Meeting Minutes
U.S. 190 Working Group Meeting #4
April 4, 2018, 2:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m.

Opening Remarks & Introductions
Roger Beall • TxDOT
Roger Beall opened the meeting by thanking working group members for attending and KTMPO for leading
the US 190 Feasibility Study effort. He explained that the purpose of Working Group Meeting #4 would be
to 1) review comments and survey results received from the public at the Nov. 30th Open House; 2) present
the results of the technical and engineering study findings; and 3) gather feedback from the working group
regarding the study findings.
He took a moment to remind the working group members that the purpose of the US 190 Feasibility Study
was to be proactive and prepared for future growth in the area and to include the community in the
planning process.
Copies of the meeting agenda and sign-in sheets are found in Appendices A and H, respectively. Working
group members were provided a copy of the agenda, study fact sheet (Appendix B), and a comment form
(Appendix I). The working group was shown a PowerPoint presentation, of which the slides can be found in
Appendix C. Four boards were also set up around the room, copies of the boards can be found in Appendix
D. Note: No comment forms were received from working group members or observers.
Recap of Primary Alignment Options Presented to Public at Open House
Andy Atlas, AICP, Project Manager • CP&Y
Andy Atlas first thanked the working group for their participation in the Nov. 30th Open House and said that there
were more than 200 attendees.
He reviewed the primary route options that were shown to the public at the Open House, the figures discussed can
be found in Appendix C. The following were discussed:
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PINK ROUTE
• The Pink Route encompasses the existing US 190/Loop 363 route.
• There are two options associated with the Pink Route, “Pink” and “Pink +2”. The only difference between
the Pink and Pink + 2 scenarios is that the Pink +2 includes four lanes in each direction on I-35 from I-14
to Loop 363 while the Pink scenario includes three lanes in each direction.
BLUE ROUTE
• Runs along I-14, then turns north on I-35 before turning east along FM 93. It breaks off onto new location
just east of the City of Temple jurisdictional boundaries until it joins existing US 190.
BROWN ROUTE
• Runs along FM 93 to existing US 190.
BLACK ROUTE
• Runs south down I-35 to Shanklin Road, then travels on new location to FM 436, which it follows until just
east of the Leon River, where it follows new location around Little River-Academy to the north before joining
existing US 190.
AQUA ROUTE
• Takes a greenfield route from I-14 at FM 1670 and cuts across I-35 at Shanklin Road before connecting to
FM 436, which it follows until just east of the Leon River, where it follows new location around Little RiverAcademy to the north before joining existing US 190.
Atlas then gave an overview of the public comments that were received. He listed the following highlights:
• 207 Open House attendees
• 75 comment forms/emailed comments
• 428 MetroQuest Survey’s completed, with 750 visits to the site
Atlas then transitioned the discussion over to Lynda Rife for a more in-depth look at the survey and comment
results.
Overview of Public Comments & MetroQuest Survey Responses
Lynda Rife • Rifeline
Rife began by thanking the working group for encouraging the community to participate in the Open House. She
then went over the results from the MetroQuest survey, as well as the comments and emails received from the
open house.
The following are the data discussed, corresponding figures can be found in Appendix C:
• Priorities
• Travel Patterns
• Travel Frequency
• Travel Purpose
• Other Comments

Rife explained that according to the data received from the online survey, a majority of participants reported
travelling between Belton and Rogers rarely and mostly for recreation. She said that according to the MetroQuest
survey results, the community does not seem to see the project as something important for the community.
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Rife then went over the data about the community’s preferred routes.
The following is the data shown to working group participants, corresponding figures can be found in Appendix C:
• Open House Comment Forms and Emails
• Option Rankings
• Total In Favor and Opposed
Based on this data, Rife explained that the Pink Route was the most popular route option on the online survey and
on the Open House comment forms and emails. The Black Route was the least favorable. She noted that while
those who attended the Open House strongly opposed the blue and brown routes, Open House attendees only
made up 26% of the survey respondents. She said that 74% of the survey respondents did not attend the Open
House.
She pointed out that the Brown, Aqua, Blue and Black Routes were pretty close together in levels of support and
opposition.
She then transitioned the discussion back to Atlas.
Review of Technical & Engineering Study Findings
Andy Atlas, AICP, Project Manager • CP&Y
Atlas began by reviewing the goals and objectives identified in Working Group 2 and how those helped to the
evaluate routes. He also noted that due to feedback from the working group, the width of the area evaluated for
each route option was reduced from 600 feet to 400 feet. Copies of the Goals and Objectives and Evaluation
Criteria charts can be found in Appendices E and F, respectively. The Evaluation Summary is included in Appendix
G.
He then discussed the results of the goals and objectives screenings for each route.
The following are the results, corresponding figures can be found in Appendix C:
ENHANCE EAST/WEST CONNECTIVITY
• Atlas explained that routes that provided a new east-west route were ranked more favorably in the analysis.
The Pink and Pink +2 routes were not ranked as well because they didn’t provide a new route for east-west
travel.
ACCOMMODATE EXISTING AND PROJECTED TRAFFIC VOLUMES
• Atlas explained all of the routes add extra capacity, though the Pink route adds the least since it does not
add extra capacity on I-35. He stated that Pink +2 and Aqua reduce travel time the most overall.
ENHANCE SAFETY
• Atlas explained that the ranking for “Route avoids populated areas” was determined by the number of
people who live around the route.
SUPPORT GROWTH AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
• Atlas pointed out that the goal stating “Minimizes use of existing roadways” is the opposite of the goal of
“Maximizing use of existing roadways” identified under the ENHANCE EAST/WEST CONNECTIVITY goal.
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PROVIDE COST-EFFECTIVE AND ENVIRONMENTALLY EFFICIENT OPTIONS
• Atlas explained that the Pink and Pink +2 routes outscore all other route options because they stay in the
same right-of-way as existing US 190.
Atlas showed the working group members the Evaluation Summary (Appendix G) and said that the estimated costs
for each route are as follows:
• Pink: $356.1 million
• Pink +2: $372.1 million
• Blue: $513.9 million
• Brown: $534 million
• Black: $427.1 million
• Aqua: $454.6 million
He then went over the Study Findings, which are as follows:
• Pink Route is the most supported and least opposed.
• General public does not see the need to relocate US 190.
• Pink+2 Route confirms regional planning efforts to add a lane in each direction of I-35. These
improvements are capable of accommodating traffic projected through the 2040 planning horizon on I-35.
• The study confirms that future US 190 improvements are compatible with, and complement, the Rogers
Relief Route.
• If, in the future, it becomes necessary to relocate US 190, a fresh look at the primary route options
identified in this feasibility study is recommended to assess land use and environmental conditions at that
time.
He then passed the discussion over to Rife, to facilitate a discussion about the Study Findings.

Working Group Facilitated Discussion & Recommendations
Lynda Rife • Rifeline
Rife started the discussion by asking the working group if any of the information surprised them or if they had any
questions.
The following are the questions and comments from the working group members, as well as responses from the
project team, if necessary:
•

•
•

•

What are the estimated costs of each route?
o Pink: $356.1 million
o Pink +2: $372.1 million
o Blue: $513.9 million
o Brown: $534 million
o Black: $427.1 million
o Aqua: $454.6 million
Where did the cost estimates come from (TxDOT data or project team estimates)?
o The project team generated the estimates based on available data.
A member of the group said that the Primary Route Options Screening Results slide provided a lot of
information to digest in such a short amount of time, and requested a second look at them.
o A member of the group asked if anything had changed since the last time the working group
met. Atlas explained that the traffic data and cost estimates were added.
What is going to happen next?
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Beall explained that the findings are telling the team that the existing route is working okay as it
is now and an extension is not an immediate need. He said that in the future, what was learned
in this feasibility study should be considered.
A member of the working group asked Beall to clarify what he meant when he said that US 190 is
working okay as it is now.
o Beall said that operationally, without any other future improvements taken into consideration,
the road is working well today. He also said that it is important to consider if the community is
ready for another construction project in the area.
A working group member said that they think it’s important to identify a preferred route for planning
purposes.
o Beall said that for planning purposes, based on public comment, the Pink +2 route is noted as
the most publically supported route.
A working group member asked if the study would have any results other than the findings.
o Atlas explained that the study is not yet finalized and that the information that the working
group is providing is relevant to the finalization of the study.
Texas State Representative Hugh Shine, on behalf of US Congressman John Carter, explained that in
conversations with the community, they looked at the situation through the lens that there is no funding
yet, but that the Pink Route is what they are looking to support moving forward. If funding becomes
available, they plan to support the Pink Route. He said that the I-14 portion of the road has a military
and federal impact that they have been trying to move forward on.
A working group member said it looks like the pink route is most favorable overall.
Rife asked the group if they want to make a recommendation based on the findings, working group
members said yes
A working group member asked where the extra lanes for the Pink +2 would be going.
o Atlas showed the map of the Pink +2 route and explained that the I-35 portion appeared to
have enough existing right-of-way for the extra lanes.
A working group member asked if the working group could provide a set of recommendations.
o Beall said yes. Beall also explained the Project Development Process board, included in
Appendix D. He said that since the public does not yet see a need as far as east-west
connectivity in the area, the project will likely not progress in the immediate future.
o

•

•

•
•

•
•
•
•

Rife broke the working group members into two group to discuss if they wanted to give recommendations.
Rife reconvened the discussion after the groups were given an opportunity to discuss their preferences. The
following are the recommendations from each group:
GROUP 1
TxDOT should submit any additional portions of the Pink +2 route to be introduced in the KTMPO 2045
master planning document in July 2018. A member said that some portion of the project is already on the
Metropolitan Transportation Plan, and that all should be included.
The following activities should be added:
• Raising bridges
• Upgrading existing US 190 to interstate standards
• Adding 2 additional lanes to IH 35
GROUP 2
Agreed with Group 1, with the addition that Pink +2 is the Working Group’s recommendation and that they
move forward as funding becomes available. They recommended that all other options except for the Pink
+2 route be closed for consideration.
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Following the group presentations, Atlas explained that if something unexpected happens, it could be important to
consider other options, but based on the Working Group input they can focus in on the Pink +2 route moving
forward. A working group member explained that they have already done the feasibility study once before, and they
don’t want to have to do it again. They think it’s very important to make a decision.
A working group member said that it is important to consider that the community doesn’t see it as necessary to
relocate US 190, but it is important to update US 190, rather than relocate it.
The working group also recommended that the last bullet (“If, in the future, it becomes necessary to relocate US
190, a fresh look at the primary route options identified in this feasibility study is recommended to assess land use
and environmental conditions at that time.”) be removed from the study findings.
Next Steps
Roger Beall • TxDOT
Beall closed the meeting by giving the working group an overview of what would happen next. He explained
that the feasibility study would be prepared by the project team and a final report with recommendations
would be given to TxDOT and KTMPO. KTMPO would use the report to inform their planning and project
development process.
Beall thanked the working group for their participation in the feasibility study.
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Appendices

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Appendix A – Agenda
Appendix B – Fact Sheet
Appendix C – PowerPoint presentation
Appendix D – Boards
Appendix E – Goals and Objectives
Appendix F – Evaluation Criteria
Appendix G – Evaluation Summary
Appendix H – Sign-in Sheets
Appendix I – Comment Forms
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