Meeting Summary
U.S. 190 Working Group Meeting #2
July 14, 2017, 10:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m.

Opening Remarks, Introductions & Project Overview
Cheryl Maxwell, Director • KTMPO
Cheryl Maxwell welcomed attendees and asked all participants to introduce themselves.
Maxwell explained that the purpose of Working Group (WG) Meeting #2 is to 1) walk through
US 190 Feasibility Study goals and objectives, which were developed from input received
from WG Meeting #1; 2) address the questions that came out of WG Meeting #1 by
reviewing traffic data, employment and population data, thoroughfare plans and the
planning process as well as by hearing a brief overview on the 1999 US 190 Study; 3)
review and narrow down the route options developed from WG Meeting #1 discussions
(presented on constraints maps developed by the project team); and 4) review and provide
feedback on the preliminary evaluation criteria developed from the 22 survey responses
received from WG members in May 2017.
Copies of the meeting agenda and sign-in sheets are found in Appendices A and J,
respectively. WG members were provided a copy of the agenda, study Fact Sheet (Appendix
B), Goals and Objectives (Appendix C), Evaluation Survey Summary (Appendix D),
Conceptual Alignments (Appendix E), Demographic Summary (Appendix F), Traffic Counts
and Special Generators (Appendix G), Planned Thoroughfares (Appendix H), Initial Screening
Criteria (See tables under “Overview of Evaluation Criteria”) and a comment form (Appendix
I). Note: No comment forms were received from WG members or observers.
Summary of 1999 US 190 Study
Michael Bolin, P.E., Director of Transportation Planning & Development • TxDOT
Michael Bolin provided an overview of the US 190 Extension Major Investment Study, which was
published in 1999 by Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT). Bolin explained that the 1999
study was primarily focused on Farm to Market 93 (FM 93) and Farm to Market 436 (FM 436)
corridors.
The 1999 study recommended working on FM 93 in the short-term and deferring work on FM 436
to the future. The investment study also recommended acquiring ROW within the next five years (i.e.
2000 - 2005). Very little came of this study, however, due to lack of funding available.

After receiving a request from KTMPO, TxDOT initiated the current US 190 Feasibility Study. The
current feasibility study is exploring options for upgrading, and possibly relocating, US 190 between
FM 1670 (west of I-35) and FM 437 in the city of Rogers. . However, the same challenge exists:
there is no money currently attached to this project. Bolin opened the floor for questions; no
questions were asked.
Overview of Traffic Data/Population & Employment Data
Andy Atlas, AICP, Project Manager • CP&Y
Andy Atlas transitioned the discussion to provide an overview of traffic data, population data and
employment data. Atlas referred to hand-outs provided to WG members (See Demographic
Summary (Appendix F), Traffic Counts and Special Generators (Appendix G), and Planned
Thoroughfares (Appendix H).
Demographic and Employment Data:
The data shows that population within the study area is expected to increase from 43,559 people
to 67,413 from 2010 to 2040 – a 55% increase. Employment is projected to increase from 28,435
jobs in 2010 to 45,128 jobs in 2040 – a 59% increase.

Planned Thoroughfares:
Thoroughfare plans were provided to the project team by the City of Belton and the City of Temple.
Major projects from the plans were mapped and laid over the study area to show planned roadway
development (See Planned Thoroughfares – Appendix H). No other thoroughfare plans were
available at the time of the WG meeting.
Project Goals and Objectives
Lynda Rife• Rifeline
Lynda Rife led an overview of the results from the Evaluation Survey. A survey of WG members was
conducted the week of May 12 – 22, 2017. Participants were asked to rank potential evaluation
criteria on a scale of one through five, with five being extremely important and one being not at all
important. Twenty-two responses were received (See Evaluation Survey Summary -- Appendix D). In
combination with the study goals and objectives, the survey results have been used to inform the
development of criteria which will be used to evaluate preliminary route options.
Of the 22 responses received:
 90% ranked safety as extremely important or very important
 86% ranked minimizing social/community impacts as extremely important or very important
 86% ranked providing good access for first responders as extremely important or very important
 81% ranked ensuring good local access as extremely important or very important
 77% ranked utilizing existing roadways as extremely important or very important
 76% ranked re-routing truck traffic (18-wheelers) away from residential areas as extremely
important or very important
 76% ranked reducing impacts to the natural environment as extremely important or very
important
There was discussion regarding conflicting feedback from the WG of utilizing existing roadways and
avoiding use of I-35. The WG indicated that although I-35 is an existing roadway, some use of I-35
may be acceptable depending on the distance.

Rife then referred WG members to their Goals and Objectives handout (See Appendix C) and
reminded members that these are the goals and objectives that were captured from WG Meeting
#1. Rife then asked WG members if the project team is still heading in the right direction. The WG
indicated that they are in agreement with the goals and objectives as presented.
Rife reported that there were a total of 40 different routes identified by the WG at the previous
meeting. The project team mapped all 40 routes (making routes as close to scale as possible so
WG members and observers could see any potential impacts or conflicts). The WG reviewed these
40 routes and went through an exercise to narrow them down to a more manageable number.
Observers attending the meeting were invited to get a closer look at the maps at the observer table.
Preliminary Route Options Walk-Through
Andy Atlas, AICP, Project Manager • CP&Y
Andy Atlas led a review of the 40 preliminary route options based on suggestions provided by WG
members during the first WG meeting. Atlas explained that the project team would be providing
recommendations for eliminating some routes, as well as recommendations for routes they believe
should move forward. Small group discussion was facilitated for each route following Atlas’ route
presentation per study area section (i.e. West, South, North) to determine which route options
would proceed for further analysis.

Overview of Evaluation Criteria
Stacey Benningfield, Environmental Task Lead• CP&Y
Stacey Benningfield began her presentation by reminding WG members that their survey results in
conjunction with the study goals and objectives informed the development of the project team’s
Initial Screening Criteria. Benningfield then led a review of the Initial Screening Criteria, stopping
after each section to get WG member feedback through Clicker Questions. All criteria are measured
using low/medium/high or pass/fail. Metrics are also color-coded (i.e. green = good, red = bad)
because sometimes having a low score is a good thing, but sometimes it is a bad thing. Refined
evaluation criteria will be used to help the project team narrow down the remaining route options,
which will be presented at WG Meeting #3.

Next Steps
Andy Atlas, AICP, Project Manager• CP&Y
Andy Atlas concluded the meeting. Atlas explained that the project team will conduct further
analysis on the potential route options and return to the next WG meeting (to be held
in late August/early September) with the results. The goal for WG Meeting #3 will be to evaluate the
options using the agreed on Evaluation Criteria, and further narrow down the options to a reasonable
number that could move forward for more detailed analysis. It was discussed that an Open House
will be held (tentatively in October*) in order to present the study to the public and get input on the
refined route options. Following the Open House, a more in-depth analysis will be conducted in
order to narrow down the list to two to three route option recommendations. Those
recommendations will be included in the final study report.





Working Group Meeting 3: Identify Refined Routes
Open House: Solicit Comments on Refined Route Options & Evaluation
Working Group Meeting 4: Review of Study Findings & Recommendations

Lynda Rife asked WG members to think about who the project team should invite to the Open
House.**

*Following this meeting, dates in early November are being considered for the Open House.
**Following this meeting, the project team decided to develop a survey asking WG members for feedback on the planning process for the
Open House. This survey will be emailed to WG members prior to WG Meeting #3 and results will be reported at that meeting and included in
the WG #3 Meeting Summary.
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