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SuDmary

This study was conducted to determine needed improvements at
the existing weigh stations in the west Memphis area. These
stations include the Lehi Weigh Stations on I-40 west of West

Menphis and the Marion weigh stations on r-55 north of l{est
Menphis. The problems include eguiprnent in need of renovation
and weigh stations handring traffic beyond capacity.

The study revealed that an average of 31600 trucks per day
are entering each station, of which an estinated four percent is
allowed to bypass the scales as a result of congestion. Before
trucks are waved by the scales, long queues are extending into
the main lanes of the rnterstate, creating potentiar saf6ty
hazards with main-lane traffic. The.total revenue lost each
month because of the waving through of trucks is estinated to be

S7r000. By the year 2010, the volume is projected to increase to
5,500 trucks per day

Reconstruction of the existing weigh stations was consid-
ered. The weigh stations would be required to shut down during
reconstruction, resulting in lost revenue. Replacement parts for
existing scales are no longer available. Also, reconstruction
would solve -only irnrnediate problems at the weigh stations, and

would not irtclude rnajor improvements to increase the stationrs
capacity. or improve its capabil.ity to monitor and control commer-

cial vehicle traffic. Additionally, the land around some of the
existing stations has developed to the point that the acquisition
of the required right-of-way would be impractical. At the sta-
tions that have sufficient right-of-way to buird behind the
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existing facility, there would at times be a conflict between
construction activit,ies and weighing activities. rf the stations
are not temporarily shut down to avoid the conflicts, potential
safety hazards will be created.

Because of these inherent shortcomings in reconstructing the
existing stations, fifteen new location alternatives were chosen
for study and evaluation. of these, four sites are recommended

for construction. These sites are shown in Figure L, and their
locations and total costs are as follow:

. Eastbound I-40 west of the
monitoring U.S. 70 traffic)

existing Lehi Weigh Station
$1, 505, OOO .

(also

o southbound r-55 between the u.s. 63 interchange and the exist-ing facitity - $1,ggt,OOO.

o Westbound I-40 near the Mississippi River Bridge $Z,Sg1,OOO.
o Northbound r-55 near the 

^ Mlssissippi River Bridge, arso moni-toring U.s. 7o traffic $z,zll, ooo'.-
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Recommeudations

After a careful study of each alternative, .four site loca-
tions are recommended based on the criteria in the Alternative
Analysis section. These four are sites Ar, E, G, and T, and are
shown in Figure 4. An added advantage of these sites is the
elinination of trucks traveling between Litt1e Rock and St. Louis
on I-40 and I-55 being stopped twice as they are now.

Site Ar is loeated on eastbound I-40 west of the existing
weigh statj.on at Lehi. This site will require partial relocation
of u.s. 70, but the station will also have the capability to
monitor traffic on u.s. 70. The totar cost of site Ar, including
partiar relocation of u.s. 70, is estimated to be glrGoGrooo.

Site E is located on southbcund I-55 in the general vicinity
of the existing southbound Marion Weigh Station. The total cost
of Site E is estimated to be $1,:g1,OOO.

Site G is located on westbound f-40 near the levee of the
Mississippi and will nonitor traffic coming into the state. Site
G and site H have the same characteristics. However, site H

would interfere with an existing interchange and was therefore,
considered not viable. The total cost of Site G is estimated to
be 52,631, ooo:

Site f ils located on northbound I-55 near the Mississippi
River Bridge. This station will have the capability to monitor
inbound traffic on r-55 as well as u.s. 70 traffic. The total
cost of Site I is estirnated to be SZ,ZtarOoO.

A breakdown of the costs for each weigh station is shown in
the following table.
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Table 2
Cost Breakdosn

Site
Construction

Cost
Roadway
Cost

Right-of-Way
Cost

Total
Cost

Ar
E
G
I

$9s9,000
9gsg, 000
srgr, 000
9222,000

$L,zzz, ooo
$ 972 tOOO
$2,224, OOO

52,224, ooo

$25, 000
$50, ooo
$16, ooo
$13, oOO

$1, 606,0o0
$1, 381, ooo
$2, 531, OOO

;2 ,27 4, ooo

constrrrction costs include the scales, scale pits, buiJ.ding

and building facilities. Roadway costs include earthwork, base

and surfacing (with cost of partial relocation of U.s. 70 includ-
ed for Site A') .

The Subcornnittee advises that weigh-in-motion (wll{) scales
should be installed at each station for better efficiency. WIIr{

scales would allow truck traffic to continually move over the
scales without stopping. For maxinun efficienCyr an Autonatj.c
Vehicle fdentification (AvI) Systern should be implernented in the
future. Each truck would be eguipped with a transponder or bar
code which would provide pertinent permit and license requi.re-
ments and current safety inspection status for that vehicle. If
these requirenents (and weight reguirements measured by the wII.{

scares) arJ Egt, the vehicle may return to the freeway. rf all
requirements= are not met, the truck wirl be directed to the
static scales for inspection, and proper action will be taken.

Both the State and the trucking industry will benefit from a

fully-autonated system once a nrajority of the vehicles carry an

Avr device. The system wilr save the trucking industry time,
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