Texas

Department [ N\ - y : i . $
of Transportation } - = - ~ P ! = . S %

Stakeholder Meeting No. 4

I-45N: Beltway 8 North to Loop 336 South (Conroe)
Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL) Study

Future NEPA studies, environmental review, consultation and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws for projects associated with the 1-45N: Beltway 8 North to

Loop 336 South (Conroe) Planning and Environmental Linkages Study are being, or have been carried out by TXDOT pursuant to 23 USC 327 and a MOU dated December 9, 2019 by February 3 2020
; ’



Safety Moment



Agenda

p Study Overview & Process
p Past Meetings

p Public Engagement Outcomes
p Alternative Evaluation

a Next Steps

p Discussion
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Study Overview



Study Overview
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1-45N PEL Study Area Study Am\»ﬁ B f.r
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24 Miles 2%
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Oak Ridge North, The Woodlands, =
Shenandoah, Conroe Py v
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Study Process

PHASE | PHASE 2

Spring 2017 - Fall 2018 Spring 2019 - Spring 2021

i
R =

Collect Data Analyze Determine Develop the Develop Universe Screen Identify Viable Present

Existing
Conditions

Corridor Issues
and
Concerns

Purpose & Need
Statement with
Community Input

of Alternatives and
Conduct Fatal Flaw
Analysis

Ongoing Public and Stakeholder Involvement

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting

We are working on

this step

Reasonable
Alternatives
against Criteria

Alternatives that
Meet the Corridor
Needs and Goals

PEL
Findings




Purpose and Need

What are the needs? What are we trying to do?

Inadequate Mobility

+ Congestion on mainlanes, frontage roads, intersections
+ Delays and unreliable travel times

Improve mobility and
reduce congestion

Safety Issues
* High crash rates on mainlanes, frontage roads,
intersections

» Gaps in the multimodal network, posing danger for
pedestrians and bicyclists

Improve safety

Poor System Connectivity : Improve connections across
¢ W e s | the roadway system & modes

* Inadequate interchanges

L ? \ o
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Public Engagement



Public Meeting Series #2

T D) .

[ 69 total ];°| Lw \ AL
dizess N l\( | ' October 12, 2019
\

e . Harvest Time Church
v VO PR © 11 attendees
'@ Oak Ridge High School
' Il. 9" Grade Campus I
SENI SR T
- October 15, 2019
Spring High School
e D 17 attendees
e ‘\ «\ Spring High
e " el Schol
October 16, 2019
R i\ \ =2 i Oak Ridge High School 9" Grade Campus
e W\ Ol 41 attendees
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Public Engagement

ves you ) [-45N: Beltway 8 North to Loop 336 South (Conroe) I»wf’

¥, Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL) Study o Baveportation

— — hich @ ernati

Sources of Input:

= Public meetings

TxDOT is secking your input ) A Add
on which alternatives would — Lanes
best improve the I-45N Existing A —

- cormidor from Beltway 8 North - Corridor -At-Grade (New Pavement)
- b d to Loop 336 South (Conroe). . -Elevated (New Pavement)
Interactive boards e

Please review all alternatives 3 nges { Ramps /

and indicate with a check Direct Connectors
mark () whether you +Improve East-West Connections
_ CO e nt fo r S support, oppose, or are +Add New East\West Connections
l I l I I I I I I h neutral to each altemative. A0 M e
{between mainanes & frontage rosds]
& wiah +Frontage Road Improvements ¢
s - Your Name: Access Management | Ramps

Transit

= Stakeholder survey

Representing: Improve Hardy Toll Road
[ S—t—Y -Pedestrian / Bicycle Improvements.

-Extend Hardy Toll Road North +Park & Ride Improvements /
- iuykendahl Improvements Multimodal Hub

.
= Online survey 1
[EN)
E & Improve East-West
TxDOT is conducting a Planning and Environmental Linkage (PEL) Study on 1-45 North % o Use Technalogy ﬁ::m?ng
from Beltway 8 10 Loop 336 South. This approach 1o transpentation decision making w Jurisdictien: TxDCT. =
considers environmental, community, and economic goals and carries them thraugh 3 e [ O O
project development. We appreciate your input about the study. & F BOC | popat [ =
. o e
= =& & L A Now East-West
[ dusrisdiction: Cihers
& Frontage Road
Improvements | Access @ [ O O
Management / Ramps « Soppart Netsl e Copose
Aurisdiction: TXDOT
Collector-Distributor
= | [l ) Jurisdiction: T\DOT
e R v T
o
e =0 5L
Rehabilitation
Jurisdietion: THOOT Interchanges | Ramps /
Did you know: At the first public meetings, we heard that your top. - Direct Connectors
improvement priorities to 1-45N are to: Improve frontage foads, urisdicton: TDOT
reconsiruct existing interchanges, complete SH 99 interchange, add
more east-west crossings and enhance public transit = | ] = ] O
AN < St NEES e cEet R e
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Public Engagement - Public Meetings

L4

‘gpolu‘-““w
s;uamal\mdu“
ed

ap B

= Based on dot exercise from interactive board

L]
/

= 328 responses

it

= Top choices:

- At-Grade (New Pavement)
Light Rail

- Elevated (New Pavement)

- Extend Hardy Toll Rd North

High Capacity Trang

ol “'\ Y ' Support Alternative

& ‘:r‘ & @ ‘r“ & e . Neutral

. Oppose Alternative

11
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Public Engagement - Stakeholder Survey

w082
= 21 responses Y
= Top choices:

%
p b 4
~ N . «“\“Eﬁ\:{\“q, .
WE e
- Frontage Road / Access Mgmt. / Ramp Improvements , v:::;“-\@\“%‘ e
- Improve East-West Connections ‘
M‘Gm::vement)
. New
- Interchanges / Ramps / Direct Connectors !
- Improve Hardy Toll Road (including connections)

Elevagag
(New Pavep, ent)

imew pavement]
|

Support Alternative

/ a \ Neutral
. Oppose Alternative
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Public Engagement - Online Survey

anoaduil
ysed

o jepomitinW
suaw
op B

= 640 participants on MetroQuest platform

qn!
{

= 8,907 data points

= Top choices:

Extend Hardy Toll Road North

Interchanges / Ramps / Direct Connectors

ight Rail

Capacity Transit
%TS

%9E

Frontage Road / Access Mgmt. / Ramp Improvements
Add New Elevated Lanes

&
o
o)

Xe’
C
o “g'a(:‘\“‘e

A\

wagh

~ 1-45 PEL Study

s
2
=
@
=
2
]
g
=
w
H

{ \ Support Alternative
{ \ L 2
[ ] / \
4 ® (. Neutral

. Oppose Alternative
[-45N Stakeholder Meeting
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Public Engagement - Combined Ratings

o
dl

Wed

Combined public acceptance ratings*
include:

oH \gpom‘)
syuawanol
ap B

al
I

= Stakeholder survey

it

= Public meetings

565

= Online survey

%05

Light Rail

High Capacity Trang

| %9E

Top choices:

Extend Hardy Toll Road North

- Frontage Road / Access Management / Ramp Improvements
- Interchanges / Ramps / Direct Connectors

‘ , l“-\ | e ' Support Alternative
*6,655 data points used in the combined rating summary from Public Meeting g ‘
Series No. 2 held October 2019

Neutral

. Oppose Alternative
[-45N Stakeholder Meeting
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Public Engagement Summary

Top choices for each outreach method, by order of preference:

Stakeholder Survey Public Meeting Online Survey

Frontage Road Access
Management Ramp Improvements AtGrade (New Favement) - j =
Improve East-West Connections Elevated (New Pavement) gﬁiﬁhggfg: éOF‘;Z mps /

Frontage Road Access
Management Ramp Improvements

Interchanges / Ramps /
Direct Connectors

s

Top Ranked Alternatives
(1st _ 4th)

Improve Hardy Toll Road Frontage Road Access
(including connections) Management Ramp Improvements Elevated (New/Pavement)

Shared
Solutions

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting




Public Engagement Summary
Final ratings for fatal flaw analysis:
Positive INEU el Negative

Extend Hardy Toll Rd North Use Technology (TSM /TS / TDM) N BT

Interchange / Ramps / Direct Connectors
Add Lanes within Existing Pavement (re-striping)

Frontage Rd. / Access Mgmt./ Ramp Improvements Kuykendahl Improvements

Add New Elevated Lanes Expand Bus Routes / Transit Services

Add New East-West Connections Improve East-West Connections

Rehabilitation
Improve Hardy Toll Road

Collector-Distributor Systems
Add New At-Grade Lanes Microtransit

Commuter Rail

High Speed Rail i i
Light Rail Pedestrian / Bicycle Improvements

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting




Online Survey Summary



Public Engagement - Online Survey

. . . .
Home Location Density Work Location Density
"“ PEL Sludy Corridor
l‘\ PEL Study Corridor ‘TIL Participants by Work Location
Participants by Home Location ‘\.};\ Density
Density '\]: < 0.5 per sq. mile
< 0.25 per sq. mile \\\ y 0.5 -1 per sq. mile
0.25 - 0.5 per sq. mile Il .:f; B 25 per sq. mile
/M o5 - 1.0 per sa.mie |‘|‘ /I 6-20persq. mie
,?’ I 10-5.0 persq. mie ‘ \I\I V4
¢

Coricoy |

Chonasity ||

The Woodlands 24% Houston 31%
Conroe 9% The Woodlands 21%
=) Houston 4% Conroe 5%
l“*‘:ﬂ Spring 4% Spring 2%
\'j-t Shenandoah 1% N " Shenandoah 1%
—— ' ~® Tomball 19% Aldine 1%
]1!.;,‘ - Oak Ridge North 1% 20% work Uninco‘rporated 35%
““‘-*-»:;\ . Unincorporated 65% inside 610 ; |
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Public Engagement - Online Survey

= Largest share of participants
were daily users of I-45N,
followed by weekly

Use of [-45

= Most common I-45N HOV use
was “occasional,” followed by
“never,” “weekly,” “daily”

L1

Use of 1-45 HOV

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting



Public Engagement - Online Survey

Corridor Priority Preferences
(# of supporters)

J

-

Improve Mobility 404

Improve Connectivity

N
[{e]
(o]

\ Improve Safety

N
(6)]
~

Improve Transit

©

Minimize Impacts

= I
o
=
~
(e}

Repurpose Roadway

~
(o]

(o]
o

Use Future Technology

|
w
S

Improve Bike/Ped Access

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting

Expressed top 3 priorities
were consistent with
Purpose and Need

2 Rank Study Priorities

Improve Connectivity

Improve Bike/Ped Access To help us understand what is - {10
you - we want o know your priorities to improve |-
45 North. Please rank your top three roadway
Improve Transit priorities.

Improve Mobility —— Please drag 3 of the items

Use Future Technology

g
52
3
2
z

Minimize Impacts

Repurpose Roadway

Improve Safety




Public Engagement - Online Survey

Extend Hardy Toll Road
Add Access to 1-45
Improve Frontage Roads
Add East-West Connections
Construct Elevated Lanes
Improve Hardy Toll Road
Construct Passenger Rall
Construct New Main Lanes
Extend Light Ralil

Improve Park Ride

Use Technology

Improve Kuykendahl
Restripe New Lanes
Expand Bus Routes
Resurface Roadway
Provide Microtransit

Improve Bike/Ped

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting

Respondents rated alternatives from

* 0 dokokokk

(low) (high)

Chart shows the average star rating,
ranking alternatives highest to lowest




Public Engagement - Online Survey

100%
90% I I l I I
80% Respondents rated alternatives from
70% < W -
30%
o I I I I
10%
. 1 HuBl il I I
S 0 <© o &

Chart shows the distribution of stars
across alternatives

& P @ & D P D S * P
o’ N > S 00 & & o ‘0 S
\\Q" 0 <2~° ed‘\ il \\Q‘ & X » (\o\ Q,(\b \3’ & q,b 0~<3’ e\Q
P F L O O T & R\ Q_O SR
& & & ¥ ) @ > <@ © 2
S & x. e.% N rz?‘% &Q @b @Q e« e{‘ t;b rz> ) 3
il bbv <© & <L XTI F Y ,O\K\Q & %{\ 04\6 @é
S TSI T @ T S
2 N
&F \@Q & & K & &
v

m ] Star 2 Stars 3 Stars 4 Stars ®m5 Stars
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Public Engagement - Online Survey

= Participants were asked to how much they supported one option vs. another

= Results were generally balanced, but preference was shown for ewes on
elevated lanes, improving parallel routes, and building new lanes Ogtion 1;5
ption
<< < e [> >3
Option 1 Option 2
At-Grade | Elevated Improve Parallel Add Improve Build New | Repurpose
Lanes Lanes 1-45 Routes Lanes Transit Lanes Existing
42% 58% 48% 52% 50% 50% 51% 49%

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting
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Alternative Evaluation Process

Brainstorm ldeas

se of Alternatives

The only alternatives eliminated
here are those shown to be

not feasible based on the
purpose and need or fatal flaws
(i.e., features that would prohibit it
from being built)

Fatal Flaw Analysis

asonable Alternatives

Analysis

Engineering Environmental
Analysis
u ymmended Alternatives

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting




Alternative Evaluation Process

Who Contributes Ideas?

*The Public *Planning Agencies
+Study Team *Federal/State Agencies
«Stakeholders *Local Governments

*Elected Officials *TxDOT

iverse of Alternatives

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting



Alternative Evaluation Process

Conduct Fatal Flaw Analysis to Gauge:

Public Right-of-Way Supports
Acceptance

Fatal flaws are features that
would prohibit a project from being
Environmental built, like physical inconstructibility
bl or cost expectations that vastly
Current exceed potential funding

Plans

Alternative must meet
purpose and need

Reasonable Alternatives

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting



Alternative Evaluation Process

This stage will include
w analysis that is both

: quantitative (i.e., data-
* driven) and gualitative
a (based on engineering
experience)

Engineering Environmental
Analysis Analysis

commended Alternatives

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting



Universe of Alternatives

Categories and Alternatives

Lanes

Existi ng -Within Existing Pavement (Restriping)

Corridor +At-Grade (New Pavement)

«Elevated (New Pavement)

*Use Technology
*Rehabilitation

*Interchanges / Ramps /
Direct Connectors

*Improve East-West Connections Tra ns It
- Add New East-West Connections «Expand Bus Routes / Transit Services
* Collector-Distributor Systems *Light Rail .

(between mainlanes & frontage roads) *Commuter Rail

*Frontage Road Improvements / +High Speed Rail
Access Management / Ramps

The Universe of Alternatives .| Parallel Routes Multimodal
is made up of options to *Improve Hardy Toll Road *Microtransit
!'WlPV'OVQ conditions in (including connections) +Pedestrian / Bicycle Improvements

*Park & Ride Improvements /

the Study Area +Extend Hardy Toll Road North
Multimodal Hub

*Kuykendahl Improvements

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting




Fatal Flaw Analysis: Gate 1 & Gate 2

Nine evaluation criteria

Two-step process

To pass Gate 1, alternative must score
positive in Purpose and Need criteria

To pass Gate 2, alternative is screened
against remaining six criteria. Those
with positive total scores advance as
Reasonable Alternatives.

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting

Gate 2

Consistency with s ¢
Regional Plans UPPOIS
| Future

Technology

,/————ul
Right-of-Way

bR Support in

Previous
Studies

Environmental Public
& Social -~ Acceptance

Effects \




Fatal Flaw Analysis: Gate 1

Purpose and Need

Any alternative that advances MUST meet

the Purpose and Need

-

Connectivity Safety
o :
2 Increases connectivity, ? Expected to decrease
K be it east-west, vehicle and bike/
a interchange, transit, or - pedestrian crash rates
bike/pedestrian :
.!; Neutral impact on Neutral impact on
E connectivity crash rates
g :
% -— Likely to decrease -— Likely to increase
® connectivity : crash rates
2z
{ ]

~—

A

Mobility

Improves travel time and/
or reliability, handles
expectedgrowth

Neutral impact on
travel time and
reliability

Alternative is
insufficient to absorb
expected growth

Gate 1 of Fatal Flaw
Analysis requires that
alternatives meet the
Purpose and Need:

= Connectivity
= Safety
= Mobility

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting



Fatal Flaw Analysis: Gate 1

Purpose and Need

Purpose and Need requirements
2 2 g q .
P P S . = &% eliminate four alternatives:
c ﬁ = - E‘
Category Alternative é E é 3 i
No Build Keep as is
Improve Hardy Toll Road YES . .
:::‘:2:' Extend Hardy Toll Road North (New Alignment) YES | Re h a b | | |tat| on
Kuykendah! Improvements YES . . .
Within Existing Pavement (Restrping) YES (will remain part of regular maintenance program)
@ At-Grade (New Pavement) YES
Elevated (New Pavement) YES [ | H igh S peed ra i |
Use Technology (TSM/ TDM / ITS) YES
Rehabilitation ® ® NO .
Interchanges / Ramps / Direct Connectors YES u CO m m ute r ra I I
Existing Improve East-West Connections YES
Corridor
Add New East-West Connections YES d =
Collector-Distributor Systems YES . L I ght ra I I
Eraﬂrl;l‘l ;I?gsedr:‘gﬁ;ess Management / YES
Expand Bus Routes / Transit Services YES
:igh - Light Rail o NO
apaci
%’ Transit Commuter Rail o NO
High Speed Rail [ ) NO
Microtransit YES a g a o o
N FTT R v« | No Build Alternative will be carried forward through the evaluation as a
ulti-Modal . .
& Park & Ride Improvements / Multimodal Hub YES base“ne fOI’ Companson purpOSGS.

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting




Fatal Flaw Analysis: Gate 2

Consistency Environmental
with Regional &

Plans Social Effects
Alternative Positive effect
g is included on sensitive
:E in Regional environment
g Transportation or under-
Plan represented
communities
Alternative is Neutral effect
T not included on environment
é in Regional or under-
F Transportation represented
Plan communities
&= Negative effect
2° on environment
‘§. or under-
) represented
() communities

Right-of-Way Supports
Needed Future
Technology
No additional Supports future
right-of-way technology
required (like automated
vehicles) and
helps future
corridor
Minimal Neither
additional supports
right-of-way nor impedes
required emerging
technology

e Significant
additional right- :
of-way required

with emerging
technology

Support in
Previous
Studies

Alternative

is supported

in previous
studies

No mention in

: previous studies

- Incompatible o Alternative is

dismissed in
previous studies

Public
Acceptance

Strong
: support from
: stakeholders
and the public

Neutral
: reception from
: stakeholders
: and the public

& Strong
opposition from
stakeholders
and the public

For an alternative to
pass Gate 2, the
number of positive
ratings to equal or
outnumber the number
of negative ratings for
these six criteria.
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Fatal Flaw Analysis: Gate 1 & Gate 2

Purpose and Need

3|s 3 0 3
Extend Hardy Toll
2 Gl 22 i 2 ¢ .| Extend Hardy To
@ Negative  Neutral ¥ Positive g 2 :;‘ : g_ ‘é .g E é E E ‘éé 5 e % : § ‘g‘
§ 3 3 &|&s :: B oZ¢ & 2§25 Road North (on new
No Build Keep as is =
Improve Hardy Toll Road YES ] [ ] YES a I Ign m e nt) Wa S
qn ::L‘:::I Extend Hardy Toll Road North (New Alignment) ® ©® o YES e @ [ ] | ® o [ NO
Kuykendahl Improvements YES YES re m Oved fro m fu rth e r
Within Existing Pavement (Restriping) YES [ ] YES . .
@ At-Grade (New Pavement) YES o [ ] YES CO n S I d e ratl O n
Elevated (New Pavement) YES ] YES
Use Technology (TSM/TDM / ITS) YES YES
Interchanges / Ramps / Direct Connectors YES YES
5"0':::::?' Improve East-West Connections YES YES 15 a Ite rn atives
Add New East-West Connections. YES [ ] @ YES
Collector-Distributor Systems YES YES a S S e d G at e 2
Eraﬂrl;l\l ;Rrgsedr:ls:gess Management / YES YES p
Expand Bus Routes / Transit Services YES [ ] YES
Light Rail ! ! NO
Commuter Rail . . NO
High ed Rail (] (] NO
Microtransit YES [ ] YES
Pedestrian / Bicycle Improvements YES [ ] YES

2§ Multi-Modal

Park & Ride Improvements / Multimodal Hub

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting




Reasonable Alternatives: Jurisdiction

Who can implement these improvement projects?

Jurisdiction Over: Jurisdiction Over:

* Projects within *Roadway projects

Shared

the existing [-45N responsibility, like under the control of

right-of-way a multimodal hub other agencies

Different agencies ' o i - ight- . ] ]
have jurisdiction « Projects in right-of- A?_x‘:y,l :rSQInrégahStt_ * Public transit projects,

over different way under TxDOT's west hike trail like bus and rail
types of projects control crossing services

Project funding comes from the agency with jurisdiction—
though other agencies can still support the project!

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting




Reasonable Alternatives: Categories

TxXDOT or

Multi- !

oL jurisdiction
jurisdictional Primary Alternatives: :
Alternatives that can serve
the corridor-wide purpose
and need and are focused on

the [-45N corridor.

Alternatives by Others:
All alternatives that are
outside TxDOT jurisdiction.

Supplemental Alternatives:
Alternatives that only meet
localized transportation
needs and can supplement
the proposed improvements
in Primary Alternatives for the
I-45N corridor.

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting



Reasonable Alternatives

Categories Jurisdiction
Reasonable Alternatives Primary | Supplemental By Others TxDOT Juri:;i‘cl:ttii-cnal Others
No-Build No-Build
Parallel Improve Hardy Toll Road (including connections)
Routes Kuykendahl Improvements
Within Existing Pavement (re-striping) L]
At-Grade (new pavement) ]
Elevated (new pavement) L]
Use Technology (TSM / TDM / ITS) a a
Interchanges / Ramps / Direct Connectors o o
Improve East-West Connections a a
Existing Corridor Add New East-West Connections ] °
Collector-Distributor Systems a a
Frontage Road / Access Management / Ramp Improvements ) )

High Capacity Transit EXpand Bus Routes / Transit Services

Microtransit

ﬂ?ﬁ Multi-Modal Pedestrian / Bicycle Improvements

Park & Ride Improvements / Multimodal Hub

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting




Next Steps



Next Steps: Develop and Evaluate Reasonable Alternatives

= Alternative development

- Proposed typical sections

— Anticipated right-of-way

— Spot location improvements

* Interchange reconfiguration, multi-modal hubs, new connections, etc.

= Alternative evaluation

- Travel Demand Model updates

— Traffic operational analysis

- Built and natural environmental impacts evaluation

— High-level cost estimate

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting



Next Steps: Develop and Evaluate Reasonable Alternatives

= Develop screening methodology based on the study goals to evaluate
alternatives

reliability way built environments

Improve system connectivity and % Reduce roadway flooding and | ' Accommodate future technolo |
accessibility: jalll Mmprove roadway resiliency to promote sustainability >
* Enhance east-west @ Maintain and preserve existing ' |
4
A\ 4

Improve mobility and travel time Maximize use of existing right-of- Minimize impacts to natural and

connections I-45N infrastructure Implr_ove furﬁtfgﬁhty anﬁ .
* Improve interchanges and - | resiiency or |- as a nurricane

access to/from the I-45N 6 Incorporate cost-effective and emergency evacuation route _
mainlanes solutions

B0C)

* Improve connections to
parallel facilities
Improve bicycle and pedestrian
facilities

of crashes _term so]utloqs for qmcker
- | implementation of improvements

Improve transit accessibility and
connections to [-45N

Reduce frequency and severity @ Identify and prioritize short-

| Achieve active stakeholder and
public participation throughout
study

Enhance economic development
and strong regional economic @
competitiveness

Improve accommaodation of
freight traffic

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting



Next Steps

N7

I
Develop Identify i Environmental
and Screen Recommended Meeting Review
Reasonable Alternative(s) . Process

e

Alternatives

e

¥@ stakeholder Meeting

See you prior to the next ¥@ Fubiic Meeting

public meeting!

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting




Future Public Involvement

= Hold one public meeting, centrally located along the corridor
- Previous public meetings were held at three locations
= Qutreach to constituents (see handout)
- Management districts
- Associations
— Chamber of commerce
- Neighborhood/community meetings
— Civic clubs (e.g., Kiwanis, Rotary, etc.)
- Civic/community events
— City council meetings
- Special interest groups
= Continue to use online survey
= Enhance online tools and information available to the public

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting



Project Contact

Who can | contact?

Sofia Huang, PE 7600 Washington Ave

Project Development Houston, TX 77007
Tel. 713-802-5233
Sofia.Huang@txdot.gov

Visit:

www.TxDOT.gov (keyword search I-45N PEL)

[-45N Stakeholder Meeting



	Stakeholder Meeting  No. 4
	Safety Moment
	Agenda
	Study Overview
	Study Overview
	Study Process
	Purpose and Need
	Public Engagement
	Public Meeting Series #2
	Public Engagement
	Public Engagement – Public Meetings
	Public Engagement – Stakeholder Survey
	Public Engagement – Online Survey
	Public Engagement – Combined Ratings
	Public Engagement Summary
	Public Engagement Summary
	Online Survey Summary
	Public Engagement – Online Survey
	Public Engagement – Online Survey
	Public Engagement – Online Survey
	Public Engagement – Online Survey
	Public Engagement – Online Survey
	Public Engagement – Online Survey
	Alternative Evaluation
	Alternative Evaluation Process
	Alternative Evaluation Process
	Alternative Evaluation Process
	Alternative Evaluation Process
	Universe of Alternatives
	Fatal Flaw Analysis: Gate 1 & Gate 2
	Fatal Flaw Analysis: Gate 1
	Fatal Flaw Analysis: Gate 1
	Fatal Flaw Analysis: Gate 2
	Fatal Flaw Analysis: Gate 1 & Gate 2
	Reasonable Alternatives: Jurisdiction
	Reasonable Alternatives: Categories
	Reasonable Alternatives
	Next Steps
	Next Steps:  Develop and Evaluate Reasonable Alternatives
	Next Steps:  Develop and Evaluate Reasonable Alternatives
	Next Steps
	Future Public Involvement
	Project Contact

