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Executive Summary

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) El Paso District conducteebaibility Studyto
analyzeneeds, challenges, andeasible multimodal improvementsto the Farm to Market 76 (FM 76)
North Loop Dive corridor. TheFeasibility Studyincluded data collection, analysis of existing
conditionsand future needs identification of Feasibility Studygoals and objectives, development of
multimodal improvement concepts and scenarios, and screening of corridor concept alternatives.
TheFeasiblity Studyalso developed a list of recommended improvements for sheftip to 5 years),
mid- (5 to 10 years), and longerm (10+ years) implementation.

l. FM 76 (North Loop Drive) Corridor

The FM 76 (North Loop Drgorridor is a minornorth-south arterial located in EI PasoCountythat
connectsthe suburbanarea of Socorrgthe farming land of Clint and urban areas of Faben$he study
corridor is 12.5 miles long and runs along FM 76 (North Loop Dr) between Horizon Blvd (FM 1281)
and Alameda Ave (SH 20)ravel isconcentrated between Horizon Blvd (FM 1281) and FM 1110 as
these two roads serve as primary connectors between the community artDl There are an average

of 20 to 40 total access points per milewithin the FM 76 (North Loop Dr) corridoiThe FM 76 (North
Loop Dr) corridofimits may be seenin Figure ES1.
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Figure ES1: FM 76 (North Loop DriCorridorLimits
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Il Planning Process

El Paso County, along with many of its communitidgs been experiencing rapid growth and is

expected to continue togrow in the future.The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) El Paso

District conducted thisFeasibility Study toanalyzethe corridor needs, safety improvements, and

access management issues, along with potential improvements to the FM {®orth Loop Dr)

corridor. The Feasibility Study was conducted according ta multi-phase planning processThe
Feasibility Sudyd evel oped goals and objectives by analyzin
needs, and stakeholder input on corridor needsThe Feasibility Studyhen proposedand evaluated
corridorrecommendations by using criteriaassociated withthe studygoals and objectives

Il ExistingConditionsand FutureNeeds

The FM 76 (North Loop Dr) corridor is primarily a tdane undivided roadway with narrow shoulders
and no sidewalks, except for a 0.2nile, fourlane urbanized segmensouth of Horizon Blvd (FM
1281) intersection, and a 0.3-mile, twolane urbanized segment in the community of Fabeng/ithin
the study corridor,40 KABcrasheswere observed between the analysis years of 2015 to 2019. The
severity of crashesare gradedin the following waywithin the KABCO injury rating syster{AB would
encompassfatal injuries (K), suspected serious injuries (A), and suspected minor injury (Bhile
within the full KABCQC represents possible injuryand the O represents no apparerihjury. The KAB
crashes werehigh in comparison to other FM roads in El Paso Countjie FM 76 (North Loop Dr)
corridoris identified asacrossst at e spine bicycle trail within TxD
Network Thecorridor does not currentf contain bicycle facilitiesTheFM 76 (North Loop Dr) corridor
serves as an emergency alternative route option fof0 in the local TXDOT EI Paso District Incident
Management Plan (IMPand must also be accessible to emergency vehicleshe FM76 (North Loop
Dr) corridor isalso subject to several environmental constrainfsvith portions of the corridor situated
within the 100-year Floodplain Theseexisting conditions, combinedwith future land development
and travel demandin the FM 76 (North Loop Dr)orridor, create a wide variety ofcorridor needs.
Further information may be reviewed withiBection 3 of the Feasibility Study

V. Public Involvementind Stakeholder Engagement

Public input and stakeholder feedback informed the FM 76 Feasibility Stutiyoughout the entire
planning process.Theteam engaged with the local community tgather input on the needs, issues,
and concernsalong the FM 76 (North Loop Dr) corridorhe stakeholder engagement process

allowed the study team to collaborate with l@d stakeholdersin one-on-one meetingsas well asfour

ES2

Feasibility Studyd FM 76 (North Loop Dr) Horizon Bvd to Alameda Ave in Fabens



large group stakeholder advisory meeting# series ofpublic meetings were heldn February 28,
2023 and February6, 2024.

V. Goals

The study team used thé-easibility Studyanalysis,and stakeholderinput about corridor needs to
develop Feasibility Study goals to guide the development of preliminary improvement concepts. This
resultedin the creation of seven overarching goals. Theseven goals each lead to unique

objectives that establisted a framework to evaluate the shor mid-, and longterm improvements
proposed for the FM 76North Loop Dr)orridor. The goalareas are summarized inTable ESL.

Table ESL: Goal Areas

Goal Areas:
Roadway Safety & Active ) o
» i Access ) Environmental| Existing .
Mobility & Traffic Transportation ) Utilities
o ) Management ) Constraints ROW
Connectivity| Operations & Transit
VL. Developed and Screene€oncepts

The FeasibilityStudy team considered existing and future conditions of the corridor, examining traffic
volumes, land uses, rural and urban characteristics, as well as design speeds, when developing
Typical Section concepts Initially, preliminary Typical Sections were deloped and screened
according to a qualitative_evel 1screening matrix After the initial screening was completedhe
Typical Sectionghat were retained were combinednto multiple corridor conceptalternatives and
screened within a quantitative_evel 2screening matrix Following the Level 2 screeninghe study

team identified Alternative 3 as thdinal recommendedcorridor concept alternative

ViII. Recommendedimprovements

The study team developed a series of multimodal corridor improvement concepts thare
recommended for implementation in theshort-, mid- and longterm time frames Short-term

improvements arewithin the next five years, miderm improvements arewithin five to ten years, and
longterm improvements are ten or more years in thiiture.

ES3
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1 Shortterm recommendationsinclude more immediate improvements such
as improved signageroadway striping, andnore visiblepavement
markings.

1 Midterm improvements include improved transit operations, pedestrian
facilities and traffic signals & warranted.

1 Longterm improvements include examples such asxpanding lane
capacity, implementing new turning lanes, or installing raised medians.
The short, mid- and longterm improvements meet the study goals ofimproving roadway mobility,
improving tansit, bicycle, and pedestriarfacilities, improving safetyand improving access

management, whileconsideringenvironmental, ROW and utility constraints.

ES4
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1. Introduction

The Texas Department of Transportation (TXxDOT) El Paso Distoictiucteda Feasibility Studyto

identify corridor needs,challenges and recommended multimodalimprovementsfor the Farm to
Market 76 (FM 76) North Loop DriveCorridor The Feasibility Studyincluded data collection,analysis
of existingand future conditions,identification of Feasibility Studygoals and objectivesdevelopment

of improvement concepts and scenariosand screering of corridor conceptalternatives. The

Feasibility Studyalso developed a list orecommended improvements for shofi(up to 5 years), mid

(5 to 10 years), and longerm (10+ years)implementation.

ThisFeasibility Studyreport isdivided into the folbwing sections:

1.

Introduction & provides an overview of the Feasibility Study report
organization,study area and overall planning process

Data Collectiond outlines the various data sets, plans and studies that were
compiled and referenced within the comixt of the Feasibility Study

Existing and Future Conditiond summarizes the analysis of existin¢R019)
and future NoBuild (2045) conditions in the corridor, outlining issues and
challenges relating to traffic and safety

Goals and Objectivesd presents an overview ofthe corridor needs
stakeholder outreach and public engagemenhat informed the goals and
objectives of theFeasibility Study

Access Managementd outlines the measures proposedto improve the
safety and mobiity of all roadway users whilenaintaining the accessneeds
of local property owners and businesses

Preliminary Multimodal Improvement Concep® outlines the development
of multimodal improvement concepts and scenarios, summarizing the
analysis, compariso, and feasibility of alternatives, including access
management considerations

Recommended Improvement$ identifies recommended improvements for
short- (up to 5 years), mid (5 to 10 years), and longerm (10+ years)
implementationto address corridor gos

Conclusion and Next Stepsd summarizes the conclusions and
recommendations of the study, as well as next steps in tipdanning process

1
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TYPICAL FEASIBILITY STUDY PROCESS

12 - 18 month process

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4

Define the Develop Analyze Recommend

Problems, Alternative Alternatives Alternatives and
Identify Existing Concepts and (Minimize Complete
Constraints and Identify Goals Impacts to Feasibility Study

Analyze Current and Objectives Constraints) Report
and Future (Evaluation
Traffic Patterns Criteria)

Ongoing Public Involvement

Figure3: Typial Feasibility Study Planning Process

The study team conducted preliminary data collection and analysestraffic, safety, and
environmental constraintsas part ofthe Feasibility Study These data, analyses, anfindings are
summarized in theExisting NeBuild Analysis Reportexisting Safety Analysis RepoEnvironmental
Constraints Maps and Existing Corridor Conditions Documentatipfound in Appendces A, B, C, D E
&F

The study team defined problems, identifed exisiting constraints, and analyz& current and future
traffic patterns within the corridor The teamperformed asafety analysiswithin the FM 76 study area
which helped to identify pedestrian and bicyclist needs, potential safety concerns, and safetsuies
within the FM 76 (North Loop Dr) corridoiThe teamalso conducted an Access Management study
which examinedcongestion within the corridor, crash measures, current traffic patterns, future traffic

patterns and potential solutions.

Key corridor needsincluded roadwaymaobility, safety &traffic operations,accessmanagement,
active transportation &transit, as well as consideration oénvironmental constraints, existing ROW,
and utilities. These topics are discussedn sections 3 and 4of this report, as well as inAppendix G3

Screening Memo

TheFeasibility Studyanalyses and corridor neectd informed development ofgoals and objectves for
the FM 76 (North Loop Dr) corridofThe study goals and objectives informed thdevelopment 0f32

4
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preliminary alternative concepts. The study team worked in conjunction widgtakeholdersto analyze
these preliminaryalternative concepts,and evaluate how well theynet study goals, before creating
and screeningrecommended corridor corcept alternatives.

2.2. Data Collection

The study teamused a variety ofdata sourcesin the development of the Feasibility StudyThese
sources includeddocuments provided bystakeholders as well asdata obtained fromlocal, state,
and federal agencies, planning organizations, privat®rporations,and others. This datawas
processedand analyzedin various ways, as described ifablel.

Tablel: Data Collection Table

Category Description &Sources

Right of way(ROW)nformation was usedto map the current roadway
configuration This informationmay be found withinAppendix CAppendix D
Appendix Eand Appendix FThe TxDOTeam providedas-built drawingsfor the

Right of Way Data study area. The study team also obtaingglarcel andproperty boundariesfor the
study area from El Paso Countywhichinformed potential ROWconstraints when
the team developed and screered the typical sections and conceptshown in
AppendixG.

Crashdata was collected and used to determine whergafety concerns were
presentwithin the current roadwayconfiguration The team collected TxDOT
Crash Records Information System (CRk®ta and TxDOT Roadway Inventory

Safety Information data, which can be foundwithin AppendixB | n conj uncti on
own research, this data was used to provide background on theeded
improvements within the FM 76 study corridoishown inthe concepts found in
AppendixG.

Demographic data was collected tanalyzecorridorneeds, and local industries
and the data sources are found in Appendix Appendix C, andAppendix E. This
data comprisesdemographic data provided through the US Census and

Demographic Data American Community Survey (AC$)cluding population data onage, ethnicity,
race, and sex as presentedin Appendix A, Appendix C, and Appendix E.
Population datainformed the development oftypical sections and conceptso
that they addresscorridor user need, andis also integratedin Appendix G

Utility data wascompiled andmapped to identifythe constraints of the current
ut i lemvirogniest surrounding FM 7@&vhich may be seen throughout Appendi
A Utility datawas collected from TxDOand local utility companies which

Utility Maps & Information providedinformation on locations offiber optic cables, water, sewerand gas
lines. This informationmay be found within Appendix E, Appendix F, and
Appendix G. Thiselped to inform any potentialtility impacts, and the results
may be seen on theend-to-end concepts which have been evaluated

5
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Category Description &Sources

Environmental Data

Environmental data was collectedo identify historic districts, rivers, streams,
wetlands, floodplains, cultural, and environmentalconstraints, as shown in
Appendix A, Appendix Bind AppendixE. This data telps provide background
information on the potential environmentalimpacts of improvement in the
corridor, and is also found inAppendix G

Traffic Data

Traffic Data was collected, to assess the needs anissues within the study
corr i dor &datatcalectedfcondgsted of $ITARS Il, anthe National
Performance Management Research Data Set (NPMRR&)ong others seen
within AppendixA, Appendix Band AppendixD. Thesedatasets provided
background and insight into the level of congestiomnd types ofcorridorusers,
allowing the study team to identify any potential issues within study areand

can be foundwithin Appendix A, Appendix B, Appendix C, Appendix D, Append
and Appendix F

Multimodal Information

Information pertaining to multimodal transportationi.e. pedestrian, btycle, and
transit modeswas examined and this data may be found in Appendix A,
Appendix B Appendix E and Appendix Fhis includesthe FabensSidewalk
Project Location Mapand the Transit Improvementgroposedin the El Paso
County Transiteport. Multimodal transportation data wasanalyzedto ensure
that Feasibility Studyrecommendations meet the needs of as many users as
possible and isintegratedin Appendix G

Land Use Data

Land use data was examined by the study teato provide some background into
the local buit environment which can be seen within Appendix @nd Appendix

E. This datacollected consisted of future developmentdax parcel data, places
of worship, educationaFacilities and more This data isprovided byorganizations
like the Texas Education Agen@mong others It helps to inform any potential
right of wayimpacts within the current buit environment andis integrated in
Appendix G

Roadway Data

Data surrounding theexistingroadway configuration and background into the
roadway itself was collected by the study team. This data allows the team to
represent currentroadwayconditions andassess what changes could be made
in a short-, midterm-, and longterm context, while remaining cognizant of
roadwaydesign and boundaries The data collectedincluded streetlight data,
traffic counts and signal timings andnay be seen in full withinAppendix C,
Appendix D, and Appendix. F

Aerial Data

Aerial imaging was cdécted by the study team to provide further background
and detail for land uses within the aregand the data sources for this may be
found in Appendix AThis datawas collected throughGoogle Earth and ESRI and
may be seen in boththe environmental constraints mapand the developments
map. This datahas also been utilized in mapping efforts and to ensure
visualizations are created and evaluated through a screening proceshich may
be found through Appendix B, Appendix C, AppenBjand Appendix G

6
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2.3. Existing& CompletedStudies & Plans

Theexistingand completed plansoverlapping the study area wera part of the cata collection
process Thisallowed the study team tacreate a basis for future studyreference for specific details,
and backgroundfor analyzing improvementsThe following plansyave been used as part of the
analysis

9 City of Socorro'sComprehensivePlanand ThoroughfarePlan
T EI P a s dCongdtiom Management Process

T TxDOTds Bor deRELdddyghway East
1 TxDOTG6s Al(SHREe) doaridorstudy

T TxDOTOds Mdaarridar Master®lan (CMP3tudy

T T x D OFMAL$10 Clint CutOff study & project

T EI Paso MPOOs Texas lemenatiog-fexasBtatéwidé i ty Pl an | mp
Truck Parking Study & Freight Infrastructure Design Considerations

T EI P a s dPortdPEDtEy ®OB Summary Report Volumes 1 and 2

9 Existing Traffic Impact Analysis for Proposed Developmenitscluding
EastwindDevelopment

1 El Paso County Transititle VI Plan

T TxDOT ElI Pas Di st rTranspadtation Systems Management and
Operations Plan

1 TxDOBicycleTourism Trag Study and Network
9 El Paso District Incident Management Plan

2.4, Public Involvement andStakeholder Engagement

The stakeholder engagement procesallowed thestudyteam to collaborate withstakeholders and
local groupsin large group stakeholder advisorgneetings public meetings and oneon-one

meetings.

Thelarge graup stakeholder advisorymeetingswere attended by representatives of the_ower Valley
Water District (LVWDEI Paso CountySun Metro,El Paso Electric, Texas Gas Servicgamino Real

7

Feasibility Studyd FM 76 (North Loop Dr) Horizon Bvd to Alameda Ave in Fabens






PM #1 Comment Sources

Email, 3%

nteracive e PM #1 Comment Topics

comment map,
5%

= Traffic

Safety

Land Use
Connectivity
Right-of-Way (ROW)
Bike & Pedestrian
Water Infrastructure
Drainage
Communications

Roll plot, 88%

Figure4: FM 76 (North Loop Dr) Public Meeting #Comments

Figure5: FM 76 (North Loop Dr¥orridor Public Meeting #1, City of Socorro City Hall
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Thestudy team held itsthird large groupstakeholderadvisorymeetingon June § 2023, and
presentedthe Level 1 Screeningnatrix, and draft typical sections The stakeholders provided
feedback on thetypical sectiors as well as the goalghat informed the Level 1 Screening.

The study team held its fourthHarge groupstakeholderadvisorymeeting on October 182023, and
presentedthe level 2 screening, andhree corridor conceptalternatives screening results
Stakeholdersprovided feedback to the study teanon the corridor concept alternatives

The study team held its second public meeting on February 6, 20Z/he study team presentedhe
feasibility study processt he st udy corridords exi staisumgarcobnf i gur a
stakeholder and public outreachexisting and future traffic conditions, environmental constraints

maps, proposed corridor configuration alternativesiext steps, roll plots with 3D renderingduring

this public meeting, and solicited i Hghlghtsfrom t he s
public meeting #2 (PM #2) are provided below

1 90 Inpersonattendees, including9 elected officials

9 88 Virtual Session attendees including 8@nglish and 2 spanish speaking
attendees

1 37 Commentsreceived

1 Comments were grouped and analydeby topic, and are presented in order
of highest to lowest frequencyelow

PM #2 Comment Sources

Electronic

PM #2 Comment Topics
F;;)m Phone Support
3% Median
Separate Facility
Signalization
Multimodal
Traffic
Safety
Lighting
Land Use
General Comments

Email
13%

Written

Figure6: FM 76 (North Loop Dr) Public Meeting #2 Comments
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Figure7: FM 76 (North Loop Dr) Corridor Public Meeting #2, Rob&tRojas Elementary

In order to assess the needs and concerns of local stakeholders, the study team also met with the
following local organizations in onen-one meetings: Sun Metro, the City of Sowo, City of Socorro
Planning and Zoning, El Paso County Transit, Union Pacific Railroad, Lower Valley Water District,
WCID #4 Water / Sewer Infrastructure, Border Highway East stuttiyg EI Paso County Texas A&M
Agrilife Extension Servicand the AlamedaCorridor study. Stakeholder meeting summaries and

documentation can be found imMppendix H

Stakeholder inputinformedthe FM 76s t u d y apmoaahi® sonceptdevelopment andensured
that all recommendations were informed througbutside perspectives while remaining consistent

with currentTxDOT EIl Paso Distristandards.
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3. ExistingConditionsand FutureNeeds
3.1 Roadway Mobilityand Right of Way

The FM 76 (North Loop Dr) corridor is primarily @d-lane undivided roadway with narrow shoulders
and no sidewalksexcept fora 0.2-mile, fourlane urbanized segmensouth of Horizon Blvd (FM
1281) intersection and a 0.3mile, twolane urbanized segment in the community of Fabens. The
corr i do rtgral sctions arei shown below ikigure8, 9 and 10 and were sourced from
Google Streetview

Typical Section 1 represerstthe existingconfiguration of asmall segment close to Horizon Blvd
intersection. This segment inltides a 4-ane section with 11 to 14foot (ft) lanes, median, and paved
shoulders averaging 11 ft wide on both sides. A 5 ft wide sidewalk is also observed on both sides
along this section.Typical Section 2 represents most of the study area with two tradva@nes with 4t
shoulders in rural areas. Typical Section 3 represents a typical two travel lane roadway, BAfth

sidewalks along Fabens Road until SH 20 (Alameda AugFabens.

Existing ROW on FM 76 in the corridor limits is in the range of 50 ft to 60 ft for around 63% of the
corridor length. Near the intersection with FM 1281, for a length of 0.29 miles, M 76 (North

Loop Dr) corridohas a ROW of 135 ft. For the rest of ¢hcorridor, two lanes were observed with lane
widths varying between 11 ft and 12 ft with a paved shoulder of 3 to 4 ft wide on both sides. Near
signalized intersections, additional turn lanes are observed. Further detail may be foun@ppendix
F, howeve, Figure8, 9 and 10 show the current configuration with ROW constraints.

T h e c o voluines waredezsamined and reviewed withigppendix EBoth existing and projected
volumes may be found irAppendix Bwithin Figure3 and Figure 6.Truck volume along FM 76 id not
exceed 500 trucks per day anywhere within the corridor, though truck movement is expected to

increasedue to proposed commercial development3.hiswould also mean greater intersection

delays and reduced corridor speedsnd further details may be foumd in Appendix G
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Figure10: Existing TypicaBection 3 (FM 76 from 3! St to Alameda Ave/ SH 20)
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3.2. Safety & Traffic Operations

The FM 76 study team used the KABCO scale to evaluate ¢ragverity, with K representing a
fatality, Ameaningincapacitatinginjuries, B representing some injuries such as cuts or scrapes but
not incapacitating, C defined as possible injury bminor and on a smaller scalesuch as cuts and
bruises, and O whichmeans no apparent injuries.

The study team reviewed crashes that were reported as K, A and B through the systemd, the term

KAB will be used to evaluate crashe3he TxDOT Roadway Inventory data contains roadway features

that were used to identify highrisk characteristics associated with KB crashes. The number of

lanes, lane width, shoulder width, functional classification, and presence of medsanere selected

for further analysis in El Paso Countpllthese factors are reviewed individuallgnd 40 KAB crashes

were observedwithin the corridor between the analysis years of 2015 to 2019 his was high in

comparison to other FM roads in El Paso County. Notlehe anal ysi s wasnd&t conduc
2021 becauseof the COVIEL9 pandemic and crash data fo 2022 and 2023 wa s n 0 availgbke at

the time of analysis.

A map of theKAB Crashes along FM 76ay be seen withirFigurel1. Contributing factors to the

higher rate of KAB c¢r as hes waedpationgof thdtoad Bithosit amedialy cor r |
and shoulders under 6 feet.Over 81% of the crashes onthe FM 76 (North Loop Dr) corridobccurred

at locationslacking lighting andhappeningafter dusk, during dark driving conditions Undgnalized

intersections andareas with a lack ofsignage alsasaw higher than usual crashs (76%) FM 76

crash rates and currentsafety conditions are availablein greater detail withinAppendix B
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Figurell: KAB Segment Hotspots

The study team also conducted a Level &rvice (LOS) assessment of existing traffic movement in

the corridor. LOS is a qualitative measure of traffic operations, ranging from LOS A through LOS F,
with A being the best, most free flowing traffic and F being the worst, representing severe traffic

congestion. A figure for LOS congestion is showrFigure12, with green representing LOS A & B,

yellow LOS C & D, and red LOS E & F. Most of the corridor was graded at LOS E and D, with a single F
for the Celum Rd intersection, and no concept being LOS C or aboMee analysis shows that the

evening peak times were the most congested time to be commuting on FM Afpendix Dcontains
further details on these findings.
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El Paso — \

EL Paso County

Recurring Congestion on FM 76

Travel Time Index

= Uncongested
Moderate
= Congested

1 2 Miles

Figure12: Recurring Congestion on FM 76
3.3. Access Management

Access Management may be defined asproactive measure tomanagav e hi cl efs access p
different parcels of landlocated adjacent to the roadway. FM 7@urrently consists of46

intersections, of which only 5 are signalized. Aield investigation wasconducted,and aerial maps

were reviewed along the entire length of the corridor to identify the location of existing driveways

along FM 76. The study concluded that there are approximately 700 drivewayighin the study area

with 70% of those locatechorth of FM 1110. Driveway densities along the corridor vary from 11 to

25 driveways per mile Access management analysis is reviewed in greater depth in Section 5 of this

Feasibility Studyand in AppendixF.
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3.4. Active Transportation & Transit

The FM 76 (North Loop Dr) corridads identified asa crossstate spine bicycle trailwithin TxDO® s
Bicycle Tourism Trails Example NetwériheFM 76 (North Loop Dr) corridadoes not currently
contain bicycle facilites. The shoulders alongmost ofthe corridor are not wide enough to safely
accommodatepedestrians or bicyclesand dl the signalized intersections have crosswalks but lack
sidewalks.

Fabens has multiplestreet project locations where EIPas@ounPyldlsi ¢ Wor kds departr
created a proposed 2.72 miles of further sidewalks connecting and surrounding Cotton High School,

Fabens Elementary, Fabens Middle and Fabens High Sch&l. mi | ar 1y, Tornil |l ods PI
Development department has plangor a shared use pathwayunning from Fabens to Tornillo

starting at Alameda AveThismay be an opportunity for FM 76 to connect to the existing Sidewalk at

Fabens Ave and connect to Alameda Ave.

Transit servicescurrently do notrun along theFM 76 (Nath Loop Dr) corridoalthough transit
services are available betweethe cities of Fabens, Socorro, and El Paselowever, there are plans
to providetransit throughoutthe corridor with proposed Rout®&4 improvements alongFM 76 (North
Loop) and witha new Route 40X along IHLO (which may utilize FM 76 as a relief rou)ebeing
proposed to extend down to O T Smith Rd and along Alameda,Auith an intersection at Fabens St
as proposedwithin the Title VI Plan from El Paso County Trangihese bus route improvements are
further detailed in section 7 of theFeasibility Studywhile Appendix Fprovides additional details
around existing conditionsfor Active Transportation & Transit.

3.5. Environmental Constraints

Environmental constraints weredentified along the study corridoto inform the development of

preliminary improvement options and conceptual alternativegxisting conditions within the

environmental constraints study aremrebased on various sources of infoa
100-year Floodplain mapslin addition, registered water wells, plugged water wells, groundwater

wells, petroleum storage tanks, historic districts, and national wetland inventory features constitute

1 https://gis -
txdot.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/99f0abd81cf64¢c16910411cc69e3b16f_O/explore?location=31
.572704%2C-106.176101%2C12.03
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the majority of environmental constraints within the codor. Additional information on

Environmental constraints can be found iAppendixG and Appendix |

3.6. Utilities

Overhead utilities and pipelines exist within the rigkif-way and dedicated easements. Irrigation
canals exist adjacent to the corridor in several areamnd also crossthe corridorin several locations
These includetwo key laterals, boththe Yslda Lateral and the Daugherty Lateralalong with the
Mesa Drain.AppendixJincludesa map containing theexistingsewer network existingwater
network, canals, ditches and streams, and a proposed watéistribution network. Utilities mapped
within Appendix Jand Appendix Dprovide information on thecurrent infrastructure of the utilities

surrounding MM 76 as well aspotential impacts of recommended improvements

3.7. Emergency Management

FM 76 serves asan emergencyalternative routeoption for I-10 as per the loal TXxDOT El Paso

District Incident Management Plan (IMP). It must alée accessible to emergency vehicleEM 76
stakeholders have menti oned eomgatbiitgwath time loaabTxRXT @ mpr o
El Paso Districincident Management Plan (INP) and improvingemergency response timén the

corridorFurt her infor mat i on and-£0teméerdgericyaltprnafivd rodtéoptisn r ol e a's
can be found withinAppendix D

3.8. Demographics and Land Use

Thestudy team usedpopulation data for the City of El Paso and El Paso County extracted from the
US Census data for the years 2010 and 2020. The data shows the city and county populations are
growing at an annual rate of 0.46% and 0.81% respectively. The El Paso MPO Destianel

Demand Model (TDM) also contains population information fils model yearswhich was used for

population estimatesdetailed in Appendix D

Land usealong 3.1 miles of the south-western portion of the corridor is zoned by the City §bcorra
The zmed regulated area extend$rom FM 1281 (Horizon Blvdjo Anderson Rd with the majority
being zonedas agricultural and residential area, with a few areas as commercial and light
industrial. The area between Anderson Rd and FM 1110 intersection is not ednand development
in this portion consistsof agricultural land with little residential and commercial parcels. Therth-
east portion of the corridor is not zoned and development in this portion is less intensigensisting

of larger agricultural tracts with small residential clusterd.he future developments map, shown
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below inFigure13, identifies multiple new residential subdivisions nortkeast of FM 76 specifically
the large Eastwind Developmenthe Hidden Valley Estates Subdivisiotthe Pinchal Development

the Leonor Estates Subdivisionand the Horizon 410 Master Plan Southwest of FM 76 thereare the
Sunset Valley EstateSubdivision the Haciendas de Socorro, th&/ista Bonita EstatesSubdivision

the Clinton Commonsan unnamedsubdivision,and a business park The project team reviewed
these developments with local stakeholders and received no information for developments present
south of FM 1110 and thereforethese were not included in the mapAppendixF provides further
details into the current land use anddture conditions.

Future FM 76 Developments

FM 76 Study Corridor
Developments

Figurel13: Future FM 76 Developments
3.9. Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)

Intelligent Transportation Systems (IT8an bedefined as the use of technology to improve
transportation operations by saving time, lives, or resourceé. key focus in deploying ITS is

connecting field elements to Traffic Management Centers (TMCs) and fostering connectivity between
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TMCs to share andntegrate information.There are two TMCs within that covehe area, the City of

El Paso TMC anthe TXDOT TMAO,RANSVISYI Tx D O EldPaso Districb s | TS | mpl ement at i
Plan was reviewed, howeveahere are not any currenplannedITS projects witin the FM 76 study

corridor. TheEIPasoMPO s | T S p ralsqrevievtedbut woeprojects which specifically

applied to FM 76were listed.

Thereare existingITS systemsear FM 76 from State Loop 375 to Alamedave,but these may be
mostly outside of the study corridorTheyinclude 20 Advanced Transportation ControllsffATC
Controllerg, 4 CCTV¢Closed Caption Televisions20 SPATYSignal Phase and Timingand 8.2
miles of Fiber Optic Cable.

4. Goals and Objectives

The study team used he analysis,stakeholderinput, and corridor needs identified withirBection 3
of the Feasibility StudyExisting Conditions and Future Needso developFeasibility Studygoals The
Feasibility Studyteam createdsevenpreliminaryoverarching goals. Thessevengoals each lead to
unique objectives that establisked a framework to evaluate the shorf mid-, and longterm
improvements proposed for the FM 7§North Loop D). The goals and objectives of each goal are
listed in Table2 below.

Table2: Goals & Objectives

Goals Objectives

Roadway Mobility & 9 Adding travel lanes to accommodate future traffic

Connectivity
T Increasing Incident Management Plan rmuting capacity and
compatibility
T Improving corridor connectivity
Safety & Traffic 1 Ensuring compatibility with future signalized intersections
Operations

1 Introducing safety improvement(s), Crash Counter Measures
1 Including lighting Improvements

1 Including drainage improvements
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Goals Objectives

Access Integrate divided roadway improvements (raised metdi with
Management turning bays, buffered centerline, ofwoWayLeft Turn Lane
between opposite direction travel lanes)

Active _ 1 Accommodates elements identified by the USDOT for active
Transportation & transportation:
Transit

I Pedestrian facilities
9 Cycling facilities

9 Public transit facilities and services

Environmental 1 Minimizing impacts to:
Constraints
1 School
 Commercialbusinesses
 Railroad

i Firestation

9 Agricultural lands

I Historic canals andhistoric districts

9 100-yearfloodplain

Existing ROW 1 Optimizing the Level of ROW needed to accommodate corridor
needs
Utilities {1 Minimizing likelihood of conflict with existing utilities

There are other criteria whi c lvaluatdnandmlblistindye st udy
be found inAppendix G These include local and state plans and standards whietould need to be

adhered to, such as the Texas Transportation Plan 20 , and other statewide pl a
Strategic Plan Areview ofgoals and needs statements fronother study corridors in the El Paso

district was conducted inAppendix Gto better align andinform the goals forthe FM 76 study

corridor.
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5. Access Managemenand Future NeBuild Traffic Conditions

5.1. AccessManagement Overview

Basedon the existingconditions andFeasibility Studygoals laid out in Section JExisting Conditions
and Future Need$ and Section 4(Goals and Objectivesof the Feasibility Studyaccess

management strategies were used to helmform the Feasibility StudyAppendix Fand Appendix G
explainthe access management strategiesind tools that were identified to regulate and control the
location, design, and spacing of driveways, median openings, and interchanges along the corridor.
Some highway access management toolsxaminedincluded:

Medians and median barriers
Driveway modifications
Access point consolidation
Turn restrictions

Twoway leftturn lanes

=A = = =2 =4 =4

Installation or extension of leftand rightturn lanes

91 Intelligent TransportationSystems (TS) technologysuch as traffic signal
I Multimodal improvements

9 Increased intersection/driveway spacing

1 Crossstreet widening

9 Improved supporting street network

1 Regional and local policies

5.2. Future NoBuild Traffic Conditions

The study teamcompleted a iture year 2045 FM 76 traffic forecast for the NdBuild condition by
combining a 2045 baseline traffic forecast and other development generated traffic. The baseline
traffic was developedby applying a linear growth rateThe Eastwind Developrant was accounted for
as part of generated traffic Gther potential developments which have not progressed far enough
along intheir developmentprocess,were accountedfor in the overall traffic growth rates developed
for the 2045 No-Build condition.Corsidering the available traffic data andhe EI Paso MPO Destino
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Model, a linearannual growth rate of 2.6%between 2019 and 2039 and 2.0% between 2039 and
2045 wasapplied. The growth rateanalysisis further discussed inAppendix ETrip generation for tle
Eastwind Developmentwas estimated based on the approved Traffic Impact Study for the
development.

The study team analyzed the future conditi@nalong the FM 76 withHighway Capacity and Synchro
Analyses Due to the rapid growth[FM 76 is expected to have operating conditions with excessive
control delays and queues in both peak periods at several signalized and unsignalized intersections if
there are no changes to its current configuratiort signalizedmtersections, the available storage lane
length will not be adequate for turring movements. As a result, traffiavould spill back onto through
lanes and thus affectthrough traffic movement. The recurring congestion in the existing conditions,
seen in Secton 3 of the Feasibility Studycould lead to a greater risk of vehicle crashes. The excessive
gueues would also affect access to the existing and future commercial establishments near the

signalized intersections.

AppendixF created recommended improvemet s bas ed u p oexistihgooaditions,andi dor 6 s
some overarching improvementsvere noted. Theseincluded additional lanes and additional storage

lanes onfour intersections FM 76 and FM 1281, FM 76 and Baumamd, FM 76 and Clint Cubff

Rd, and FM 76 and ClinBan Elizario At all other signalized intersectionsexisting lane configuration

will be sufficient for the future 2045 NeBuild conditions.

AppendixF showed that increased traffic on the twdane segmer of the FM 76 (North Loop Dr)
corridorwould result in fewer gaps for left turn traffianeaninglonger travel time anda higher risk of
angle collisions AppendixF also notedthe following mitigationstrategies arerequired to improve
mobility and safetyalong FM 76

1 Left turn storage lanes on minor street approaches
9 Left turn storage lane on FM 76

1 Convertinga portionof the stop-controlled intersections into right in right out

(RIRO) intersections

1 Restricting direct connection to FM 76
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6. Preliminary Multimodal Concepts

6.1. Concept Development

The study team develope@3 preliminary typical section concepts in accordance with TxDOT design
standards for travel lanes, medians, lighting, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities, with additional design
considerations provided by NACT®ational Association of City Transportation figfals) standards

and the Transit Cooperative Research Reporthich may be seen irAppendix G Thestudy team
considered existing and future conditions of the corridor, examining traffic volumes, land uses, rural
and urban characteristics, as well as degh speeds, when developing typical section conce
described withinAppendix G

Thestudy team held aworkshop withstakeholders andTxDOT stafbn January 24, 2023to obtain
input on preliminary typical section concepisas detailed inAppendix | Thestudy team used this
input to eliminate certain preliminary concepts from the screening procesmd modified proposed
typical sections,which isfurther detailed in Appendix G

6.2. Level 1 Screening

The study team developed Level 1 screening criteria as aajitative assessment to evaluate how

well each of the preliminary typical section concepts addresses the needs of the study, including
roadway mobility, safety & traffic operations, access management, activansportation, and transit,

as well as consideation of environmental impacts, ROW and utilities consideration& Level 1
screening criteria matrix was established for the purposes of screening the concepts, as presented in
Table3. Of the initial 23 typical setion concepts, eight typical section concepts advanced past
preliminary Level 1 screening, to undergo further quantitative analysis within etodend alternatives

in the Level 2 screening. These included four-lane concepts, andd two-lane concepts This Level 1
screening process andeasoning for keeping each of these individual concepis providedin

Appendix G
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Table3: Level 1 Screening Criteria

Results

Roadway
Mobility&

Safety &
Traffic

Connectivity Operations

Access
Management

Active
Transportation
& Transit

Environmental
Constraints

Existing ROW

Utilities

Compatibility with

Provides a raised
median dividing
opposite direction

Accommodates
three elements

Environmental
impacts would be
avoided or

the next phase

Egizey el EEs, W identified by the minimized based Avoids existin
Additional travel improvements; the potential for USDOT foryactive on little or no new Does not reqiire Utilities 9
N lanes added in includes crash offset channelized transportation: roposed ROW: acquisition of (improvements
each direction countermeasure turning bays (or porte : prop . ’ ROW pre
- ¢ pedestrian, however, impacts within ROW)
EEpERIEE PRSIz G| cycling, and public|  will be studied
L) Cerzs) Iangsg Sastirggglrmk transit facilities further in the next
intersections DIEEE
Compatibility with Accommodates Eir;\]/lrggtr;g?éal Requires
Two way left turn signalized Provides a two elements anticipate d based mogerate Will likely have
lane (TWLTL), improvements; buffered identified by the on thz amount of acquisition of conflict with
expanded includes crash centerline or USDOT for active roposed new RO\?V (ROW does| existing utilities
shoulders and/or | countermeasure TWLTL between transportation: IQO\IIJV however not exceed 96 (less than 50
dedicated turn applications. opposite direction | pedestrian, cyclist, impa(;ts will be ! feet of total percent of
lanes nght;:j% g:jay be travel lanes or pf:lcjzlillftig:nsn studied further in typical section) concept footprint)
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6.3. Level 2 Screening

The study team developethree corridor conceptalternatives by combining and modifying typical
sectionsretained afterthe Level 1 Screening while remaining in accordance with TxDOT design
standardsand NACTO (National Association of City Transportation Officials) stand&wdsll
facilities. The team considered existing and future conditions of the corridor, traffic vles, land
uses, rural and urban characteristics, as well as design speeds, when developing typical section

concepts and corridor alternatives.

The study team created a quantitative_evel 2screening matrix to examineeachl t er nat i ve d s
compliance withthes t udy & s egnergehcgincidentdnanagement.Feedbackabout corridor
alternativesand updates to the screening matrixvas collectedduring the Large GroupStakeholder
AdvisoryMeetings #3 and #4, and during one-on-one meetings as summarizedin Appendix K After

the screening process was finalized, eaditernative was scoredas shownin Appendix L

Alternative 1

Alternative 1was the first alternative createdAlternative 1 includes only the more basic
improvement and would requirethe leastamount of RQV. Ithas fewer multimodal options andless

access managemensolutions and strategies such as medians.

Alternative 1 contains thredypicalsections, 4, 5 and 7, shown inFigurel4. Typical Section 4egins
at Horizon Blvdand extendsto Clint:San ElizarioRd. This typical sectioris 84 ft wide and consists of
10 to 12 ft shoulders on each side, two travel lanesn each side and atwo-wayleft turn lane
(TWLTL)The second Typical Section, fllows FM 76 from CliriSan ElizarioRdto 5t St, in Fabens
It consists of 10 to 12ft shoulders on each side, a Twaway Left Turn Lane (TWLTL), but only one
travel lanein each direction with a total ROW of 66t. The final Typical Section, ,begins at5th St,
follows Camp St and Island Rdinishing at SH 20 (Alameda Ave). This Typi&asction isincluded in
all three alternatives, andcontainsthe least ROW of any Typical Secticat, 56 ft. Itincludesone
travel lane for each side, along with a bike lane and a sidewalk on both sides of the ro&ldere are
multiple intersection improvenents throughout the corridor, with recommendations for improved
intersections at HorizorBlvd (FM 1281), Sudan Dr, Island Rd, Camp St, and Alameda Ave (SH 20).
There is also aecommendationto extendtransit stops forBus Route 84 along North LooDr, which
is further described inSection 7 of this report.Alternativel is shown inFigurel5 below,and a six-

panel map with greater detail may be found iAppendix K
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Figure14: Typical Sections in Alternative 1
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Figurel5 (2 of 2): FM 76 Concept Design Alternative 1
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Alternative 2

Alternative 2 was the second alternativereated. Alternative 2 includes improvements throughout
the corridor with a larger footprint than Alternative 1, but a smaller footprint than Alternative 3

It provides more multimodal options throughout theorridor than Alternative 1, and less access
management solutions than Alternative Bout more than Alternative ). Alternative 2 contains three
Typical Sections2A, 5A, and 7, shown iifrigure16. Typical Section 2/A&eginsat Horizon Blvdand
extendsuntil FM 1110/ ClintSan Elizario H. This Typical Sectiois 87 ft wide and consists of a 10ft
shared use path on thenorth-east side of the corridor, two travel lanes on each side, and a 1&
median to separate the lanesalong with a 6 ft sidewalk on thesouth-east canal sideof the corridor.
The second Typical Section, 5A, follows FM 76 from Ghlan Elizario Rd to % St. Itconsists of a
11.5 ft shareduse pathon the northeast side of the corridorand two 12 ft shoulders in each
direction, but only one travel lane in each direction, with a total ROW of.5&. The final Typical
Section, 7, bains at 5 St, follows Camp St and Island Rdnd finishes at SH 20 (Alameda Ave).
This Typical Section is included in all three alternatives, ahds the least ROW of any Typical
Section, at 56ft. It includes one travel lane for each side, along with a bike lane and a sidewalk on
both sides of the road.There are multiple intersection improvements throughout the corridor, with
recommendations for improved intersections at Horizdsivd (FM1281), Sudan Dr, Bauman Rd,
Clint CutOff Rd, ClirtSan Elizario Rd, Island Rd, Camp St, and Alameda Ave (SH R is also a
recommendation to extend transit stops for Bus Route 84 along North Lobp which is further
described in section 7 of this reportAlternative 2 isshown inFigurel7 below,and a sixpanel map
with greater detail may be found iMppendix K
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Figurel6: Typical Sections in Alternativ@
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Feasibility Studyd FM 76 (North Loop Dr) Horizon Bvd to Alameda Ave in Fabens

32




CONTINUED FROM SHEET 1

OVERALL SECTION PROPOSED WIDTH - 56"

EXISTING ROW
7 [Eq) m
CURB & & CURB &

| GUTTER | GUTTER
¢ © < &

Fub st 1 . i A
< TRAVEL LANE I TRAVEL LANE
swewax - BIKE | & I H o L sivewac

BUFFER J~

LANE | =

TYPICAL SECTION 7 BEGINS AT FM 76 AND 5TH ST

MATCHLINE B-B

MATCHLINE B-B

Texas

Department
of Transportation

EL PASO DISTRICT

PROJECT:
FM 76 (NORTH LOOP DRIVE)
FEASIBILITY STUDY

STUDY LIMITS:
FM 1281 (HORIZON BOULEVARD)
TO SH 20 (ALAMEDA AVENUE,
IN FABENS)

CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT -
ALTERNATIVE -2
(MEDIUM R.O.W.)

I TYPICAL SECTION - 2A
I TYPICAL SECTION - 5A

I TYPICAL SECTION -7

LEGEND

CROSS ROADS
HHH | RAILROAD

= |TRAFFIC SIGNAL

Map Source : Google Map
Drawing Scale - 1" : 1500
Typical Section Scale - 1": 20"/ 1" : 25"

FED, RED. FEDERAL AID PROJECT SHEE
DIV NO. NO.
20F2
STATE DST COUNTY
TEXAS ELP EL PASO
CONTROL SECTION JOB T
ATPO-12018 T
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Alternative 3

Alternative 3 was the third alternative createdn comparison to the other twalternatives, it has the
largest footprint and provides multimodal options throughout the corridor, and more access
management solutions than Alternatives 1 and 2.

Alternative 3 includes three Typical Section2A (or 2B dependingon local context) 5B, and 7,
shown inFigure18. Typical SectiorRA/2B begins at Horizon Blvd andextendsalong FM 76 until
ClintSan ElizarioRd. This Typical Sectiois 87 ft wide and consists of a 10ft shared use path on the
north-east side of the corridor, two travel lanes on each side, and a 16 ft median to separate the
lanes, along with a 6t sidewalk on thesouth-east canal side(shown in Typical Section 2Bpr an 8

ft wide shoulder on the canal sid¢shown in Typical Section 2A)lepending on the loal context The
second Typical Section, 5B, follows FM 76 from CHaan Elizario Rd to 6 St. Itconsists of al2 ft
shareduse pathon the northeast side of the corridorand two 11 ft shouldersin each direction, one
travel lane in each direction, but bs a TWLThwith a total ROW o¥5 ft. The shoulders present in
Typical Section 5Bvould provide better space fothe movement offarm equipment, due to this
portion of the corridor being ruralThe shoulderswould also assist with the safety of school bus
stops. The final Typical Section, 7, is fromtsSt, follows Camp St and Island Rd finishing at SH 20
(Alameda Ave). This Typical Section is included in all three alternatives, and has the smallest
footprint and ROW of any Typical Section, at 56 It includes one travel lane for each side, along
with a bike lane and a sidewalk on both sides of the road@here are multiple intersection
improvements throughout the corridor, with recommendations for improvedeénsections at Horizon
Blvd (FM 1281), Sudan Dr, Bauman Rd, Clint GDff Rd, Clir{San Elizario Rd, Island Rd, Camp St,
and Alameda Ave (SH 20Y.here is also a recommendation to extend transit stops for Bus Route 84
along North Loop, which is further desibed in Section 7 of this report.Alternative 3 isshown in

Figure19 below, but asixpanel map with greater detail may be found iAppendix K
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Figurel8 (1 of 2): Typical Sections idlternative 3
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Figure19 (1 of 2): FM 76 Concept Design Alternative 3
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Figure 19(2 of 2): FM 76 Concept Desigilternative 3
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