, and
one from Frontenac to add center
turn lanes to US-69. Twenty-nine
projects were ultimately selected
and announced in August 2000.

The list did not include any of
the projects requested by Arma,
Frontenac, or Pittsburg.

Kansas Department of Transportation, Eisenhower State Office Building, 700 SW Harrison St., Topeka, KS 66603-3754
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Excerpted from the project booklet available at the public meeting in March 2001

What About the Old Road?

The portions of US-69 not used for the new bypass will become local streets or roads for access and
development. A highway that has been converted to local use is usually turned over to local jurisdictions for
continued care. KDOT would leave the road in good condition. With a reduced volume of traffic, it would
continue to serve well for many years with only routine maintenance. The preferred corridor would involve
turning about 7 miles of existing highway over to local care. The west and east corridors would have resulted in
about 21.5 miles (each) being handed over to local care.

State assistance augments local governments’ transportation budgets. The Local Transportation
Program, a portion of the Comprehensive Transportation Program, includes a category called the Special
City and County Highway Fund (SCCHF). Under the SCCHEF, local governments receive some of the
state motor fuels tax revenue for local use. Those funds are distributed directly from the state treasurer.
$160 million is provided annually to Kansas counties through this fund. Local Federal-Aid Projects,
funded by federal legislation, is a program which provides another source of local transportation assis-
tance. The funds are administered by KDOT to assist local governments with specific projects.

The Options

Four options were originally
studied. A fifth option, which
ultimately became the preferred
corridor, was added after the
public involvement meeting in
August 1999. The five options
were:

* Do Nothing

« Expand the existing road to a
freeway along its entire route

* Build an all new freeway
west of the existing route

* Build an all new freeway east
of the existing route

* Build a freeway using the
existing bypasses as much as
possible

The “Do Nothing” option
wasn’t chosen because conges-
tion would increase, delays and
frustration would increase, more
traffic signals would have to be
installed, and there would
probably be an increase in

accident rates and maintenance
costs. Expanding the existing
road to a freeway along its
entire length would have caused
the unacceptable impact of
displacing approximately 150-
170 residences and 40-60
businesses along the route.

The remaining three corri-
dors are detailed in charts
elsewhere in this booklet.

Kansas Department of Transportation, Eisenhower State Office Building, 700 SW Harrison St., Topeka, KS 66603-3754
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Comparing the Corridors

WEST MIDDLE
(Preferred (Former Preferred EAST
Corridor, 2006) Corridor, 2001)
19.7 miles long 18.1 miles ong 20.5 miles long
Total Cost
146,300,000 143,400,000 43,200,
(yr. 2000) $ $ 0 $143,200,000
Potential Right-of- 97 265 78
Way Total Tracts
Potential 31 Residences 107 Residences 11 Residences
Relocations 0 Businesses 6 Businesses 1 Businesses

Service to Through
Traffic

Short, direct route
with 1.1 miles of
adverse travel

Shortest, most direct route
with .56 miles of adverse
travel, more local traffic

Longest, least direct
route with 1.9 miles of
adverse travel

Traffic Service
to Community

Provides a new but
redundant corridor

Will improve service
along existing corridor

- Added service to some
industrial & growth areas
and the City of Frontenac

Handling Traffic
During
Construction

Least inconvenience from
construction work

Potential to be
Segmented

th feasible to
segment if funding
is limited

Highest need for temporary
widenings, shoo-flys, and
use of local streets during

construction

Shoo-fly needed at
K-126 for bridge replace-
ment, little other
inconvenience expected

Could easily be divided into
several segments for
construction

Not feasible to
segment if funding
is limited

Detours

__No detour required

Detours needed for US-69,
US-160, K-57. K-7 is
possible for US-69 & K-57;
US-160 would likely be
detoured on local roads

No detour required

System Mileage
Considerations

All of existing US-69 & 1.5 mi.
of K-57 would be removed
from the systern, 1.5 mi. of

US-160 would be added,
about 21.5 mi. would be
turned over to local jurisdic-
tion after rehabilitation

US-69 from K-103 to
Monmouth (2 mi.) and
Atkinson to K-57 (5 mi.) would
be removed from the system,
about 7.0 mi. would be
turned over to local jurisdic-
tion after rehabilitation

All of existing US-69 & 1.5
mi. of US-160 would be
removed from the system, 1
mi. of K-57 would be added,
about 21.5 mi. would be
turned over to local jurisdic-
tion after rehabilitation

Underground Mine
Potential

About 5.2 miles of mitigation
may be needed between
Monmouth and 20th Streets

About 2.8 miles of mitigation
may be required between
Quincy and Atkinson Streets

About 1.7 miles of mitigation
may be required between
20th and McKay Streets

Strip Mine
Involvement

Numerous adjustments or relocations of utilities are anticipated for each corridor.

1.3 miles

A3 miles

current American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO) criteria.

2.1 miles

Design elements for each corridor would meet

__Kansas Department of Transportation, Eisenhower State Office Building, 700 SW Harrison St., Topeka, KS 66603-3754
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Potential Environmental Impacts

These results are based on a
preliminary review. More
detailed studies will be done as
needed during the project design
phase and all necessary permits
will be obtained.

WEST

(Preferred
Corridor, 2006)

MIDDLE

(Former Preferred

Corridor, 2001)

EAST

Minimal involvement Minimal involvement Minimal involvement

Wetlands

expected

expected

expected

Floodplains

(distance along proposed route)

1.7 miles

3.6 miles

2.8 miles

Threatened and
Endangered
Species*

3 federally listed,
5 state Listed

3 federally listed,
5 state Listed

3 federally listed,
5 state Listed

Designated Critical
Habitat

(distance along proposed route)

Northern Spring Peeper (frog) 0 miles 0 miles 2 miles

Gray Myotis (bat) 12.4 miles 12.4 miles 13.6 miles

Broadhead Skink (lizard) 1.7 miles 15miles 3.5 miles

Woodlands 130.9 acres 170.4 acres 200 acres

Archeological

(distance along proposed route)

High Potential Area 1.2 miles 4.3 miles 6.2 miles

Moderate Potential Area 4.3 miles 2.5 miles 1.9 miles
. Parts of Robb Prairie,

Public Parks None Lincoln Park, None

4f Lands Wilderness Park

Hazardous Waste None in right-of-way, site H- Sites H-5 and H-6 Site H-3

Sites 4 is very close

as labeled on maps

Cultural/Historic

Resources

as labeled on maps

Direct Impact Site W59 Site M52 Site E1

Property Only Impact Site M86 Site E28

*Federally listed species: bald eagle, gray myotis, Mead's milkweed. State listed species: broadhead
skink, central newt, eastern spotted skunk, green frog, northern spring peeper.

Kansas Department of T?anspc-ir_iéﬁon, éisenhower State afﬁce BGldi.ng, 700 SW Harrison St., Topeka, KS 66603—3?517
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STUDY UPDATE
The US-69 Corridor in Crawford and Cherokee Counties

Then

e The study of the US-69 corridor began in 1998 and was suspended in April 2001
due to a lack of funding. Three corridor alternatives were identified.

e In March 2001, KDOT announced the middle corridor (nearest the existing US-
69) was its preferred alternative.

e Just before the study was suspended in 2001, Crawford County and the cities of
Pittsburg, Arma, Girard, and Frontenac passed resolutions endorsing a western

alignment.
Now
e In August 2005 Congress passed a transportation bill that included a $3.2 million
earmark to:
o Identify an alignment
o Obtain environmental clearances
o Design the bypass
o Buy right-of-way

The earmark won’t be sufficient to do all those activities. There probably won’t
be enough funds to buy right-of-way.

e KDOT has resumed the study and, after hearing from local officials that they
stand by the 2001 resolutions, has agreed to change its preferred alternative to
the western alignment.

e No funding has been identified to build a bypass, so ne construction is planned
at this time.



“\ y P AWI, .
;8~ L F_u:_m_s_

"
4

H ; m_._o_mm_Eo 10 m..m:._e.._.ﬁ
:EPF mumwamm m:@mﬁfﬁﬁ s1u1jo_Agpinoog auy _orucwzs_._aﬁ._o jo

i >, Era

.mou..:ﬂu:wﬁnu_vtw._..u; ou $axjew. 1 OQ@) 'ssedAq mju 19N43sU0! do Aem jo “. 611
aseyoind 03 JoQd 10} ,ﬁ_.__u m_.._u je. paynudpi usaq o%p_ spunj’ OoN ‘Bul »awhu:, W
uo Esn:m asoyy :wo._n_ Japp pinoa pue. %mr.._n :m_»o.u..o__,n a:::v._tm:.E..uuev,*c_._ :
#__..Ennﬁ_.m._h_\ _.E_«u:mum:nu pue uﬁc_«n._mn.o.»wsw@ apis p u-mcm,:w:m.“ux.: Jo_ zo.unoo—

5 .>Es jo «:m: uf Jo yipim Enﬁauo_ >n?;m_p_v%uxo, 8yl Mvowaa 8q ___sa aw-.m:

uo :w_nnj 111 su:._!‘:o unuur_om va.:wuuxn ay m«u_nnt&_ﬂw‘ :&J\W&W% i

L:

37% "oN ta_eh_

Em_ozoo_ BEEWE

moa_m_.._oo 69-S0).

o T

.o~ |HNOSSIW

m<w2<v_




