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Introductions

Project Background

Project Description

Purpose and Need

Design Goals and Objectives
Previous Design Considerations

Current Design Considerations

Next Steps




= |H 20 Ranger Hill segment is on a sharp
horizontal curve and steep vertical grade

— One of the more hazardous stretches of IH
20 between Fort Worth and El Paso

— 127 traffic incidents since 2008

— Petitions for safety improvements
submitted to TxDOT

= Recent safety improvements
implemented 2013 and 2014

— Resurfacing of main lane pavement

— Speed limit reduction from 75 to 65

— Construction 54-inch concrete barrier
— Installation of high mast safety lighting

= TxDOT has further evaluated public input
and is proposing long-term modifications
to improve safety and mobility




= Project limits:
— Located in Eastland County, Texas

— From approximately 3.5 miles east of Loop 254 to State Highway (SH) 16 in
Eastland County

— Length: approximately 3 miles

= Project would realign and reconstruct IH 20 main lanes to reduce vertical grade and
flatten horizontal curvature

= Project details include:
— Reduce grade from approximately 6% to 3.5%
— Reconstruct east and westbound lanes
— Westbound climbing lane
— Continuous two-way frontage in both directions

— Maintain access to the rest area



= Safety
= Access

= Mobility







= [ack of frontage roads
— Traffic currently diverted to limited number of roadways in the area
= Access to IH 20 accidents by emergency responders

— First responders park as close as possible, walk/wheel equipment to
crash site

— Existing access roadway (south of roadway facility) not easily accessible




= Over 18,000 vehicles cross through Eastland County each day;
approximately 9,000 (50%) are trucks

= Accident Delay
— 30 minutes to 8 hours
— Traffic backed up to Eastland (west) and Weatherford (east)
— Back-ups worse on Holidays

= Lack of Emergency Agency staff /resources to direct that much traffic




= MAP 21

— Key areas of focus for the transportation reauthorization
bill

o Safety — significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on
public roads

* Infrastructure condition — maintain highway infrastructure asset system in
a good state of repair

e Congestion reduction

» System Reliability — improve efficiency of surface transportation system

* Mobility — freight movement, access to rural communities, and economic
viability

" Purpose and Need aligns with key focus areas of MAP 21



Enhance Mobility and Safety
— Reduce roadway grade

— Straighten curves

— Improve freight movement

Accommodate future expansion

Addition of frontage roads for better incident management

Optimize ROW







Central Corridor
(along existing IH 20 alighment)

South Corridor

* Design Detail

eAlignment north of existing IH 20 with 2-way frontage roads, north frontage road overpass

at ramp

¢ Constraints
* Newly constructed rest area to north of IH 20
*Various utility crossings

* Design Detail
* 4 of 5 alternatives have 2-way frontage roads
* North frontage roads extend around westbound rest area
» 2 alternatives have truck rail barrier along frontage roads
* 2 alternatives have grass medians separating main lanes
* Constraints
« Difficult to maintain existing lanes during construction

* Proposed North frontage roads cross existing utilities and require heavy rock
excavation

¢ Alternatives do not improve horizontal curvature

* Design Detail
* Two-way frontage roads
* North frontage extend around west bound rest area
* 2 alternatives with grass medians
* 1 alternative has truck rail barrier along frontage roads
* Constraints
e Substantial ROW acquisition on north and south side of IH 20
* North frontage roads cross with existing utilities and require heavy rock excavation



Alternative Details

— Passing lanes for westbound traffic
— Continuous frontage roads

— Access to rest area/braided ramps

— Median barrier (54”)

Pros

— Less ROW

— Maintains existing travel lanes open during
construction

Cons

— Steeper superelevation

— Sharper horizontal curve

— Drainage/runoff handling

— Steeper construction slopes




= Alternative Details = Pros
— Flatter horizontal curve
— Flatter superelevation/cross slope

— Maintains existing travel lanes open during
construction

— Better drainage handling
— Flatter construction slopes
— Median barrier (54") = Cons

— More ROW

— Passing lanes for westbound traffic
— Continuous frontage roads

— Access to rest area/braided ramps
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_ Alternative 1 Alternative 2

No. of Parcels = 5 = 5
Design Speed = 75 MPH = 75 MPH
» Large amounts of cut/fill * Large amounts of cut/fill
Constructability = Access to existing driveways = Access to existing driveways
Challenges = Construction staging/steeper
slopes
= Less ROW = Flatter horizontal curve (1 degree)
= Maintains existing travel lanes = Flatter superelevation (3.7%)
e open during construction = Maintains existing travel lanes
open during construction
= Better drainage handling
= Flatter construction slopes
= Steeper superelevation (5.1%) = More ROW
= Sharper horizontal curve (1.5
Cons degree)

* Drainage/runoff handling
= Steeper construction slopes
Profile Grade = 3.5% = 3.5%



= Select Alternative for further evaluation
= Value Engineering Study

= Public Involvement

— Meetings with Affected Property Owners — On-going
— Stakeholder Meeting — July 31, 2015

— First Responders Meeting — TBD
— First Public Meeting — August 25, 2015
— Second Public Meeting — October 20, 2015
— Public Hearing — April 2016
= Draft EA —Spring 2016

= Final EA/FONSI — Summer 2016



TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

QUESTIONS
&
COMMENTS




Project:

Subject:
Place:
Date & Time:

Attendees:

Date Prepared:

Prepared By:

MEETING MINUTES

32-332P5048 WA 6
CSJ: 0007-06-084
IH 20— From 3.5 Mi. East of LP254 to 0.5Mi. E. of SH 16

Stakeholder Meeting
TxDOT Brownwood District Office
July 31, 2015 at 1:00 PM

TxDOT BWD — Jason Scantling, Chris Graf, Andrew Chisholm,
Chelsea Humphrey, Susan Howard, Elias Rmeili, Eric Lykins
TxDOT Eastland — Larry Smith, Sarah Horner

TxDOT DES — Maria Burke, Jim Heacock

STAKEHOLDERS — Pam Dutton (Sen. Charles Perry’s Office), Tori
Regas (Rep. Jim Keffer), Judge Rex Fields (Eastland County Judge)
URS/AECOM - Krishna Peapully, Maribel Chavez, Mark Thomas,
Reggie Herman, Irene Alanis

August 09, 2015

Irene Alanis/Reggie Herman/Krishna Peapully

1. Introduction:

a. Jason welcomed everyone and introduced URS. Everyone introduced
themselves.

2. Power point presentation:

a. Krishna introduced the project, presented the agenda and described the
project. There have been recent improvement projects such as reducing speed
limit and placing concrete barrier which have helped, but URS is tasked with
developing a more permanent long term solution. To improve the safety at this
location, the corridor needs to be realigned and reconstructed with lower
vertical grades and flatter horizontal curves. Two way frontage roads will be
added in both directions along the project.

b. Reggie explained the purpose and need. The number of accidents has
decreased with the recent improvements but existing roadway conditions are
the same. Safety will be improved by the flatter horizontal curves and flatter

vertical grades. Emergency responders will have better access especially with
the addition of frontage roads. Not only mobility of goods through the
corridor will improve, but also delay time and traffic back up will decrease.
URS understands the severity and importance of this project is not only
locally but also nationally. The transportation reauthorization bill MAP 21



which was passed in 2012 focuses on safety, congestion reduction, system
reliability, and mobility. Therefore, purpose and need aligns with the key
focus areas of MAP 21.

Krishna outlined the design goals and objectives: enhance mobility and safety,
optimize ROW, accommodate future expansion, and add frontage roads. The
need for the designed alternative to consider constructability was discussed
since existing number of traffic lanes through the corridor can’t be reduced.

Krishna explained that while analyzing many options along the north, central
and south corridor, many challenges were encountered. On the north corridor,
the large number of utilities and safety rest area were the main constraints. On
the south side, a large amount of ROW would have been needed. Along the
central corridor, constructability and maintenance of traffic would have
required large amounts of temporary shoring/walls.

Krishna presented both alternatives 1 and 2. The main difference between
URS’s alternatives 1 and 2 is the horizontal curvature. Alternative 1 has 1.5
degrees of curvature and steeper super elevation. These might cause issues
with drainage and constructability. Alternative 2 presents a 1 degree
horizontal curve with flatter super elevation. This alternative offers better
drainage handling and flatter slopes during construction. As the typical section
shows, both alternatives would include median concrete barrier. One key point
is that both alternatives being presented are safer than existing condition.
However, option 2 not only is safer and offers higher design standard, but also
will allow for flatter slopes during construction.

Elias talked about the ultimate typical section. It includes 3 travel lanes along
the west bound and 2 lanes in the east bound direction with enough pavement
area to stripe an additional lane in the future. It has 2 way frontage roads in
each direction.

Pam asked what the limits are where frontage roads will be added. Krishna
responded about a mile.

Judge Rex asked what speed limit was used for the design. Was there a study
for the optimal speed? Will there be any grubbing on the concrete to keep
trucks from sliding? Since the concrete barrier was installed, the truck
accidents have been reduced. The latest accident happened during a 2” quick
rain event a truck slid across the lanes and the barrier kept it from going over
to the opposite side to oncoming traffic. He agreed that with less banking, the
corridor will be safer. Krishna mentioned that the corridor was designed for
75 mph. Jason responded that there can be an optimal speed study, but from
design criteria the curve at the bottom of the hill is designed for 80 mph.

Judge Rex asked if TxXDOT had a preferred alternative. Jason, Larry and Elias
said that alternative 2 was the preferred alternative at this time. Not only will
it be safer, but also will allow for better maintenance.

Maribel mentioned that because it is a federal highway and there will be
federal funds available, the project has to follow the required federal NEPA
procedure.



. Judge Rex asked if it would only be federal funds or also state funds going
into the project. Maribel responded that it will be both federal and state funds.

Judge Rex asked if there are already funds available. Elias responded that
there is currently no funding, but they are working on getting the funds for it.
The letting date is December 2016, assuming that the funds will be available
by then.

. Judge Rex expressed concern that Rep. Keffer will be out of office by then
and wasn’t sure if there will be a champion for this project in the state
Legislature. Pam Dutton from Sen. Charles Perry’s Office mentioned that

Sen. Perry has assured that he will convey local concerns and will continue
the good work done by Rep. Kefir. She asked if there was any trouble
acquiring ROW. Maribel mentioned that every project has challenges in
obtaining required ROW but TxDOT always uses all the available tools before
considering use of eminent domain.

Tori Regas from Rep. Jim Keffer office asked Judge Rex what type of land
was along the project area. Judge Rex responded that there are ranches. He
also asked if the land owners are responding and what happens if there is
refusal to sell. Jason mentioned that the Johnsons have not responded to
TxDOT. According to Mr. Bradley, the Johnsons were hesitant in selling
ROW. On the other hand Mr. Fambro is willing to sell. He is a real estate
agent. To answer Judge Rex, yes the eminent domain will be the next step in
the process, if negotiations with the landowners are unsuccessful.

. Judge Rex asked if the existing material could be used for project fill. Jason
responded that TxDOT will be doing geotechnical investigations along the
project to determine if any existing material would be usable for fill.

. Judge Rex asked if the rocks out by IH 20 came out from the ongoing
construction at the rest area ramp. Larry responded that it was correct.

. Jason added on that there is about 40’ deep of hard rock and only about 5’ soft
soil.

Judge Rex asked how will the public be informed about the project. He
suggested using the local radio station in Eastland. Chelsea said that the
information will be posted on social media, the TxDOT website, Abilene TV
station and the local newspaper. Reggie added that URS will help in
developing a mailing list for the public and send out notices.

Judge Rex volunteered to send out a mass email about the project to his local
contacts. He also mentioned to take in consideration the upcoming Palo Pinto
State Park which will increase traffic and add more RVs to the traffic.

Susan asked Jason if Mr. Bradley had Johnson’s phone number. Jason
responded that he will continue to investigate.

. Judge Rex said he is all in favor for this project so do what it takes.

. Judge Rex wants to know when TxDOT will know about the funding. Elias
said that they are trying to find proposition 1 money, which is based on oil and
gas revenue, and that Mr. Keffer and Mr. Perry are also looking for funding.



w. Maribel stated it is imperative that design plans be completed and then look
to secure funding. TxDOT may be able to reallocate money from other
projects that are on hold or are not able to make letting.

x. Judge Rex wondered if the design has to be accepted by the stakeholders in
order for it to be finalized.

y. Maribel explained that the federal NEPA process is utilized to inform the
public and stakeholders about the options going through the environmental
process. The stakeholders don’t have to vote on it; however, their input is
considered during project development.

z. Jason concluded the meeting and asked the stakeholders to email Chelsea with
any additional questions. If Mr. Keffer and Mr. Perry want to meet one on
one, TxXDOT will be more than willing to meet with them.



IH 20 Ranger Hill Schematic Design and Environmental Documentation
CSJ: 0007-06-084

Project Limits
From approximately 3.5 miles east of Loop 254
To SH 16

Public Meeting Summary

DATE/TIME:
August 25, 2015; 5:30 — 7:30 p.m.

LOCATION:
Ranger High School (cafeteria),1842 TX-254 Loop, Ranger, TX 76470

PURPOSE OF MEETING:

e Present alternatives for realigning and reconstructing the IH 20 main lanes
to reduce grade and curve radius at Ranger Hill to improve safety for the
traveling public.

e Present proposed project Need and Purpose.

e Explain next steps in project.

e Answer questions and receive comments on all information presented.

FORMAT:

The two-hour Public Meeting consisted of an open house followed by a TxDOT
presentation. During the open house portion of the meeting, meeting participants
had an opportunity to review displays showing the project area and background,
Purpose and Need, proposed alternatives, and environmental process. Project
team members were available to answer questions and provide any requested
information. Members of the public were able to submit a written comment at the
time of the meeting or during the 10-day comment period following the meeting.

PUBLIC NOTICE:

A public notice of the meeting was published in the Ranger Times/Eastland
Telegram/Eastland County Today on August 13 and August 20, 2015. TxDOT
Brownwood District also distributed a press release/media advisory to the
following media outlets: KTXS-TV, Abilene; KTAB/KRBC, Abilene; Brownwood
Bulletin; Brownwood; Brownwoodnews.com (online newspaper); KBWD-
AM/KOXE-FM Radio - Brownwood (country); KPSM - 99.3 FM radio —
Brownwood; KQBZ- 96.9 FM, Newstalk radio; 102.3 FM, KXYL radio,
Brownwood; Coleman Chronicle & Democratic Voice; KSTA-AM/FM radio,



Coleman; Comanche Chief, Comanche; KCOM-AM & KYOX radio, Comanche;
Eastland Telegram (Cisco, Ranger, Rising Star & Gorman); KATX (HPRN CO.)

radio, Eastland; Microplex News (online newspaper), Eastland; Lampasas
Dispatch Record, Lampasas; KCYL-AM/KACC-FM radio, Lampasas; Brady
Herald Standard, Brady; KNEL-AM radio, Brady; Goldthwaite Eagle, Goldthwaite;
San Saba News and Star, San Saba; KNUZ-FM/KNVR-AM radio, San Saba;
Breckenridge American, Breckenridge; and KLXK/ KROO radio, Breckenridge.

Direct mail meeting notices were sent to a list of eight property owners identified
by TxDOT as well as to four elected officials. These notices contained the same
information that is found in the display ad in the newspaper.

A meeting notice also was posted on the TxDOT.gov website and meeting
information was disseminated on social media.

ATTENDANCE:

A total of 25 individuals (one of whom was a TxDOT employee) registered their
attendance at the public scoping meeting. Three elected officials or
representatives of elected officials signed in as well.

DISPLAY AND HANDOUT MATERIALS:

The following displays were available for viewing: a project location map; project
history and background; project description; Purpose and Need; maps and
descriptions of proposed Alternative 1 and proposed Alternative 2, and a board
comparing Alternatives 1 and 2. In addition, information was provided on the
environmental process being used to evaluate the two project alternatives.
Preliminary schematic drawings for the alternatives were displayed on tables so
that meeting participants could study detailed engineering drawings for each
alternative. In addition, a comment card was given to each meeting participant.

The meeting exhibits are available on TxDOT’s website at LINK

PRESENTATION:

Jason Scantling, Director, Transportation Planning and Development, TxDOT
Brownwood District, opened the meeting and introduced the project team. He
described the purpose of the public meeting — to introduce the project to the
general public; provide information on the current preliminary design of project
alternatives; obtain public input; and involve the public in the environmental
process. Mr. Scantling provided some background on the project, explaining that
the project would address safety, mobility, realign and access issues by
reconstructing the IH 20 main lanes to reduce steep vertical grade, flatten
horizontal curves, and flatten superelevation (banking).



He then introduced Reggie Herman, AECOM Deputy Program Manager, who
explained the environmental process being used to evaluate proposed project
alternatives. He described the project Purpose and Need (safety, mobility, and
access improvements), as well as the steps involved in completing an
Environmental Assessment for the project. Mr. Herman introduced Krishna
Peapully, AECOM project manager, who explained that nine original alternatives
were considered for meeting the Purpose and Need for the project. After a
screening evaluation, this number was reduced to two alternatives.

Mr. Scantling concluded the meeting by explaining the next steps—selection of
an alternative for further evaluation; a value engineering study; ongoing meetings
with affected property owners; a second public meeting later in the fall (2015); a
draft EA and public hearing in the spring of 2016; and a final EA in the summer of
2016.

The public meeting presentation for this meeting is available at (LINK to TXDOT
website)

DEADLINE:
Comments received and/or postmarked on or before September 4, 2015 were
included in this public meeting report.

WRITTEN COMMENTS DELIVERED AT THE MEETING
Five individuals submitted written comments at the public meeting. Their
comments are listed below, along with a response from TxDOT.

Comment #1: Individual requested the following: 1) Take Alternative #1 and 2)
Increase center barrier so headlights from oncoming traffic (from tall trucks and
pickup trucks) is not visible.

TxDOT response:

Comment #2: Individual stated that the latest upgrades to Ranger Hill have
helped considerably but access to the hill by emergency vehicles is still a
problem when responding to accidents. Traffic is steadily increasing and the
westbound lanes of Ranger Hill become bogged down from slow moving semis
trying to get up the hill. The curve causes a problem with seeing what is
happening ahead. Individual strongly encourages the approval of the project with
the least amount of grade — Alternative #1.

TxDOT response: Thank you for your comment. At this time, TxDOT is
considering two possible alternatives for addressing safety, mobility, and access
issues on |-20 at Ranger Hill. These alternatives (plus the no-build—leaving the
highway as it is now) will be evaluated during the Environmental Assessment.



Comment #3: Individual prefers Alternative 2, less ROW acreage and impact on
private property owners.

TxDOT response: Thank you for your comment. At this time, TxDOT is
considering two possible alternatives for addressing safety, mobility, and access
issues on I-20 at Ranger Hill. These alternatives (plus the no-build—leaving the
highway as it is now) will be evaluated during the Environmental Assessment.

TxDOT response: Accessibility to the downtown area and communities
(including North Beach) is extremely important to this project, and is something
that is being considered as we develop the project schematics.

Comment #4: Individual requests moving overpass back from property, etc., on
the north side.

TxDOT response: TxDOT is still at a very preliminary stage in planning the 1-20
at Ranger Hill project and therefore has not made any decisions about the
specific footprint of the changes to be made. At this time, two alternatives are
being considered and will be evaluated during the Environmental Assessment.

Comment #5: Individual says she likes Alternative 1 due to the grade difference
and drainage. One concern: Strawn’s billboard on top of Ranger Hill. We need to
keep our billboard. Our State Park — keeping the entrance inside the Strawn city
limits.

TxDOT response:
WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED AFTER THE PUBLIC MEETING

Four individuals submitted written comments to TxDOT on or before the
September 4, 2015 comment period deadline.

Comment #5: Individual asked if there was a way to bypass Ranger Hill
altogether.

TxDOT response:

Comment #6: Individual stated the following: | have lived in Abilene for 33 years
and have passed through Ranger Hill many times. | have appreciated the efforts
to make it safer, but cannot understand why one simple remedy is not
implemented. The simplest (yet apparently most radical) remedy is to drastically
lower the speed limit for all vehicles. Lowering it to 65 mph was meaningless,
but lowering it to 30-35 mph would be effective. Would that frustrate some
drivers? Yes, of course. But it is also free---no construction necessary. That is
a quite short stretch of road and drastically reducing the speed limit would make



virtually no change in the travel time for any driver. People in Texas seem to
believe it is their right to drive fast; this is a place to make an exception for 3-4
miles and save both lives and money.

TxDOT response: One of the main reasons why TxDOT is undertaking this
project is to address safety issues on I-20 at Ranger Hill. Three main safety
concerns have to do with the steep grade, sharp curve, and steep superelevation
(8% banking) at this location. I-20 also needs to be updated to TxDOT’s current
design standards. (need to address speed limit).

Comment #7: Individual stated that regarding Ranger Hill, years ago the
highway wound around hills north of the current road. Maybe a new route could
be built leaving 20 in operation during the construction.

TxDOT response:

Comment #8: Individual’s concern is the potential impact to traffic flow and
safety from the south frontage road as it merges across oncoming traffic onto the
Loop 254 overpass. Although the existing south frontage road is two-way travel,
it is a dead-end at the top of Ranger Hill, thus alleviating thru traffic concerns.
Once that south frontage road is continuous thru travel and not a dead-end, there
will be an increase in thru traffic, particularly during times of incidents in the area.
That thru traffic then will be required to cross oncoming traffic coming out of
Ranger on that Loop 254 overpass. It is no secret the overpass is downhill,
curving, and the view is obscured. South frontage road traffic will be crossing
from a complete stop, turning, and attempting to gain speed to go up the incline.
And we hope that the drivers of those vehicles do not attempt to enter the “exit”
onto eastbound [-20.

TxDOT response:
ATTACHMENTS
Public Meeting Notice

Public Meeting Notice to Property Owners
Public Meeting Comment Form



y 4 TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

IH 20 RANGER HILL

PUBLIC MEETING
AUGUST 25, 2015

IH 20, Eastland County, TX - CSJ 0007-06-084

IH 20 from 3.5 mi. East of LP 254 to SH 16
(Ranger Hill)




Introductions

Purpose of the Public Meeting

Project Background

Project Description

Environmental Process

— Defined Process for Proposed Project
— Purpose and Need

Preliminary Design

— Design Goals and Obijectives

— Alternatives Considered

— Proposed Alternatives for Further Analysis
Next Steps

Comment Period



= |Introduce the project to the
general public

= Provide information on the
current preliminary design

= Obtain public input

= |[nvolve the public in the
environmental process




= Why the concern for this portion
of IH 20

= Three main safety concerns
— Steep grade
— Sharp curve

— Steep superelevation (8%
banking)

= Need to update to current design
standards

8%




= |H 20 at Ranger Hill has one of the
steepest grades in Texas on interstate
system

— 127 traffic incidents since 2008

— Petitions for safety improvements
submitted to TxDOT

= TxDOT’s safety improvements in
2013 and 2014

— Resurfaced main lane pavement

— Reduced speed limit from 75 to 65
MPH

— Constructed 54-inch concrete barrier
— Installed “high mast” safety lighting

= TxDOT has further evaluated public
input and is proposing long-term
modifications to improve safety and
mobility




= Project limits:
— Located in Eastland County, Texas

— From approximately 3.5 miles east of Loop 254 to State Highway (SH) 16 in
Eastland County

— Length: approximately 3 miles

= Project would realign and reconstruct IH 20 main lanes to reduce steep vertical
grade, flatten horizontal curves, and flatten superelevation (banking)

= Project details:
— Reduce grade from approximately 6% to 3.5%
— Reconstruct east and westbound lanes
— Add westbound climbing lane
— Add continuous two-way frontage road in both directions

— Maintain access to the safety rest area



TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

ENVIRONMENTAL
PROCESS




Based on TxDOT Environmental
Toolkit April 2015

|

Technical Studies

1

Prepare Draft Environmental Document I

Publish Draft Environmental Document I

Prepare Public Hearing Summary and
Final Environmental Document

Environmental Clearance



= Safety
= Mobility

= Access







= QOver 18,000 vehicles travel this portion of IH 20 each day;
approximately 9,000 (50%) are trucks

= Accident Delay
— 30 minutes to 8 hours
— Traffic backed up to Eastland (west) and Weatherford (east)
— Back-ups worse on holidays

= Lack of emergency staff/resources to manage traffic for major incidents




= | ack of frontage roads

— When incident occurs traffic diverted to limited number of
roadways in the area

= Access to IH 20 incidents by emergency responders
— First responders park as close as possible
— Then walk/wheel equipment to crash site

— In some instances crash site may be a long distance from roadway
access points




TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

PRELIMINARY DESIGN




Enhance Safety
— Reduce roadway grade

— Straighten curves

— Reduce roadway superelevation (banking)

Optimize ROW
Addition of frontage roads for better incident management
Improve freight movement

Accommodate future expansion

Minimize constructability challenges







* Substantial ROW needed to the north of the existing highway and safety rest
area

* Requires significant utility relocation
* Substantial earth work and heavy rock excavation
* New interchange to access the safety rest area from the interstate



Central

Corridor
Constraints




South

Corridor
Constraints

e Substantial ROW impacts to the south and to the north due to frontage road
extending around safety rest area

e Significant earth work to the north and south of existing alignment



ROW Adds continuous frontage

Provides additional Accommodates future
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Proposed
N\

Existing

Alternative Details

— Passing lanes for westbound traffic
— Continuous frontage roads

— Access to rest area/braided ramps

— Median barrier (54-inch)

Pros

Flatter horizontal curve
Flatter superelevation (banking)

Keeps existing travel lanes open during
construction

Drainage and stormwater runoff
Minimize constructability challenges

Cons

Preliminary estimate of approximately 100
acres of ROW




Proposed
Existing

Alternative Details

— Passing lanes for westbound traffic
— Continuous frontage roads

— Access to rest area/braided ramps

— Median barrier (54-inch)

* Pros

— Preliminary estimate of approximately 80
acres of ROW

— Keeps existing travel lanes open during
construction

= Cons
— Steeper superelevation (banking)
— Sharper horizontal curve
— Drainage and stormwater runoff
— Greater constructability challenges




Superelevation (banking) is a function of the horizontal
curve design

— Roadway banking/pavement rotation

— Balances vehicles along with friction

Steeper superelevation (banking)

— ldeal for dry pavement conditions

— Potentially hazardous during rain and winter events

Minimal roadway superelevation (banking) and flatter
horizontal curves improve safety




Superelevation (Banking) Comparison
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_ Alternative 1 Alternative 2

No. of Parcels

Design Speed

Profile Grade

Constructability
Challenges

Pros

Cons

5
75 MPH

3.5%

Large amounts of cut/fill
Access to existing driveways

Flatter horizontal curve (1 degree)
Keeps existing travel lanes open
during construction

Flatter superelevation (3.7%)
Better drainage and runoff

Flatter construction slopes

Preliminary estimate is
approximately 100 acres of ROW

5
75 MPH

3.5%

Large amounts of cut/fill
Access to existing driveways
Construction Staging/steeper slopes

Preliminary estimate is approximately
80 acres of ROW

Keeps travel lanes open during
construction

Steeper superelevation (5.1%)
Sharper horizontal curve (1.5 degrees)
Drainage and runoff

Steeper construction slopes



Select Alternative for further evaluation
Value Engineering Study September 2015

Public Involvement

— Ongoing meetings with Affected Property Owners

— First Public Meeting — August 25, 2015
— Second Public Meeting — Fall 2015

— Public Hearing — Spring 2016

Draft EA — Spring 2016

Final EA/FONSI — Summer 2016




y 4 TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

THANK YOU

Comment period ends September 4, 2015



IH 20 Ranger Hill Schematic Design and Environmental Documentation
CSJ: 0007-06-084

Project Limits
From approximately 3.5 miles east of Loop 254
To SH 16

Public Meeting Summary

DATE/TIME:
November 19, 2015; 5:00 — 7:00 p.m.

LOCATION:
Ranger High School (cafeteria), 1842 TX-254 Loop, Ranger, TX 76470

PURPOSE OF MEETING:

e Present latest alternative development for realigning and reconstructing
the IH 20 main lanes to reduce grade and curve radius at Ranger Hill to
improve safety for the traveling public.

e Present completed project development phases.

e Explain next steps in project.

e Answer questions and receive comments on all information presented.

FORMAT:

The two-hour Public Meeting consisted of an open house during which attendees
had an opportunity to review displays showing the project area and background,
Purpose and Need, proposed alternatives, environmental process, project
timeline, and summary of the alternatives comparison. Other materials, including
roll plots of the alternative and corridors, and an animated visualization were also
available for consideration. Project team members answered questions and
provided any requested information. Attendees were able to submit written
comments during the meeting or the comment period following the meeting.

PUBLIC NOTICE:

A public notice of the meeting was published in the Ranger Times/Eastland
Telegram/Eastland County Today on November 12 and November 19, 2015. In
addition, the Ranger Times/Eastland Telegram/Eastland County Today ran a
front page news article on the public meeting. TXDOT Brownwood District also
distributed a press release/media advisory to the following media outlets:



o KTXS-TV, Abilene o KATX (HPRN CO.) radio,
e KTAB/KRBC, Abilene Eastland;
e Brownwood Bulletin, Brownwood e Microplex News (online
e Brownwoodnews.com (online newspaper), Eastland
newspaper) e Lampasas Dispatch Record,
e KBWD-AM/KOXE-FM radio - Lampasas
Brownwood (country) e KCYL-AM/KACC-FM radio,
e KPSM -99.3 FM radio — Lampasas
Brownwood e Brady Herald Standard, Brady
o KOQBZ- 96.9 FM, Newstalk radio e KNEL-AM radio, Brady
e 102.3 FM, KXYL radio, e Goldthwaite Eagle, Goldthwaite
Brownwood e San Saba News and Star, San
e Coleman Chronicle & Saba
Democratic Voice o KNUZ-FM/KNVR-AM radio, San
e KSTA-AM/FM radio, Coleman Saba
e Comanche Chief, Comanche e Breckenridge American,
o KCOM-AM & KYOX radio, Breckenridge
Comanche e KLXK/KROO radio,
e Eastland Telegram (Cisco, Breckenridge

Ranger, Rising Star & Gorman)

Direct mail meeting notices and emails were sent to a list of 77 property owners,
federal, state, county, and local elected officials, federal, state, and local
agencies, and other stakeholders. These notices contained the same information
that is found in the display ad in the newspaper and are attached to this
document.

A meeting notice also was posted on the TxDOT.gov website.

ATTENDANCE:

A total of 17 individuals (three of whom were TXxXDOT employees) registered their
attendance at the public meeting. Four elected officials or representatives of
elected officials signed in as well. The sign-in sheet is attached to this document.

DISPLAY AND HANDOUT MATERIALS:

The following displays were available for viewing: a project location map; project
history and background; project description; Purpose and Need; the
environmental and design considerations used to evaluate the two project
alternatives; the environmental resources to be evaluated as part of the
Environmental Assessment (EA); and the project development phases and
anticipated timeline. Preliminary schematic drawings for Alternative 1 and a
preliminary corridors roll map were displayed on tables for detailed review by
meeting parti<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>